
 

 

 

PCR EVALUATION NOTE 

 

 
1. Basic Project Data 

    Country:   Project SAP 

Reference/No: 

LOAN N°: 2100155002060 

    Project Title : Agricultural Marketing Promotion and Regional Integration Project (AMPRIP) 

    Sector : Agriculture   Appraisal/Planned Actual 

    Theme   Project Costs (MUA) 6.164  

Amount cancelled 

(MUA) 

 Loan/Grant (MUA) 3.736  

PCR Date  Cofinancing (MUA) 1.823  

PCR Evaluation 

Note Date 

 Board Approval Date February 2004  

    Partners  Signature Date    

 Effective Date 28/02/2005 28/02/2005 

 Project Completion 

Date 

  

Project Officers (Names) Designation (HQ or FO) From 

(mm/yy) 

To 

(mm/yy) 

Mr. Chiji Ojukwu,  

Mr. B. Sidibe,  

Mr. Aly Abou Sabaa,  

Mr. B.S. Kanu 

Mr.  Edson Mpyisi  

Mr. Natan Jere,  

Mr. Christopher Molokwu,  

Regional Director 

Sector Director 

Sector Director 

Task Manager 

Task Manager and PCR Team Leader 

PCR Team Members 

PCR Team Members 

  

 

 

Evaluator/consultant: Peer Reviewer/Task Manager:  

 
2. Project Description (summary from Appraisal Report including 

addendum/corrigendum/loan agreement)  

 

a. Rationale and Expected Impacts 

Growth in agricultural sector is pivotal for poverty reduction in the COMESA region. One of 

the challenges for agricultural growth in the regions is undeveloped intra-and extra-COMESA 

agricultural trade, which in turn is partly related to weak marketing infrastructure and 

information, and inadequate harmonization of Sanitary and Phytosanitary (SPS) measures in 

the COMESA region. The design of the Agricultural Marketing Promotion and Regional 

Integration Project (AMPRIP) was borne out of the necessity to address these two specific 

barriers to trade.   

Other COMESA agricultural programmes that complement AMPRIP include the: African 

Agricultural Markets Programme funded by the World Bank, Guiding Investments in 

Agricultural Markets in Africa funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, and 

Participation in Standards Setting Organizations funded by AU and EU.  

b. Objectives and Expected Outcomes 

The project objective was to enhance safe intra-and extra-COMESA agricultural trade to 

promote economic growth and foster regional economic integration in COMESA member 

states. .  

The expected outcomes would include (note that these were not specified in the project 

documents): improved awareness of trade opportunities, expanded safe trade, improved 

market integration, and reduced vulnerability to disease/pest outbreaks  



 

c. Outputs and Intended Beneficiaries 

The project’s key outputs include improved agriculture marketing information collection and 

dissemination, established and strengthened agricultural commodity exchanges, and 

enhanced sanitary and Phytosanitary measures (establish quarantine facilities and 

laboratories, set standards, and improve surveillance and regulation), and enhanced project 

management including M&E system.  

Project area and beneficiaries: The project area was specific to COMESA region with 20 

member states. The direct beneficiaries were the COMESA Secretariat and member 

countries that would benefit from improved and retained capacity for agricultural marketing 

information collection, analysis, and dissemination, as well as harmonization of SPS measures. 

The ultimate beneficiaries would be agricultural entrepreneurs.  

 

d. Principal Components and/or Activities 

The Project had three components and several activities: 

1. Agricultural marketing and food security: (a) develop COMESA-wide Food and 

Agricultural Marketing Information System (FAMIS); (b) strengthen commodity exchange 

system; and (c) improve competency in early warning and food security assessment.  

2. Harmonization of SPS measures to protect from risks through trade associated with the 

introduction of food-borne hazards, and animal and plant diseases or pest: (a) training 

and capacity building to strengthen institutions dealing with SPS measures; (b) support 

SPS laboratories for food safety, animal health and plant health; (c) improve 

collaboration, communication and networking among SPS experts; and (d) harmonize 

SPS measures among countries.  

3. Project coordination including sub-component on support to HIV-AIDS control and 

prevention among stakeholders involved in cross border trade.  

 

 

3. Evaluation of Design and Implementation  

a. Relevance of Project Design   

As noted above, agriculture is the important sector in the COMESA member countries. It 

faces multiple constraints to growth as learned from a number of agriculture sector studies in 

COMESA countries, which are also highlighted in the findings leading to the development of 

COESA agricultural policy. Chief among these constraints are undeveloped market 

infrastructure, information and institutions, and un-harmonized SPS and custom measures 

among COMESA countries.  

