
 

 

 

 

 
 

1. BASIC INFORMATION 

 a. Basic project data 

  Project title: FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR ZEFTA BARRAGE 

  Project code: P-EG-AAC-007 Instrument number(s): Grant No. 5500155002001 

  Project type: MIC-TF Grant Sector: Agriculture and Agro-Industry 

  Country: Egypt Environmental categorization (1-3):1 

Processing Milestones Key Events Disbursement and Closing date 

  Date approved: 15 June 2009 Cancelled amount: N/A  Original disbursement deadline: 
28 February 2012 

  Date signed: 18 January 2010 Supplementary financing: N/A Original closing date: 28 February 

2012 

  Date of entry into force: 18 

January 2010 

Restructuring: N/A Revised disbursement deadline: 31 

December 2014 

  Date effective for 1st 

disbursement:05 November 

2010 

Extensions (specify dates): December 

2013 for 12 months and December 2014 

for 12 months 

Revised closing date: 31 

December 2014 

  Date of actual 1
st
: 14 April 

2011 

 

 

 

b. Financing sources 

Financing source/ instrument Approved amount 

(UA): 

Disbursed amount 

(UA): 

Percentage disbursed 

(%): 

  Loan:    

  Grant: 600000.00 596,774.40 99.46 

  Government: 105,178.00 105,178.00 100.00 

  Other (ex. Co-financiers):    

  TOTAL : 705,178.00 701, 952.4 99.60 

  Co-financiers and other external partners: 

 Execution and implementation agencies: 

c. Responsible Bank staff 

Position At approval  At completion 

  Regional Director Jacob Kolster Jacob Kolster 

  Sector Director Aly Abu-Sabaa Chiji Ojukwu 

  Sector Manager Chiji Ojukwu Josephine Mwangi 

  Task Manager Jonathan Nyamukapa Yasser Elwan 

  Alternate Task Manager Robert Peprah Femi Fatoyinbo 

  PCR Team Leader  Yasser Elwan 

  PCR Team Members  Yasser Elwan (OSAN/EGFO), 

Ayman Algindy (ORPF1/EGFO), 

Amira Sobhi (FFCO3/EGFO) 

d. Report data 

  PCR Date: 26 November 2014 

  PCR Mission Date: From: 17 November 2014 To: 20 November 2014 

  PCR-EN Date: 09 February 2017 

  Evaluator/consultant: Tesfaye Teklu Task Manager: Foday Turay 

PCR EVALUATION NOTE FOR PUBLIC SECTOR OPERATIONS 



 

 

 

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The feasibility study for Zefta Barrage (hereafter referred “the project “) was approved in June 2009.  

The Bank and the Government of Egypt (GoE) signed the protocol of agreement in January 2010, and 

committed to implement over a period of 18 months. The purpose of the project was to develop an 

acceptable option for rehabilitation of Zefta Barrage or reconstruction of a new Barrage to replace the 

current structure. The project was extended twice and closed in December 2014, after nearly a two-year 

extension.   

 

a. Rationale and expected impacts: 

The sector goal was to develop and manage scarce water resources in Egypt in the most efficient manner 

that satisfies all the needs whilst maintaining the sustainability of the resources through the application 

of the principles of Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM). It was within this policy context 

that GoE sought the ADB grant financing to undertake feasibility study to develop the Zefta Barrage to 

manage efficiently the water level in the upstream reach of Damietta Branch (Zefta reservoir).  

The expected impacts would include enhancing efficient utilization of water resources that would 

eventually contribute to increase in agricultural production, employment, income and food security. 

b. Objectives/Expected Outcomes: 

The specific objective of the project was to determine the most technically viable, economically feasible, 

and environmental and socially acceptable option for the rehabilitation/reconstruction of Zefta Barrage.  

c. Outputs and intended beneficiaries: 

The expected outputs were series of consultancy reports associated with the project’s four components, 

i.e. inception report that is based on review of literature and discussion of the study approach, phase two 

report that includes proposed options for investment in Zefta barrage, phase three report that presents 

detailed feasibility study, and finally a comprehensive report inclusive of tender documents.   

d. Principal activities/Components: 

The study was designed to utilize the services of an engineering consulting firm for conducting detailed 

feasibility analyses in four phases. Phase I was literature review and presentation of study approach. 

Phase II was data collection and analysis of options. Phase III was preparation of viable projects. Phase 

IV was preparation of tender documents.  

