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PCR EVALUATION NOTE 

GAMBIA INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT PROJECT 

 

 
1. THE PROGRAM 

 
Appraisal Date May 1998 Loan # 21001550000136 Loan Amount UA 800,525 

Approval Date 28 October 1998 Loan Signature 

Date 

22 January 1999 Project 

Completion 

Date 

December 

2003 

Loan Effectiveness 

Date 

19 November 

1999 

  PCR Date 5 March 2007 

NA= Not Available. Source: Bank Staff PCR 

 

1.1. Objectives 

1.1.1. The principal development objective was to strengthen the government’s economic 

management capacity, thereby contributing to poverty alleviation. 

 

1.1.2. Project-specific objectives comprised of the following: i) strengthening capacity in the  

Department of State for  Economic Affairs (DESFEA) and other related departments of state in 

the areas of project appraisal, management and monitoring and loan and debt management; and 

ii) increasing the proportion of female teachers in the workforce. . 
 

1.2. Program Components  
1.2.1. The principal components of the project comprised the following: i) Project 

Management Capacity Building: ii) Aid and Debt Management Capacity Building; iii) 

RIFT Training Program; and iv) Project Implementation. 

 

1.2.2. The Project management Capacity Building component was designed to  provide 

training of relevant government officials through short-term courses and by providing 

logistical support to the Project Monitoring and Evaluation Unit (PMEU)  of the 

Department of State for Economic Affairs (DOSFEA). The main subcomponets under 

this component consisted of: i) Establishment of a Project Management Evaluation Unit; 

ii) Financing Technical Assistance for the provision of short-term training using facilities 

at the Management Development Institute; iii) Financing External Training of 3 PMEU 

officials in advanced specialized courses; and iv) provision of logistical facilities and 

financing of vehicle operating costs for a two year period in support of the PMEU. 

 

1.2.3. The Aid and Debt Management Component consisted of the following sub 

components: i) The provision of local training in aid and debt management to officials of 

Debt Management Unit of DOSFEA, the Central bank of the Gambia and the Central 

Statistics Department; ii) the provision of external training  for  DMU staff through a 

program of secondment to the Commonwealth Secretariat. 

 

1.2.4. RIFT Training Program: Under this component female candidates were to be 

identified to undertake training at the Gambia College School of Education 
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1.3. Program Results (Outputs and Outcomes) 

 

1.3.1. Management Capacity Building: Activities under this component were on the 

whole, satisfactory implemented, generating the following outputs: i) a local training 

program was conducted bringing together 61 participants from various governmental 

institutions, involving a total of 183 persons/weeks composed of three groups for a three-

week period of training each and ii) an external training program was organized, 

including five PMEU officials for an aggregate of 20 man/weeks, exceeding the planned 

target by 11%. 

 

1.3.2. Aid and Debt Management Capacity Building: This component was implemented 

through local and external training.  i) a local short-term training program for a total of 57 

trainees divided into three groups for two weeks of training each involving 114 person-

weeks. Conducted only once, this capacity building effort represented 95% of the planned 

target; ii) a short-term external training involved 17 officials for courses in the key areas 

of project management, procurement, management information systems, domestic and 

external debt markets, public finance and the budgetary process. Among the beneficiaries 

were seven officials from DOSFEA, one from the Central Bank of the Gambia and two 

from the Accountant General’s Office. 

 

1.3.3. RIFT Training
1
: This primary teacher certificate training program benefited a total 

of 424 female students instead of 300 as envisaged at appraisal, representing a 41% 

increase over the target.  The number of candidates was trained for the Higher Teacher 

Certificate reached 152, representing a shortfall of 24% in relation to the planned target 

of 200. The shortfall was mainly due to inadequacy of qualified candidates with 

competency in science and mathematics. The training period in both categories of 

training was extended from 2 to 3 years, with the third year focusing on on-the-job 

training. This modification in the training design was made by the Government without 

prior consultation with the Bank but the costs involved fell within the overall budgetary 

allocation for the RIFT training component. 

 

1.3.4. Logistic Support: The logistical support component was implemented and involved 

the acquisition for the Gambia College of Education of 4 desk computers and accessories. 