The project design, which is informed by review of constraints and opportunities facing the 

agriculture sector in the COMESA region by the Bank Group, COMESA and NEPAD, relates 

the objective of enhanced intra-and extra-COMESA agricultural trade to provision of 

adequate marketing information and harmonizing SPS measures. As stated in the draft 

project proposal that COMESA submitted to the Bank in 2002, the other constraints to 

agriculture growth in general and agricultural marketing in particular (such as poor road and 

market infrastructure, weak private marketing institutions, and inadequate policy and 

regulatory framework) were concurrently addressed in COMESA region through partnership 

with other development partners.  

The design specification is mirrored in the log-frame albeit incomplete where the causal 

chains are linking logically the sets of activities detailed in the project components to key 

outputs (improved availability of real time agricultural marketing information, and improved 

harmonization of sanitary and Phytosanitary measures) and consequently to the project 

objective of enhanced intra-and extra-COMESA agricultural trade. The intermediate 

outcomes that connect the outputs to the project objective were not recognized in the 



design specification and hence omitted in the long-frame.  

In addition, the log-frame identifies some of the factors that condition the effect of improved 

agricultural marketing and harmonized SPS measures on the project objective during the 

project implementation cycle. These are listed in the “assumptions and risks” column of the 

log-frame that include, for example, non-occurrence of major drought and pests/disease 

outbreaks, member states’ commitment to the project sustained, and private stakeholders 

are willing to continue to cooperate.  

In principle, the project objective is achievable with the components and activities specified 

in the log-frame provided the other factors that constrain agricultural marketing are 

concurrently addressed and the assumptions are realistic to hold. The PCREN in agreement 

with the PCR rates the achievability of the project objective fair (scored 2).   

 

b. Project Cost (including Borrower Contribution), Disbursements, and Adherence to 

Schedules (as relevant to project performance):  

 

c. Implementation Arrangements, Conditions and Covenants, and related Technical 

Assistance: 

The COMESA Secretariat was the project executing agency. Implementation structures were 

in place before the project started.  At COMESA Secretariat, there were the Project Steering 

Committee, PSC, and Project Coordinating Unit, PCU. The PSC was responsible for providing 

strategic and policy guidance for project implementation. The PCU was tasked to monitor 

the project’s implementation performance, report progress and issues including finance, and 

prepare work plans and budgets. The PCU comprised mainly seconded staff from the 

COMESA Secretariat plus consultants. But there was no designated project 

manager/coordinator to the PCU. 

At the member country level, the National Project Coordinating Committee comprising 

national and technical focal points chaired by the Ministry of Agriculture, which was also the 

project coordinator, was responsible for the implementation of the project. Each member 

state designates the members to the national and technical focal points from Agriculture, 

the lead Ministry, other cooperating Ministries (e.g., Commerce and Health) and the private 

sector.    

The project implemented many of its planned activities and delivered the planned outputs, 

but with some delays. For example, there were delays in three key activities: establishment of 

FAMIS, procurement of laboratory and SPS surveillance equipment, and submission of reports 

and audit reports. Consequently, the project did not adhere to the implementation 

timeliness. The project that was designed to be completed for 3 years actually lasted 6 years; 

the closing data, for example, that was planned for end of 2008 extended till end of 2010.  

Several factors contributed to the delay in project implementation after the grant became 

effective, for example: (1) some of the assumptions built into the project design were not 

realistic (e.g. member countries have the capacity for data collection when in fact it was not 

the case); (2) complex activities (e.g. procurement of laboratory equipment, development 

of FAMIS, and training of SPS and laboratory specialists) were not programmed into project 

work plan to start early in the implementation process; (3) declared political commitment 

was not complemented with financial backing; (4) stakeholders participation in the project 

activities was not adequate due to uncertainty in project ownership (e.g. Member States 

perceived the Project as “belonging to the COMESA Secretariat”); (5) weak project M&E 

system to report progress regularly and take corrective measures in time; and (6) 

bureaucratic inertia at the Secretariat and slow response to issues for action compounded 

by high turnover of key project staff.   

d. Monitoring & Evaluation Design, Implementation, & Utilization (Evaluator assessment) 

The project M&E was incomplete at design; there was no agreed M&E plan and the 

indicators for monitoring performance along the causal chains were not developed. There 



was no baseline data to establish the initial values for the indicators. Few initial values were 

established drawing from other sources. The arrangements were for the national and 

technical focal points to provide regular inputs to the COMESA Secretariat on project 

progress. However, there was no full time M&E expert. 