The key activities would include recruitment of the consultancy firs, undertaking pre-feasibility and 

feasibility studies, submission of series of reports, and conducting stakeholders’ workshops to finalize 

the feasibility study and environmental impact assessment (EIA).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

3. PROJECT PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT  

 

RELEVANCE 

a. Relevance of the project development objective:  

The specific objective of the project was to determine the most technically viable, economically 

feasible, and environmental and socially acceptable option for the rehabilitation/reconstruction of 

Zefta Barrage that would enhance the efficient management of the water level in the upstream reach of 

Damietta Branch (Zefta reservoir). 

The objective study was consistent Egypt’s National Water Resources Development Plan (2002-

2017), which prevailed throughout the project’s life cycle. The NDP priorities were to develop water 

management infrastructure and enhance water use efficiency to ensure food security for the population 

at large.   

The project objective was also consistent with the Bank’s CSP (2011-2015), particularly with its two 

pillars focusing on (1) the development and rehabilitation of economic infrastructure and increased 

agricultural productivity; and (2) improving capacity development for poverty reduction. Further, 

Zefta Barrage development objectives was consistent with the Bank’s Agricultural Sector Strategy 

(2010-2014) that focuses on supportive agricultural infrastructure development and natural resource 

management interventions.  

In short, the project objective remained aligned throughout its cycle with Egypt national development 

priorities, the Bank’s CSP and the Agriculture sector strategy, and beneficially needs. The PCREN 

concurs with the PCR highly satisfactory (4) rating of the relevance of the project objective.  

 

b. Relevance of project design (from approval to completion): 

Zefta Barrage is located on the Damietta branch of the Nile at the downstream of Delta Barrage (about 

100 km north of Cairo City). The barrage controls the water level in the upstream reach of Damietta 

Branch (Zefta reservoir).  

Zefta Barrage was built in the year 1902 and remodeled in 1954. It consists of 50 vents with a width of 5 

meters each. Each vent is equipped with double leaf gates operated mechanically by means of two gantry 

cranes. A navigation lock, 64 m by 12 m chamber, is connected to the barrage at the west side but is 

currently out of service. The roof of the barrage is 12 m wide. It supports a road designed to withstand 

20-ton truckload. The Barrage was built on a plain concrete and stone masonry foundation with a solid 

length of about 32.1 m and a thickness of 3.0 m, which was reduced to 2.5 m downstream of the piers.  

The rehabilitation/reconstruction of the Barrage was sought to (1) improve water management in 1 

million feddans; (2) increasing the availability of fresh water for agriculture as well as domestic and 

industrial uses through the good management; (3) navigation throughout the year; and (4) miscellaneous 

uses by the beneficiaries.  

The Zefta Barrage study was designed to provide a comprehensive detailed investigation to inform 

formulation of project for the rehabilitation of Zefta Barrage or reconstruction of a new barrage. The 

identification, preparation and appraisal of the study involved a detailed sector review, and consultations 

between the Bank, the GoE, development partners, and the beneficiaries. The Country Office in Egypt 

was instrumental in the se project development processes.   



 

 

 

The study was carried out by a consulting firm. The consultant conducted a detailed feasibility analyses 

and implemented in four phases: Phase I --literature review and presentation of study approach; Phase II-

-data collection and analysis of options; Phase III--preparation of viable projects; Phase IV--preparation 

of tender documents. The results chain is simple where the generation of the outputs particularly the 

production of the comprehensive feasibility report marks the end points upon which the project is 

evaluated for performance.   

Overall, the design of the project was satisfactory. However, the quality of entry was weak as evident in 

the delayed fulfilment of grant effectiveness and slow implementation. There was added investigation 

report preceding the decision to rehabilitate the Barrage that contributed to delays in project completion.  

PCR rates design relevance satisfactory (3) and the PCREN concurs.  

 

EFFECTIVENESS 
 

c. Effectiveness in delivering outputs: 

The consultant conducted a detailed feasibility analyses and implemented in four phases: The following 

planned outputs were achieved. 

 Prefeasibility report for both rehabilitation and reconstruction was produced based on data 

analysis, 100% 

 Feasibility report for the rehabilitation/reconstruction was approved, 100% 

 The tender documents for rehabilitation option was produced and approved, 100% 

 EIA report produced and the EEAA cleared the report, 100% 

 Training of the RGBS staff, 100% 

All four components of the consultancy were completed. The consultant recommended the 

reconstruction option based on the results of socioeconomic analysis; however, the government selected 

the rehabilitation option. The consultant completed the detailed feasibility study (Phase III), and the 

preparation of tender documents (Phase IV) based on the Government of Egypt selection of the 

rehabilitation option. The consultant submitted the final report in June 2014 and the Executive Agency 

accepted it in September 2014. In addition, the consultant conducted two public hearing workshops for 

the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) in February 2014. The EIA report submitted to the 

Egyptian Ministry of Environmental Affairs (EEAA) in March 2014 and was approved. 