Office equipment and vehicles were procured through UNDP’s Inter Agency 

Procurement Services Office (IAPSO). Office furniture was procured through the 

Government’s national shopping process. Short listing was the mode used in the 

procurement of consultancy services. 

 

 

1.4. Program Financing 

1.4.1. Actual ADF financing came to UA 639,131, falling marginally below the approved 

grant amount of UA 760,500. On the other hand GOTG’s contribution was 48,600, 

exceeding the appraisal target of UA 40,000. There was no cost overrun despite nearly 

one year delay in project execution. Due to delay in having a response from the Bank on 

                                                 
1
 RIFT denotes “Remedial Initiative for Female Trainees”. 
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alternative utilization of the remaining balance of UA 121,368, this amount of unutilized 

grant was eventually cancelled. 

 
2. PCR CONCLUSIONS AND PERFORMANCE RATINGS 

 

2.1. Principal Conclusions 

2.1.1. Although most of the outputs envisaged from the project were realized, 

implementation performance was mixed. There was failure on the part of the GOTG to 

meet sector goals, which were underpinned by critical policy and institutional reforms in 

the civil service and public administration, none of which were ever implemented. This 

compromised financial pledges made under the Economic Management Capacity 

Building Project (EMCBP). However, most of the planned outputs under the project 

under review were achieved particularly in the area of human resource development 

associated with aid management component and primary teacher training, which focused 

mainly on capacity building for female teachers.  

 

2.1.2. In many respects, project implementation performance was unsatisfactory due to 

shortcomings on the side of both the Bank and the GOTG (the borrower). Weaknesses in 

project implementation involved the following: i) A Project Steering Committee (PSC)  

for monitoring, coordinating and facilitating project execution was established as a 

condition precedent; it was expected to meet at least quarterly but became ineffective and 

met only once during the life of the project; ii) A Project Coordination Unit (PCU) 

comprising of a Project Coordinator, an Accountant, a Secretary and a support staff was 

envisaged to run the project over a three-year period; but the Project Coordinator 

continued to work for additional several months ( up to end of May 2005)  following 

project completion in December 2003; iii) The establishment of the PCU was delayed for 

about 11 months due to lack of office space; iv)  the Bank delayed inordinately in 

responding to borrower’s critical requests during the implementation period.  For 

instance, a draft RFP submitted to the Bank in August 2000 was approved in November 

(after 3 months); the GOTG’s evaluation report on the bidding process was submitted in 

June 2001 and a response from the Bank was received four months later, in October; v) 

following reorganization of the DOSFEA, the Project Monitoring and Evaluation Unit 

(PMEU) was the beneficiary of  most of the capacity building assistance under the project 

was detached from the Ministry, thereby compromising the central objective of  creating 

capacity in  project management evaluation within DOSFEA;vi)  a Mid-Term Reviews 

(MTR) exercise was not undertaken for the project and Bank supervision was grossly  

inadequate: the first supervision mounted about 2.5 years after project commencement. 

 

2.2. Performance Ratings 

2.2.1. The PCR assigned unsatisfactory performance ratings across the board for 

Implementation performance, Performance of the Bank and Project Results or Outputs 

and Outcomes, all of which were assigned average ratings falling below 2.0.These ratings 

have been reviewed in the light of assessment experience with similar operations, 

resulting in total validation of the PCR ratings,  as depicted in the Evaluation Rating 

column of  Annex 1 
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3. LESSONS LEARNED  

 

3.1. The PCR derives pertinent lessons and associated recommendations from the project 

implementation experience. Of cardinal importance are those lessons uniquely drawn 

from the implementation of experience of the project  under review. They include the 

following: i)  It is imperative that capacity building projects are underpinned by a clearly 

articulated and implemented policy and institutional reform agenda; ii) the efficiency and 

soundness of project design are often called into question, particularly where outputs 

indicate achievements rates far exceeding targeted expectations or where unutilized 

facility balances (which may be symptomatic of design problem at entry) are cancelled  

rather than being used for project enhancement. 

 
4. BORROWER’S PCR AND INPUTS TO BANK STAFF PCR 

4.1. The GOTG failed to submit  a completion report on the program as required under 

the terms of the grant protocol agreement.. 