Notwithstanding the absence of systematically developed management information system, 

the PCU managed to submit on a quarterly basis, reports on progress made on the 

implementation of the project including financial expenditures to the COMESA 

management, the PSC and the Bank.  

The PCREN rates the M&E design, implementation and use fair (scored 2).   

 

e. Other Issues (such as Safeguards, Fiduciary) 

The project was classified as category III. The activities of the project assessed not to have 

direct negative environmental impact.  

 
 

 

4. Evaluation of Performance  

a. Relevance of project objectives  

The project objective was in line with COMESA’s Treaty of developing the region through 

trade and investment. It was consistent with the Bank’s medium Term Strategy in which 

regional integration is the core component. It was also consistent with the Bank priorities 

which emphasize infrastructure, agriculture and rural development.   

b. Effectiveness in Delivering Outputs  

The project’s key outputs include improved agriculture marketing information collection and 

dissemination, established and strengthened agricultural commodity exchanges, and 

enhanced sanitary and Phytosanitary measures (establish quarantine facilities and 

laboratories, set standards, and improve surveillance and regulation), and enhanced project 

management including M&E system.  

The project achieved the majority of the outputs listed in the appendix except that the food 

and agricultural market information system (FAMIS) was not functional at the close of the 

project in 2010. In addition, one of the three planned regional reference laboratories was still 

under rehabilitation at the project closure.  

Overall, however, the PCREN in agreement with the PCR rates the weighted aggregate 

output of the project good (scored 3). 

 

c. Effectiveness in Achieving Outcomes  

It is plausible that the achievements in the project outputs would translate into improved 

outcomes such as increased awareness of market opportunity, enhanced safe trading of 

agricultural commodities, and improved spatial and temporal market integration, which in 

turn would enhance safe intra-and extra-COMESA agricultural marketing as well as the 

sector goal of promoting economic growth and regional economic integration.  

Such indirect evidence indicates the project had positive effect on safe agricultural trade. 

But this could not be confirmed without direct measurement of the relevant types of 

outcomes. As the PCR noted, it is even possible that “none of the project outputs had 

yielded outcomes and impacts”.  

The PCREN is uncertain about the effectiveness of the project in achieving its outcomes, and 

hence it is unable to rate its outcome performance.    

d. Efficiency in Achieving Outputs and Outcome  

The time overrun of the project is the major source of operational inefficiency especially 



since delays in implementation occurred in key activities that were detrimental for the 

project achieving its outputs. However, the PCREN considers the overall cost-inefficiency is 

modest and rates it fair (scored 2).  

e. Project/Development Outcome (PO)   

The project was relevant and it achieved the majority of its planned outputs. Although there 

is uncertainty in extent to which the outcomes were realized, the PCREN rates the 

development effectiveness of the project good (scored 3) provided that COMESA 

implements the other complementary interventions to achieve the project objective of 

promoting safe intra-and extra-COMESA agricultural trade.   

f. Risk to sustained achievement of Project Outcomes  

Sustained achievements of the project outcomes (yet to be confirmed), according to the 

PCR, depend on continued capacity building through training at COMESA Secretariat as 

well as member states, and member countries increased ownership of FAMIS, continued 

collaboration in implementing the SPS measures and financial contribution to the project.     

By its design, the project had mitigation measures against some risks. The harmonization of 

SPS measures involves standardizing the rules and regulations governing the movement of 

land, animal and food items to prevent the spread of diseases and pests, thereby ensuring 

safe agricultural trade.  

 

g. Additional Outcomes/Impacts (positive and negative, not captured in the logframe) 

h. Performance of Borrower  

The design of the project was based on several agriculture sector studies including the 

findings leading to the development of the COMESA agriculture policy. Key institutions were 

in place before the project started. The COMESA Secretariat, the primary grant recipient, 

was reasonably effective in the project implementation. It achieved substantive outputs that 

would influence positively the project objective. 

The Secretariat complied with the fiduciary requirements and reported regularly progress on 

project activities and outputs to the Bank. It was also responsive to the Bank’s findings and 

recommendations.  

Overall, the Secretariat performance was good in design, readiness and implementation 

(scored 3). 

 

i. Bank Performance  

The Bank ensured adherence to the grant conditions including compliance with fiduciary 

requirements, and reporting on progress on activities and outputs as well as procurement 

and financial performance. The Bank supervised the project regularly and provided practical 

solutions to emerging issues. However, the frequent changes of task managers weakened 

the implementation effectiveness of the project.  

Overall, the contribution of the Bank to the project implementation effectiveness was good 

(rated 3). 