The PCREN concurs with the PCR conclusion that all planned outputs were achieved and the 

performance was highly satisfactory (4) (ignoring the quality consideration of the outputs).   

 

d. Effectiveness in delivering outcomes: 
 

N/A 
 

e. Project development outcome:   

 

N/A 
 



 

 

 

f. Beneficiaries: 
 

N/A 

 

g. Unanticipated additional outcomes (positive or negative, not taken into consideration in the 

project logical framework):  

 

Not reported  

 

EFFICIENCY 

 

h. Timeliness: 

Planned project duration in years as per APR, 1.5; actual project duration in years, 3.5; planned to actual 

implementation time, 43%.  

The study was initially planned to be implemented in 18 months with the initial disbursement deadline 

set for 28 February 2012. However, there were delays in start-up and implementation as evident from the 

following timeline: 

 The project was approved in June 2009 and the contract with the consultant signed in March 

2011 (21 months later) 

 Phase I report (Inception) was submitted in August 2011 

 Phase II report was submitted in December 2011 with the proposed options. The rehabilitation 

option was adopted in July 2012 (7 months later) 

 Phase III started in August 2012 and draft submitted in May 2013. Additional investigation 

report was required and submitted in August 2013. EA accepted the third phase report in 

December 2013. Additional 6 months elapsed after the submission of the phase III report due to 

the additional investigation and the time required to adopt the report.  

  Draft final report submitted in March 2014 and the final report in June 2014.  

 In short, there were delays at start up and during the implementation. As per the PCR report, these 

implementation delays were due to:(1) unstable political and institutional environments that prevailed in 

Egypt after the January 2011 revolution and 2013 political unrest; (2) the GoE was reluctant to take 

decision to choose between the two intervention options (Rehabilitation/Reconstruction); and (3) the 

GOE approved the rehabilitation option after carrying out the additional investigation on part of the raft 

at which the cracks were identified in the underwater photography, that takes additional time.  

The PCREN concurs with the PCR strongly unsatisfactory (1) rating of the timeliness.   

 

i. Resource use efficiency:  

 

The PCR rates resource use efficiency highly satisfactory (4) since the project delivered all or more 

outputs than expected. And the PCREN concurs.  

 

j.  Cost-benefit analysis:  

 



 

 

 

N/A  

 

k. Implementation progress: 

Compliance with project covenants  

 Compliance with general and specific conditions set in the legal documents for loan effectiveness: 

Complied with conditions for grant effectiveness but took 17 months to meet conditions to first 

disbursement.  

 Compliance with environmental and social safeguards: Two environmental public hearing workshops 

were conducted, and the EIA report submitted to Egyptian Ministry of Environmental Authority (EEAA) 

and approved.  

 Audit compliance:  All audit reports submitted and cleared, i.e. audit reports for the financial years 2011, 

2012, and the third report covering the period 1 January 2013 to June 2014.  

Project systems and procedures  

 Procurement processes followed the Bank’s rules of procedure but there were delays in aligning with the 

country’s requirements. The Executing Agency had to ensure it compliance with Egyptian judiciary 

requirements. In addition, the national procurement process requires approval of all procurements by the 

Ministry’s internal procurement unit, and approval of contracts by the State council representative before 

their signature. 

 The financial management process followed the Bank’s rules of procedure and improved its reporting in 

accordance with the Bank mission recommendations. Financial management performance was 

satisfactory.   

 M&E performance:  

Project execution and financing  

The financial resources for the Project came from the Bank, and GoE. Overall, the disbursement rate for 

the Bank was satisfactory at 99.5%. The Government’s contribution was disbursed up to 100%.   

The Project complied with disbursement guidelines and regularly updated their work plans and budgets 

that were approved by the Bank.  

The project experienced delays in start up and implementation as shown above in the timeliness. Overall, 

compliance with project covenants was delayed but fully met, and performance in financial management 

and disbursement was satisfactory. The notable problems were related to the time taken to reconcile the 

Bank’s and the national procurement rules and procedures. 