 
5. PCR QUALITY RATINGS 

5.1 The PCR was of highly satisfactory quality. A well conceived Logframe was put in 

place and greatly facilitated assessment of program performance as manifested in the 

high quality of the PCR. The candor and integrity of the assessment made of an otherwise  

well conceived but a failed capacity development initiative is commendable. The ratings 

accorded to all the benchmarks or criteria for assessing the quality of the PCR are 

indicated in Annex 2 without additional comments on the Annex itself. 
 

 

 

6. PRIORITY TASK RECOMMENDATION 

6.1. A further review with a view to preparation of a PPER is unlikely to reveal 

information or results beyond what is provided in the PCR. Nonetheless, the project is an 

interesting model of a capacity building program that has failed since most of its 

components did not yield the expected outcomes and worse still, little that has been 

achieved from one component (RIFT) may prove unsustainable, thereby nullifying all 

aspects of the program. This operation constitutes an interesting case study for a well-

designed but failed program, with the failure mainly attributed to serious shortcomings on 

the pat of both the Bank and the borrower (GOTG). It should always be an input to a 

thematic Bank Study on Capacity Building in Regional Member Countries”. 
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                                                                                                                                                                           ANNEX 1 

ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION AND BANK PERFORMANCE AND PROJECT RESULTS/OUTCOMES 

 

GAMBIA INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT PROJECT 

 Component Indicator PCR 

Rating 

(1-4) 

Evaluation 

Rating 
Comments 

1. IMPLEMENTATION PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT 

i) Adherence to implementation 

schedule 

1.0 1.0 Validated 

ii) Adherence to cost schedule 2.0 2.0 Validated 

iii) Compliance with covenants and 

conditions 

2.0 2.0 Validated 

1v) Adequacy of  monitoring 

evaluation and reporting 

1.0 1.0 Validated 

v)  Satisfactory operations NA NA  

 Total Scores 6.0 6.0  

 Average Rating 1.5 1.5 Unsatisfactory 

  

 PERFORMANCE OF THE BANK 

 Component Indicator    

i) Identification NA   

ii) Preparation NA   

iii) Appraisal 2.0 2.0 Validated 

iv) Supervision 1.0 1.0 Validated 

 Total Scores 3.0 3.0  

 Average Rating 1.0 1.0 Unsatisfactory 

     

 PROJECT RESULTS/OUTPUTS AND OUTCOMES 

 Component Indicator Rating 

(1-4) 
 Comments 

1. Relevance and achievement of 

objectives 
   

i) Macro-economic policy 2.0 2.0 Validated 

ii) Sector policy 2.0 2.0 Validated 

iii) Fiscal Policy 2.0 2.0 Validated 

iv) Financial aspect 1.0 1.0 Validated 

v) Poverty reduction, social 

impact and gender 

2.0 2.0 Validated 

vi) Environment 2.0 2.0 Validated 

vii) Private sector development NA   

 Total Scores 11.0 11.0  

 Average Rating 1.83 1.83 Unsatisfactory 

     

2. Institutional Development    

i) Institutional framework 

including restructuring 

1.0 1.0 Validated 

ii) Financial and integrated 

systems of management 

including audit systems 

2.0 2.0 Validated 

iii) Transfer of Technology 2.0 2.0 Validated 

iv) Staffing by qualified/skilled 

personnel (including turnover), 

training and counterpart staff. 

2.0 2.0 Validated 
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                                                                                                                                                                           ANNEX 1 

ASSESSMENT OF IMPLEMENTATION AND BANK PERFORMANCE AND PROJECT RESULTS/OUTCOMES 

 

GAMBIA INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT PROJECT 

 Component Indicator PCR 

Rating 

(1-4) 

Evaluation 

Rating 
Comments 

 Total Scores 7.0 7.0  

 Average Rating 1.75 1.75 Unsatisfactory 

     

3. Sustainability    

i) Continued commitment of 

borrower 

1.0 1.0 Validated 

ii) Environmental policy NA   

iii) Institutional framework 1.0 1.0 Validated 

iv) Technical viability and staffing 1.0 1.0 Validated 

v) Financial viability ( including 

cost-recovery) 

1.0 1.0 Validated 

vi) Economic viability 1.0 1.0 Validated 

vii) Environmental viability 1.0 1.0 Validated 

viii) O & M facilitation (foreign 

exchange and recurrent cost 

financing availability,etc) 