 

 

i. Overall Assessment  

Overall, the PCREN rates the project good (scored 3) in its relevance, readiness, 

implementation effectiveness and generation of outputs. It was uncertain whether the 

project outputs started to yield substantial outcomes at the time of its closure (such as 

increased market participation, trading and market integration). However, it promises to 

promote safe intra-and extra-trade in the COMESA block provided the other constraints to 

agricultural marketing are concurrently addressed.  



 

 

 

 

5. Key Lessons, and Recommendations (Evaluator assessment) 
 

a. Lessons Learned 

Among several factors that contributed to weaken the project implementation, the following 

were identified in the PCR’s lessons learned: 

1. Some of the assumptions built into the project design were not realistic (e.g. member 

countries have the capacity for data collection when in fact it was not the case);  

2. Complex activities (e.g. procurement of laboratory equipment, development of 

FAMIS, and training of SPS and laboratory specialists) were not programmed into 

project work plan to start early in the implementation process;  

3. Uncertainty in project ownership limited involvement of stakeholders in project 

activities (e.g. Member States perceived the Project as “belonging to the COMESA 

Secretariat”) 

 

b. Recommendations  

1. Program in work plan activities that involve lengthy and complex procurement 

procedures to start early in the implementation process.  

2. Schedule implementation of complex technical activities to be preceded by 

identification and capacity building of the relevant staff.  

3. Set realistic assumptions to develop feasible implementation plan to achieve project 

objective. 

4. For multinational projects, consider at design stage to undertake a feasibility study 

and/or pilot activities in a few selected countries before implementing in all countries. 

5.  Project ownership is critical – ensure this is done  

6. Project Steering Committees play important role in guiding project implementation 

and their composition should be based on their technical knowledge and interest in 

subject matter, and less through political nominations.  
 

 

6. Comments on PCR Quality and Timeliness 

The PCR was timely, largely complete, objective and consistent, reasonably analytical, and 

lessons drawn were specific to the project’s experience.  

Overall, the PCR quality is rated good (scored 3).  
 

 

 

7. ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 
Ratings: PCR OPEV Review Reason for 

Disagreement/Comments 

Relevance:  4 4  

Effectiveness in delivering 

outputs: 

3 3  

Effectiveness in achieving 

outcomes: 

2 UTS Uncertainty about the evidence 

on outcome performance 

Efficiency in achieving outputs 

& outcomes -Timeliness: 

2 2  

Efficiency in achieving outputs    



& outcomes –other criteria 

Overall efficiency in achieving 

outputs & outcomes 

   

Risk to sustained achievement 

of project/development 

outcome: 

   

Borrower Performance: 3 3  

Bank Performance: 3 3  

Quality of PCR:  3  

 

 

8. Priority for Future Evaluative work: Project for Performance Evaluation Report, Impact Evaluation, 

Country/Sector reviews or Thematic Evaluation Studies:     

         

- Project is part of series and suitable for cluster evaluation         

- Project is a Success Story  

- High priority for impact evaluation                     

- Performance evaluation is required to sector/country reviews  

- High Priority for thematic or special evaluation studies (Specify ) 

- PPER is required because of incomplete validation rating  

 

PCREN: No further evaluation action is necessary  

 

Major areas of focus in future evaluation work: 

 

 

Follow Up Action by OPEV: 

 

 

Manager Clearance &Signing Off                                                                       

 

 

 

 

 

Referenced Documents   

Project Completion Report, Agricultural Marketing Promotion and Regional Integration 

Project, 2011  

PCR Annexes  

AfDB, Agricultural Marketing Promotion and Regional Integration Project, Back to Office 

Report, 4-15 April 2011. 

AfDB and COMESA, Agricultural Marketing Promotion and Regional Integration Project, Aide 

Memoire, 12-16 July 2010. 

AfDB and COMESA, Agricultural Marketing Promotion and Regional Integration Project, Aide 

Memoire, 22-27 November 2009. 

AfDB, Agricultural Marketing Promotion and Regional Integration Project, Appraisal Report, 

2003. 
 



Appendix 1 

 

PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT EVALUATION NOTE 

Validation of PCR Performance Ratings 
PCR Rating Scale: 
Score Description 

4. Very Good – Full achieved with no shortcomings 

3. Good – Mostly achieved despite a few shortcomings 

2. Fair – Partially achieved. Shortcomings and achievements are roughly balanced 

1. Poor – Very limited achievement with extensive shortcomings 

UTS Unable to score/rate 

 NA Non Applicable 

 

Criteria Sub-Criteria 

PCR  

Work 

Score 

OPEV Review 

 

 Reason for deviation/ 

Comments 

Relevance of 

project 

Objectives & 

Design 

Relevance of project Objectives  

1. Project objectives were 

relevant to country 

development priorities. 