Th PCREN concurs with the PCR that the project implementation performance was satisfactory (3)   
 

SUSTAINABILITY 
 

l. Financial sustainability: 

 

N/A 

 

m. Institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities: 

 

N/A 



 

 

 

 

n. Ownership and sustainability of partnerships: 

 

N/A 

 

o. Environmental and social sustainability: 
 

 

4. PERFORMANCE OF STAKEHOLDERS 
 

a. Bank performance: 

The Bank was pro-active in the identification and formulation of the project. It ensured the Borrower 

complied with the fiduciary requirements. It also provided guidance on the rules and procedures of the 

Bank with respect to procurement, which were different to the National Procurement rules. The Bank 

provided close and extensive project supervision and review missions throughout the period of the 

project. Since inception, the Bank missions supervised the project 7 times. In each of the missions, field 

inspections were conducted followed by an analysis and discussion of observations including debriefing 

sessions held with the GoE officials. These missions assisted the Executing Agency to address 

managerial and technical aspects of the Project that helped to expedite project implementation. The 

Bank’s Country Office, EGFO, was instrumental in the project development, and active in the 

supervision, management, and processing of procurements and disbursement requests for the Project.  

Overall, the PCREN agrees with the satisfactory rating (3) of the PCR for the Bank’s performance. 

 

b. Borrower performance:  

The performance of the Government of Egypt, through its Ministry of Water Resources and Irrigation, 

was satisfactory in ensuring overall project implementation and achievement of the results. The GoE 

ensured the project was prepared and implemented in compliance with covenants, agreements and 

safeguards agreed with the Bank. Audit reports and quarterly progress reports were submitted albeit 

some time overran. Project financial management and monitoring conformed to the Bank’s rules of 

procedures. However, discrepancies in procurement procedures between the Bank and GOE caused 

delays in procurements. The GOE disbursed fully the counterpart funding. 

The GoE internal review process took prolonged time to review and accept the consultant reports. In 

addition, the decision regarding the choice between rehabilitating or reconstructing the Zefta Barrage 

was not yet final at the closure of the project.  

Overall, the PCREN agrees with the satisfactory rating (3) of the PCR for the GOE’s performance 

 

c. Performance of other stakeholders:  

A consulting firm provided engineering consulting services to undertake the Zefta Barrage feasibility 

study. The first started work in May 2011. It produced inception report in August 2011, Phase II report 

in December 2011, phase III report in May 2013, additional investigation report in August 2013, draft 

final report in March 2014 and final report in June 2014. The consultant completed the detailed 

feasibility study (Phase III), and the preparation of tender documents (Phase IV) based on the GoE 

selection of the rehabilitation option. 

The consultancy reports met all the contractual requirements. All the reports were cleared and approved. 



 

 

 

However, the consultancy work took a little over three years which exceeded the planned 18-month time 

frame. The reasons for the time overran are given in 3 (h) under timeliness.  

PCREN rates the performance of the consultancy services satisfactory (3). 
 

 

5. SUMMARY OF OVERALL PROJECT PERFORMANCE 
 

a. Overall assessment:  

Overall, the performance of the project was satisfactory (3). Relevance in objective and design was 

satisfactory. Output performance was satisfactory. Proxy indicators of operational efficiency such as 

timeliness and implementation effectiveness suggest some scope for improvement in cost 

effectiveness. Both the Bank and the Borrower jointly contributed to the satisfactory performance of 

the project.  
 

b. Design, implementation and utilization of the M&E (appreciation of the evaluator): 
 

N/A  

 

 

 
 

6. EVALUATION OF KEY LESSONS LEARNED AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

a. Lessons learned:  

 Lack of general master plan for rehabilitation/reconstruction of hydraulic structures was notable. It is essential 

to have a decision support system for the prioritization of hydraulic structures that needs interventions and to 

select the type of intervention based on set of criteria that will help decision-maker for an appropriate 

decision.  

 Lack of pre-set criteria could slow the process of reaching decision point for making choices between 

different options (interventions).  

 Non-resolution between Bank procurement rules and national procurement rules arrests progress in project’s 

implementation.  

 Delays in payments for consultancy services are in part due to slow processes in acceptance and approval of 

technical reports and outputs. A better mechanism is necessary to expedite the process.    

b. Recommendations:  

 Ensure at appraisal stage that the executive agency has capacity to conduct the procurement process so that 

some capacity building activity could be planned.  

 To minimize delay in the acceptance and approval of technical reports and outputs, forecast in a contract the 

period for review of reports by the EA and the consultant. 
 

