
1. BASIC INFORMATION
 a. Basic project data
  Project title: Jomo Kenyatta International Airport Emergency Interim Terminal Construction
Project
  Project code: P-KE-DB0-
018

Instrument number(s): Savings from ADF Loans No. 
2100150015544 (Nairobi – Thika Road Project)

  Project type: 
Infrastructure

Sector: Transport

  Country: Kenya Environmental categorization (1-3): 3
Processing Milestones Key Events Disbursement and Closing

date
  Date approved: 23 Oct 
2013

Cancelled amount: 1,839,059.93 Original disbursement 
deadline: 30 Sept 2015

  Date signed: 24 Dec 
2013

Supplementary financing: Original closing date: 30 
Jun 2015

  Date of entry into force:
24 Dec 2013

Restructuring: Revised disbursement 
deadline: 30 Sept 2015

  Date effective for 1st 
disbursement:

Extensions (specify dates): Revised closing date: Not 
applicable

  Date of actual 1st: 16 
Jun 2014
b. Financing sources

Financing source/
instrument (MUA)

Approved amount
(MUA) :

Disbursed amount
(MUA) :

Percentage disbursed
(%):

  Loan: ADF Loan (UA14, 
690,000)

14,690,000 12,850,940.07 85.69

  Grant:
  Government: GoK (UA 
430,000)

     430,000 430,000.00 100

  Other (ex. Co-
financiers):
  TOTAL : 15,120,000 13,280,940.07 86.15
  Co-financiers and other external partners: Government of the Republic of 
Kenya
 Execution and implementation agencies: Kenya Airports Authority (KAA)
c. Responsible Bank staf

Position At approval At completion
  Regional Director G. NEGATU G. NEGATU
  Country Manager
  Sector Director A. OUMAROU A. OUMAROU
  Sector Manager M. SOUARE A. BABALOLA
  Task Manager Z. TESSEMA Z. TESSEMA
  Alternate Task Manager G. MAKAJUMA G. MAKAJUMA
  PCR Team Leader Z. TESSEMA
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  PCR Team Members G. MAKAJUMA 
E. NDINYA 
T. OPIYO (Consultant)

d. Report data
  PCR Date: 10 Mar 2016
  PCR Mission Date: From: 03 Feb 2016 To: 01 Mar 2016
  PCR-EN Date: 4 August 2018
  Evaluator/consultant : Peter Freeman Peer Reviewer/Task Manager: Aoufa Ezzine

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Summary from Appraisal Report including addendum/corrigendum or loan agreement, and taking into account any modification that 
occurred during the implementation phase.

The Jomo Kenyetta International Airport (JKIA) is the busiest airport in the East African region. At 
the time of appraisal it was handling more than six million passengers and 300,000 metric tons of cargo 
traffic a year and had scheduled flights to destinations in over 50 countries. To cope with the expected 
increases in traffic a major expansion was underway. Air transport had become increasingly important to
Kenya's economy as it sustained the tourist industry and facilitated access to the global fresh flower and 
horticulture markets.

JKIA had three departure units (units 1, 2 and 3) and an arrivals building. A serious fire occurred on 7th 
August 2013 in which the arrivals building processing facilities were completely destroyed and the 
arrivals building had to be totally abandoned. In addition, units 1 and 2 departure areas were rendered 
only partially operational. Unit 3, which was formally handling domestic operations, had to temporarily 
handle international flights causing major logistical and capacity challenges. Several tents were set up on 
the airport ramp to assist the arriving and departing functions. The domestic operations were meanwhile
handled at the cargo terminal. At the time of the fire, a new parking garage was being converted to an 
arrival facility but this precluded its use as a parking facility. In order to improve the operational 
conditions the tents were to be removed from the ramp and an arrival facility was to be built opposite to 
the parking garage (which was to be reinstated), a transit and holding lounge would be placed on top of 
Unit 3, and an interim terminal constructed.

Given the urgency of an interim solution, the Government of Kenya (GOK) requested that the interim
terminal be financed as an emergency measure with a supplementary financing loan from the 
utilisation of project loan savings totalling UA 14.69 million from the savings of Nairobi–Thika 
Highway Improvement Project.



a. Rationale and expected impacts:
Provide a brief and precise description on the project/programme rationale (concerns/questions raised), expected impacts and the intended
beneficiaries (directly or indirectly impacted by the project/programme). Highlight any change that occurred during the execution phase. 