 

4 4 

The project objective was in line 

with COMESA’s Treaty of 

developing the region through 

trade and investment.  

2. Project Objectives could in 

principle be achieved with 

the project inputs and in the 

expected time frame. 

 

2 

 

 

2 

 

 

PCREN: Could not without 

concurrently addressing the other 

key constraints to agricultural trade 

such as infrastructure. In addition, 

as the PCR noted, the assumptions 

should be realistic to hold.  

3. Project Objectives were 

consistent with the Bank’s 

country  or regional strategy 

4 4 

The project objective was 

consistent with the Bank’s medium 

Term Strategy in which regional 

integration is the core component.  

 

4. Project Objectives were 

consistent with the Bank’s 

corporate priorities 

4 4 

It was also in line with the Bank 

priorities which emphasize 

infrastructure, agriculture and rural 

development.   

5. Ex-post Relevance of 

objectives  
 4 

Ex-post relevant  

Relevance of project Design -Project Design & Readiness for Implementation 

1. The log frame presents a 

logical causal chain for 

achieving the project 

development objectives. 

 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

3 

 

 

 

The log-frame depicts reasonable 

links between the sets of activities, 

the key outputs (improved 

availability of real time agricultural 

marketing information, and 

improved harmonization of sanitary 

and Phytosanitary measures) and 

project objective (enhanced intra-

and extra-COMESA agricultural 

trade).  

2. The log frame expresses 

objectives and outcomes in 

a way that is measurable 

and quantifiable. 

2 2 

The PCREN agrees with the PCR 

that outcomes were not 

specifically indicated in the log-

frame 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. The log frame states the 

risks and key assumptions. 

 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

2 

 

 

PCR: risks (less obvious) and 

assumptions were stated but 

not complete. PCREN: Not 

listed in the log-frame is the key 

assumption that other 

development partners are 

addressing the other 



 constraints to trade. 

4. Project complexity was 

matched with country 

capacity and political 

commitment. 

 

 

2 2 

There was political 

commitment but it was not 

backed by financial 

contribution. Member countries 

differed in their capacities to 

implement the project.   

5 Project design includes 

adequate risk analysis. 
3 3 

PCREN: Although not treated 

as such, the SPS measures are 

intended to mitigate risks that 

arise from pests and disease 

outbreaks  

   6. Baseline data were 

available or were collected 

during design. 

  

 

7. Project procurement, 

financial management, 

monitoring and/or other 

systems were based on those 

already in use by 

 government and/or other 

partners.  

2 

 

 

 

 

2 

 

 

 

 

Most were based on COMESA rules 

and procedures as these were 

assessed suitable at appraisal 

stage. However, they were still 

subject to the Bank’s rules and 

procedures.  

8. Responsibilities for project 

implementation were clearly 

defined. 

  

 

9. Necessary implementation 

documents (e.g. 

specifications, design, 

procurement documents) 

were ready at appraisal. 

  

 

10. Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan were agreed 

upon during design. 

  

 

Achievement of 

Project  

Outputs* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COMESA–wide Food and 

Agricultural Marketing 

Information System 

established and functioning  

1 1 

Not fully functioning by project 

closure in 2010 

20 National & 100 Technical 

Focal Points for agric. 

marketing 

information collection and 

dissemination established 

and functioning 

3 

 

 

3 

17 national focal points and 125 

technical focal points established 

and functioning  

Network and establish 20 

new agric. marketing 

information collection points  

2 2 

7 new collection points established  

 Hold sensitization w/shops for 

300 s/holders per country in 

use of FAMIS 

3 3 

Held for 50 to 100 in 17 countries  

Agric. marketing information 

availability by print and 

electronic media enhanced. 

1 1 

Data collection stalled by non-

responsiveness of member states  

Studies on Agric. Export 

niches and tariff barriers 

conducted  

3 3 

2 out of 3 planned studies done  

4 Agric. commodity 

exchanges strengthened  3 3 
Only missing was the realization of 

the proposed regional commodity 

exchange  

Capacity of IPPSD to support 

agric. marketing in COMESA 

and remove obstacles to FTA 

3 

 

3 

 

Enhanced  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

enhanced 

160 technical focal point 

staff trained in early warning 

systems and food security 

assessment and forecasting 

techniques  

3 

 

 

3 

 

 

150 technical focal point staff 

trained by end of PY 4 

61 SPS technical focal points 

and 60 national laboratory 

experts trained  

3 3 

Total trained was 101 experts as 

opposed to 120 planned  

Hold 4 workshops on 

regulation & surveillance for 

60 field staff 

3 3 

 