7. COMMENTS ON PCR QUALITY AND TIMELINESS 

 

Good (3): Concise, analytical and largely objective.  

 

 



 

 

 

8. SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION 
This is a summary of both the PCR and IDEV ratings with justification for deviations/comments. Appropriate section of the PCR 

Evaluation should be indicated in the last column in order to avoid detailed comments. The evaluator must provide a reasonable explanation 

for each criterion the PCR rating is not validated by IDEV. Consequently, the overall rating of the project could be “equally satisfactory”. 
 

Criteria PCR PCREN Reason for disagreement/ Comments 

RELEVANCE    

Relevance of project development objective 4 4  

Relevance of project design  3 3  

EFFECTIVENESS    

Development objective (DO) 3 UTR Unclear to the evaluator of the PCR as to 

what constitutes effectiveness in outcome 

and development objective of a feasibility 

study.  

EFFICIENCY    

Timeliness 1 1  

Resource use efficiency 4 4  

Cost-benefit analysis N/A N/A Not applicable  

Implementation progress (IP) 3 3  

SUSTAINABILITY    

Financial sustainability 3 N/A Not applicable  

Institutional sustainability and strengthening 

of capacities 

4 N/A Not applicable  

Ownership and sustainability of partnership  4 N/A Not applicable  

Environmental and social sustainability 4   

OVERALL PROJECT COMPLETION 

RATING 

   

Bank performance: 3 3  

Borrower performance: 3 3  

Performance of other shareholders: N/A 3  

Overall PCR quality:  3 Good – concise, analytical and largely 

objective.  

 

 

  



 

 

 

9. PRIORITY FOR FUTURE EVALUATIVE WORK: PROJECT FOR PERFORMANCE 

EVALUTION REPORT, IMPACT EVALUTION, COUNTRY/SECTOR REVIEWS OR 

THEMATIC EVALUATION STUDIES:     
         

- Project is part of a series and suitable for cluster evaluation        

- Project is a success story        

- High priority for impact evaluation  

- Performance evaluation is required to sector/country review  

- High priority for thematic or special evaluation studies (Country)  

- PPER is required because of incomplete validation rating  

 
Major areas of focus for future evaluation work: 

 
a) Performance evaluation is required for sector/ country review  

b) Cluster evaluation (institutional support) 

c) Sector evaluation (budgetary support or public finance management reforms) 

 
Follow up action by IDEV: 
Identify same cluster or sector operations; organize appropriate work or consultation mission to 

facilitate a), b) and/or c).  

 

Division Manager clearance                                                       Director signing off  
 

 

 

 

 

 

Data source for validation: 

 Task Manager/ Responsible bank staff interviewed/contacted (in person, by telephone or 

email) 

 Documents/ Database reports  

 

Attachment:  

 PCR evaluation note validation sheet of performance ratings 

 List of references  



 

 

 

Appendix 1 

 
 

PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT EVALUATION NOTE  
Validation of PCR performance ratings  

 
PCR rating scale: 

 

Score Description 
4 Very Good – Fully 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 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

RELEVANCE Relevance of the project 

development objective 

(DO) during  

implementation   

   

Relevance of project 

design (from approval to 

completion)  

   

OVERALL RELEVANCE SCORE    

EFFECTIVENESS* Effectiveness in delivering outcomes 

 

Outcome1    

Outcome2     

Effectiveness in delivering output 

Output1 
   

Output2 
   

Development objective (DO) 

Development objective 

rating 

   

Beneficiaries   

Beneficiary1 
   



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Beneficiary2 
   

Unanticipated outcomes (positive or negative not considered in the project logical 

framework) and their level of impact on the project (high, moderate, low) 

Institutional 

development 
   

Gender 
   

Environment & climate 

change  
   

Poverty reduction 
   

Private sector 

development 
   

Regional integration 
   

Other (specify) 
   

EFFECTIVENESS OVERALL SCORE    

EFFICIENCY Timeliness (based on the 

initial closing date) 
   

Resource used 

efficiency 
   

Cost-benefit analysis 
   

Implementation progress 

(from the IPR) 
   

Other (specify) 
   

OVERALL EFFICIENCY SCORE    

SUSTAINABILITY 
Financial sustainability 

   

Institutional 

sustainability and 

strengthening of 

capacities 

   

Ownership and 

sustainability of 

partnerships 

   

Environmental and 

social sustainability 
   

*The rating of the effectiveness component is obtained from the development objective (DO) rating in the latest IPR of the 

project (see Guidance Note on the IPR).  