1.0 1.0 Validated 

 Total Scores 7.0 7.0  

 Average Rating 1.0 1.0  

     

4.  Economic rate of return NA   

 OVERALL RATING 1.53 1.53 Unsatisfactory 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 7 

 

 

                                                                                                                                        ANNEX 2 
PCR QUALITY ASSESSMENT AND RATING 

Basic Data Sheet 

Project Loan/ Grant # 21001550000136 

Title Gambia Institutional Support Project 

Borrower Government of the Gambia (GOTG) 

Guarantor N/A 

Beneficiary The Gambia 

Executing Agency Department of State for Finance and Economic Affairs (DSFEA) 

   

PCR CHAPTER RATING 

(4-Point 

scale) 

REMARKS 

1

.  

Adequacy of analysis of project goals, 

objectives and formulation including the 

verifiable  indicators, consistency with 

appraisal and subsequent revisions 

3.5 Very well written. Satisfactory. 

2

.  

Adequacy of analysis of project execution 

including procurement issues, 

disbursements, borrower’s reporting and 

assessment of monitoring and evaluation 

achievements 

3.5 Very well analyzed. Satisfactory. 

3 Soundness of judgment on project 

performance and results including 

operating results, economic and financial 

and related conditions/covenants and their 

fulfillment, institutional, performance of 

consultants, contractors, suppliers and other 

parties.  

3.5 Very sound judgments arrived at. Satisfactory 

4

. 

Adequacy of analysis of social and 

environmental impacts 

3.5 Socio-economic analysis rightly focused on women 

empowerment under a dedicated women-focused 

component (RIFT). Satisfactory 

5

. 

Soundness of judgment on project 

sustainability, plans  for future project 

operations’ phase and maintenance 

3.5 Critical sustainability issues were identified and 

adequately addressed. 

6

. 

Soundness of judgment on performance of 

the Bank, borrower and co-financiers. 

3.5 Frank and candid performance assessment of  all 

parties involved in program implementation was 

made in the PCR. 

7

.  

Consistency of overall rating with 

individual rating components. 

3.5 Yes-the overall unsatisfactory rating given is  

consistent with the unsatisfactory ratings of 

individual components that form an integral part of 

the program. 

8

. 

Adequacy of analysis and clarity of 

conclusions, lessons learned and 

recommendations 

3.5 Appropriate conclusions and lessons were drawn 

from project implementation experience. 

 TOTAL SCORES 28.0  

 OVERALL RATING 3.5 Satisfactory 

  

 OPEV and Country Department Agree/Disagree on Project Performance Rating: 

 

 

  

 Borrower’s PCR and Inputs to Bank and Bank Staff PCR:  
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 Conclusion: Although apparently well conceived, the capacity building program failed miserably in meeting 

its critical institution building objectives, with the exception of RIFT, a dedicated female teacher training 

component that achieved results envisaged at appraisal. Both the Bank and the GOTG failed in their respective 

roles in ensuring satisfactory implementation of all program components. Performance assessment on all fronts: 

implementation, Bank performance and program outputs and outcomes were assessed as unsatisfactory. 

  

 Priority of Project for Performance Evaluation Report, Impact Evaluation, Country/Sector Reviews or 

Thematic Evaluation Studies: A further review with a view to preparation of a PPER is unlikely to reveal 

information or results beyond what is provided in the PCR. Nonetheless, the project is an interesting model of a 

capacity building program that has failed since most of its components did not yield the expected outcomes and 

worse still, little that has been achieved from one component (RIFT) may prove unsustainable, thereby 

nullifying all aspects of the program. This operation constitutes an interesting case study for a well-designed 

but failed program, with the failure mainly attributed to serious shortcomings on the pat of both the Bank and 

the borrower (GOTG). It should always be an input to a thematic Bank Study on Capacity Building in Regional 

Member Countries”. 

  

 Major Issues of Focus in the Performance Evaluation Report: Not applicable. 

  

 Follow-Up Action/Decision: Since the program was not completed officially and the need to consolidate the 

gains of previous capacity building assistance may seem logical on condition that strong GOTG ownership and 

commitment is demonstrated, the Bank might contemplate the possibility of  renewed intervention in close 

consultations with the development partners concerned. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