1 stakeholder workshop for 80 

producers & processors  
3 3 

 

1 workshop on SPS legislation 

harmonization for 140 staff; 
3 3 

Attendance was less than 140 

1 workshop on surveillance 

and emergency 

preparedness for 80 staff 

3 3 

 

Back stop  focal points on 

SPS legislation, regulations 

and procedures in 10 

member states 

  

 

Back stop  focal points on  

surveillance systems in 20 

member 

1 1 

 

Favorable conditions 

created for less pest and 

disease in COMESA  
3 3 

However, to be fully effective, the 

SPS Regulations have to be 

implemented and the laboratories 

fully operational 

Improved environment from 

less agro–chemical use for 

pest and disease control in 

COMESA. 

2 2 

No hard evidence  

1,500 copies of booklet on 

harmonized SPS measures in 

COMESA published and 

disseminated  

4 4 

2500 copies  

15 quarantine facilities and 

laboratories in member states 

assessed  

3 3 

 

3 SPS reference and 12 

national laboratories 

rehabilitated and laboratory 

equipment for 15 labs 

procured  

3 3 

3 SPS reference laboratories set up. 

Rehabilitation of the 12 national 

laboratories is the responsibility of 

the member countries. Delay in 

procurement affected the 

installation of the reference 

laboratories until end of 2010.  

SPS surveillance equipment 

for 15 countries procured   
  

No information  

COMESA SPS Technical 

Committee and electronic 

forum established  

4 4 

Established in 2007 

PCU executes project on 

schedule, and audit and 

progress reports submitted on 

time  

2 2 

 

Overall Output weighted 

Score 
3 3 

 

Achievement of 

Project  

 

Increased awareness of 

trade opportunity and trader 

participation   

  

 



Outcomes Agricultural trade enhanced 

(in value term) 
  

 

Improved market integration    
 

   
 

   
 

OVERALL PROJECT OUTCOME 

SCORE 
2 UTS 

 

Additional 

Outcomes (not 

captured in the 

log-frame)  -

their 

importance 

rated as high; 

substantial; 

moderate; 

negligible 

Institutional Development   
 

Gender   
 

Environment & Climate 

Change 
  

 

Poverty Reduction   
 

Private Sector Development   
 

Regional Integration   
 

Other (Specify)   
 

Efficiency in 

achieving 

outputs & 

outcomes  

Timeliness (in adhering to the 

original closing date) 
2 2 

 

Rates of returns (Specify if 

applicable) 
  

 

Other Criteria (Specify)   
 

OVERALL PROJECT 

EFFICIENCY 
 2 

 

Risk to 

Sustained 

achievement of 

Project 

Outcome** 

Key Risks (Specify common 

risk factors to be a basis for 

rating)  

  

 

 

* The output ratings have to be weighted by the relative output costs (see PCR format). 

The Overall rating is given Very Good, Good, Fair and Poor. Overall rating is the sub-criteria average. 

 

** Overall risk to sustained achievement of project outcome is rated as follows:  

(i) High (H)  : 4 

(ii) Substantial/significant ( S) :   3 

(iii) Moderate (M) :   2 

(iv) Negligible (N):  1 

(v) UTS 

(vi) NA 

 



 

Criteria Sub-Criteria 

PCR  

Work 

Score 

OPEV 

Review 

 

Reason for disagreement/ 

Comments 

Bank 

Performance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Design and Readiness 

1. Project Objectives were 

relevant to country 

development priorities. 

4 4 

The project objective was in line 

with COMESA’s Treaty of 

developing the region through 

trade and investment.  

2. Project Objectives could in 

principle be achieved with the 

project inputs and in the 

expected time frame. 

2 2 

PCREN: Could not without 

concurrently addressing the other 

key constraints to agricultural 

trade such as infrastructure. In 

addition, as the PCR noted, the 

assumptions should be realistic to 

hold.  

3. Project Objectives were 

consistent with the Bank’s 

country  or regional strategy 

4 4 

The project objective was 

consistent with the Bank’s 

medium Term Strategy in which 

regional integration is the core 

component.  

 

4. Project Objectives were 

consistent with the Bank’s 

corporate priorities 

4 4 

It was also in line with the Bank 

priorities which emphasize 

infrastructure, agriculture and 

rural development.   

5. The log frame presents a 

logical causal chain for 

achieving the project 

development objectives. 

3 3 

The log-frame depicts reasonable 

links between the sets of activities, 

the key outputs (improved 

availability of real time 

agricultural marketing 

information, and improved 

harmonization of sanitary and 

Phytosanitary measures) and 

project objective (enhanced 

intra-and extra-COMESA 

agricultural trade).  