The ratings for outputs and outcomes are determined based on the project’s progress towards realizing its targets, and the 

overall development objective of the project (DO) is obtained by combining the ratings obtained for outputs and outcomes  

following the method defined in the IPR Guidance Note. The following method is applied: Highly satisfactory (4), 

Satisfactory (3), Unsatisfactory (2) and Highly unsatisfactory (1). 

 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

Work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

BANK 

PERFORMANCE  
Proactive identification and 

resolution of problems at different 

stage of the project cycle 

   

Use of previous lessons learned 

from previous operations during 

design and implementation 

   

Promotion of stakeholder 

participation to strengthen 

ownership 

   

Enforcement of safeguard and 

fiduciary requirements  

   

Design and implementation of 

Monitoring & Evaluation system 

   

Quality of Bank supervision  (mix 

of skills in supervisory teams, etc) 

   

Timeliness of responses to 

requests 

   

OVERALL BANK PERFORMANCE SCORE    

BORROWER 

PERFORMANCE 

Quality of preparation and 

implementation 

   

Compliance with covenants, 

agreements and safeguards 
   

Provision of timely counterpart 

funding 

   

Responsiveness to supervision 

recommendations 
   

Measures taken to establish basis 

for project sustainability 
   

Timeliness of preparing requests    

OVERALL BORROWER PERFORMANCE SCORE    

 PERFORMANCE 

OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

Timeliness of disbursements by 

co-financiers 
   

Functioning of collaborative 

agreements 
   

Quality of policy dialogue with 

co-financiers (for PBOs only) 
   

Quality of work by service 

providers  

   

Responsiveness to client demands     

OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

   

The overall rating is given: Very Good, Good, Fair and Poor.   

 

(i) Very Good (HS) : 4 

(ii) Good  (H) :   3 

(iii) Fair  (US) :   2 

(iv) Poor (HUS): 1 

 

 



 

 

 

DESIGN, IMPLEMENTAION AND UTILIZATION OF MONITIRING AND 

EVALUATION (M&E) 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
IDEV 

Score 
Comments 

M&E DESIGN M&E system is in place, clear, 

appropriate and realistic 
  

Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan were duly 

approved 

  

Existence of disaggregated gender 

indicator 
  

Baseline data were available or 

collected during the design  
  

Other, specify    

OVERALL M&E DESIGN SCORE   

M&E 

IMPLEMENTA-

TION 

The M&E function is adequately 

equipped and staffed  
  

OVERALL M&E IMPLEMENTATION SCORE   

M&E 

UTILIZATION  

The borrower used the tracking 

information for decision  
  

OVERALL M&E UTILIZATION SCORE   

OVERALL M&E PERFORMANCE SCORE 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

PCR QUALITY EVALUATION 

 

Criteria 
PCR-EVN  

(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 

3 Relevant dimensions covered concisely and 

analytically  

2. Extent of objectivity of PCR assessment score 3 Largely Objective except a few instances of 

favorable bias towards the grantee.  

3. Extent of internal consistency of PCR assessment 

ratings; inaccuracies; inconsistencies; (in various 

sections; between text and ratings; consistency of 

overall rating with individual component ratings)  

3 Text consistent with ratings  

4. Extent of identification and assessment of key 

factors (internal and exogenous) and unintended 

effects (positive or negative) affecting design and 

implementation  

3 Rarely such assessment was necessary except in 

explaining the under performance in project 

implementation.  

5. Adequacy of treatment of safeguards, fiduciary 

issues, and alignment and harmonization 

3  

6. Extent of soundness  of data generating and 

analysis process (including rates of returns) in 

support of PCR assessment 

N/A  

7. Overall adequacy of the accessible evidence (from 

PCR including annexure and other data provided) 

3  

8. Extent to which lessons learned (and 

recommendations) are clear and based on the PCR 

assessment (evidence & analysis) 

3  

9. Extent of overall clarity and completeness of the 

PCR  

3  

Other (specify)   

PCR QUALITY SCORE  3 Good  

PCR compliance with guidelines (PCR/OM ; IDEV) 

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

2. Extent of participation of borrower, Co-financiers 

& field offices in PCR preparation 

3  

3. Other aspect(s) (specify)   

PCR COMPLIANCE SCORE  3.5  

*** rated as Very Good (4), or Good (3), or Fair (2), or Poor (1) 
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