6. The log frame expresses 

objectives and outcomes in a 

way that is measurable and 

quantifiable. 

2 2 

The PCREN agrees with the PCR 

that outcomes were not 

specifically indicated in the log-

frame 

7. The log frame states the risks 

and key assumptions. 
2 2 

PCR: risks (less obvious) and 

assumptions were stated but not 

complete. PCREN: Not listed in 

the log-frame is the key 

assumption that other 

development partners are 

addressing the other constraints 

to trade. 

8. Project complexity was 

matched with country capacity 

and political commitment. 

2 2 

There was political commitment 

but it was not backed by financial 

contribution. Member countries 

differed in their capacities to 

implement the project.   

9. Project design includes 

adequate risk analysis. 
3 3 

PCREN: Although not treated as 

such, the SPS measures are 

intended to mitigate risks that 

arise from pests and disease 

outbreaks  

10. Project procurement, 

financial management, 

monitoring and/or other systems 

were based on those already in 

use by 

 government and/or other 

2 2 

Most were based on COMESA 

rules and procedures as these 

were assessed suitable at 

appraisal stage. However, they 

were still subject to the Bank’s 

rules and procedures. 



 partners.  

11. Responsibilities for project 

implementation were clearly 

defined. 

3 3 

Responsibilities were clearly 

defined in advance. 

12. Necessary implementation 

documents (e.g. specifications, 

design, procurement 

documents) were ready at 

appraisal. 

3 2 

None at appraisal  

13. Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan were agreed 

upon during design. 

2 2 

No M&E plan but agreed to 

monitor and report performance 

in procurement, activities and 

outputs, and finance. However, 

monitoring enhanced through 

training of project team at 

different times  

14. Baseline data were 

available or were collected 

during design. 

3 1 

None at design  

Project Design and Readiness 

Sub-Score 
3 3 

In agreement with the majority of 

the scores with the PCR  

  

    

Criteria Sub-Criteria 
PCR 

Score 

OPEV 

Review  

Justification/ Reason for 

deviation/Disconnect/ 

Comments 

Bank 

Performance 
Supervision 

 
1. Bank complied with:   

 

 

 Environmental 

Safeguards 
4 3 

The SPS component that included 

improvements in food safety, 

plant protection and animal 

health have positive implications 

for the environment  

 

 Fiduciary Requirements 4 3 

Annual audit reports were 

submitted regularly with some 

delay and often accepted by the 

Bank  

 
 Social Safeguards   

 

  Other Project 

Covenants 
4 3 

Complied but the rating of 4 

cannot be confirmed   

 2. Bank provided quality 

supervision in the form of skills 

mix provided and practicality of 

solutions. 

2 2 

The supported with regular 

supervision missions with 

reasonably skills mix.  

 3. Bank provided quality 

management oversight. 
3 3 

Bank provided quality oversight 

but diluted by frequent changes 

in Task Managers.  

 PCR was delivered on a timely 

basis 
  

 

 
Supervision Sub-Score  3 3 

 

 OVERALL BANK PERFORMANCE 

SCORE 
3 3 

 

The Overall rating is given Very Good, Good, Fair and Poor. Overall rating is the sub-criteria average. 

 

(i) Very Good (HS)  : 4 

(ii) Good ( H) :   3 

(iii) Fair  (US) :   2 

(iv) Poor (HUS):  1 



 

 

Criteria Sub-Criteria 
PCR 

Score 

PCREN 

Validation  

Justification/ Reason for 

deviation/Disconnect/ 

Comments 

Borrower 

Performance 
Design and Readiness 

1. Responsibilities for project 

implementation are clearly 

defined. 

3 3 
Responsibilities were clearly defined 

in advance.  

2. Necessary implementation 

documents (e.g. 

specifications, design, 

procurement documents) 

are ready at appraisal. 

2 2 None at appraisal  

3. Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan are agreed 

upon and baseline data are 

available or are being 

collected 

2 2 

No M&E plan but agreed to 

monitor and report performance in 

procurement, activities and 

outputs, and finance. No baseline 

data.   

Project Design and Readiness 

Sub-Score 
2 2 

 

 
Implementation 

1. Borrower complied with:    

 Environmental 

Safeguards 
4 3  

 Fiduciary 

Requirements 
3 3 

COMESA Secretariat submitted 

regularly audit reports with some 

delay 

 Social Safeguards    

 Other Project 

Covenants 
3 3 

The Secretariat complied with 

grant conditions 

2. Borrower was responsive to 

Bank supervision findings and 

recommendations. 

3 3 

Responsive and implemented 

agreed follow up actions (response 

to agree matrix of actions –issue 

identified, diagnosis, 

recommendation, responsibility 

and timeline)   

3. Borrower collected and 

used of monitoring 

information for decision-

making. 

2 2 

The project did not have M&E plan 

and expert, but used the internal 

COMESA M&E.  

 

 

 

Implementation Sub-Score  3 3  

OVERALL BORROWER  

PERFORMANCE SCORE 
3 3  

 

The Overall rating is given Very Good, Good, Fair and Poor. Overall rating is the sub-criteria average. 

 

(i) Very Good (HS)  : 4 

(ii) Good ( H) :   3 

(iii) Fair  (US) :   2 

(iv) Poor (HUS):  1 

 

 

 

 

 



M &E Design, Implementation & Utilization 

Criteria Sub-Criteria 
PCR 

Score 

PCREN 

Validation  

Justification/ Reason for 

deviation/Disconnect/ 

Comments 

M & E Design 
M & E Design 

Clear, adequate and realistic 

M&E system in place 
 2 

Incomplete focusing only on 

tracking input/output indicators, 

and financial transactions  

Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan are agreed 

upon during design 

 2 

There was monitoring plan and 

some agreed indicators  

Gender disaggregated 

indicators provided 
  

None  

Baseline data were available 

or collected during design 
 1 

No bench mark data on key output 

and outcome indicators.    

Others (specify)    

Design Score    

M & E 

Implementation 
M & E Implementation 

Adequately staffed and 

equipped M&E function 
 1 

NO M&E expert for the project. 

Instead, the project M&E relied on 

COMESA M&E staff 

Borrower collected and 

analyzed relevant M&E data 
 2 

Yes for quarterly and annual 

progress reports  

M&E information reported  2 
To the project management and 

the bank  

Others (specify)    

Implementation Score  2  

M & E Use Borrower used monitoring 

information for decision-

making. 

 3 
For developing annual work plans 

and budgets   

M&E information used in  

project reporting (progress 

reports; mid-term review; 

PCR) 

 3 Yes  

Others (specify)    

Use Score  3  

 OVERALL M & E  

PERFORMANCE SCORE 
 2  

 

 

 



 

PCR Quality Assessment 

Criteria 
PCREN 

(1-4) 
Comments 

QUALITY OF PCR 

1. Extent of quality and completeness of the 

PCR evidence and analysis to substantiate the 

ratings of the various sections: 

 

2 

 

 

The PCR covers most of the 

evaluation dimensions, but the 

evidence and analysis was not 

complete. 

2. Extent of objectivity of PCR assessment scores 3 
Largely empirical based and 

objective.  

3. Extent of internal consistency of PCR 

assessment ratings; inaccuracies; 

inconsistencies (in various sections; between 

texts and ratings; consistency of overall rating 

with individual component ratings) 

3 

 

 

 

 

Responsive adequately to the 

evaluation queries and there was a 

great deal of matching between 

text and scoring.  

 

Extent of identification and assessment of key 

factors (internal and exogenous) and 

unintended effects (positive and negatives) 

affecting design and implementation 

3 

 

 

Systematic attempt to assess key 

factors explaining project 

implementation effectiveness.  

 

5. Adequacy of treatment of safeguards, 

fiduciary issues, and alignment and 

harmonization 

  

6. Extent of soundness of data generating and 

analysis processes (including rates of returns) in 

support of PCR assessment: 

  

7. Overall adequacy of the accessible 

evidence (from PCR including annexure and 

other data provided) 

2 

The accessed documents were the 

project appraisal report, the PCR, 

supervision mission reports and aide 

memoire.   

8. Extent to which lessons learned (and 

recommendations) are clear and based on the 

PCR assessment (evidence & analysis): 

3 

Key lessons were learned specific 

from the project experience  

 

  

9. Extent of overall clarity and completeness of 

the PCR  
3 

Clear, analytical and objective 

PCR  

Other (to be specified)   

PCR Quality Score 3  

PCR Compliance with Guidelines (PCR/OM; OPEV) 

1. PCR Timeliness (On time = 4; late = 1)   

2. Extent of participation of Borrower, Co-

financiers & field office in PCR preparation*** 
3 

The project team in COMESA and 

the Bank Team prepared the PCR 

jointly, which included meetings 

with the COMESA Secretariat and 

Government Officials.   

3. Other aspect (Specify, e.g. completeness & 

relevance of annexes; supporting document 

list) *** 

  

PCR Compliance Score 3  

*** rated as high/exemplary (4), or substantial/significant (3), or moderate (2), or negligible (1) 

 

 

 

 