Because of the extensive fire damage JKIA’s status as a significant regional aviation and economic hub
in East Africa would be undermined by major inconvenience to passengers, inefficient operations and 
congestion. The Bank’s support would help restore the service level and bridge the capacity gap until 
the expansion projects were completed. In parallel with this project an emergency grant of US$1 
million was provided from the Special Relief Fund to finance the procurement and installation of 
security screening equipment. The expected impact was to allow the continued functioning of the 
airport until the new facilities could be completed.

b. Objectives/Expected Outcomes:
Provide a clear and concise description of the project objectives, expected outcomes, and intended beneficiaries. In so doing, highlight any 
revision/amendment. 

The project objective was to assist GOK in restoring the level of services at JKIA, which had 
significantly deteriorated following a fire accident in August 2013. JKIA’s status as a regional aviation 
and economic hub of East Africa was likely to be undermined by this situation as passenger 
inconvenience, inefficient operations and congestion were being experienced. The Bank’s support, in 
addition to restoring the service level, would also to help bridge the capacity gap until the expansion 
projects being undertaken were completed.

Specific objectives were to: (i) Ensure no degradation of level of service at JKIA; (ii) Enhance safety 
and security by separation of arriving and departing passengers; and, (iii) Improve the level of service 
of the JKIA. The expected outcomes were to add capacity to JKIA and restore the airport’s level of 
service. 

c. Outputs and intended beneficiaries:
Provide a clear and concise description the expected outputs and intended beneficiaries. In so doing, highlight any revision/amendment.  

The main output was the construction of an interim terminal facility. Beneficiaries were expected to be 
traders importing and exporting goods, large numbers of tourists, as well as horticultural farmers 
mainly delivering to European destinations.

d. Principal activities/Components:
Provide a clear and concise description of the principal activities/components. In so doing, highlight any revision/amendment.

The interim terminal was a 10,000m2 facility with a capacity to handle an annual traffic of 2.5 million 
arriving and departing passengers, both international and domestic.  It was designed to achieve a peak 
hour capacity based on 1,600 passengers for international, 350 for domestic and 750 for transiting 
passengers.

The building floor and foundation was comprised of a single monolithic reinforced concrete floor slab 
and the building structure of prefabricated components that included the main structure made of 
extruded aluminium members. The wall panels comprised of insulated aluminium sandwich panels of 



40mm thickness. All glazing comprised of sealed double glazed units. The roof was made of two layers 
of Teflon coated fabric with a 15-year life.

The Information Technology (IT) system was connected to Terminal 1A for integration into the JKIA 
networks via a 24-core fibre optic link.  The storm water drainage and sewage system was also 
connected to the JKIA system. Other installations included: (i) Completed building electrical cabling; 
(ii) An air conditioning system; (iii) Water plumbing system with backup storage tanks; (iv) Fire 
Protection Systems, including detection and alarm systems; (v) Data/ LAN Network; (vi) Telephone 
System; (vii) Public Address/Voice Evacuation System; (viii) Close Circuit Television System; (ix) 
Airport IT Systems; (x) Flight Information Display System; (xi) Computer workstations; (xii) Furniture
including passenger seats; (xiii) Baggage Handling system complete with x-ray security system.

The departure and airline lounges have (i) 24 check-in counters plus one oversize baggage counter; (ii) 
Central screening area with facility for six units; (iii) Two domestic lounges (one Government lounge, 
one airline lounge) and one international airline lounge; (iv) Six boarding gates and holding lounges; (v)
A transfer area for processing transfer passengers; (vi) Four immigration desks; and, (vii) two cafes.

3. PROJECT PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT 

RELEVANCE

a. Relevance of the project development objective: 
Evaluation of the relevance ex-ante and ex-post (including during the implementation phase). The relevance of the project objective 
(during the evaluation ex-ante and the post-evaluation) in terms of alignment with country’s development priorities and strategies, the 
beneficiary needs (including any changes that may have occurred during the implementation), applicable Bank sector strategies, the Bank 
country/ regional strategy, and general strategic priorities of the Bank. This criterion equally assesses the extent to which the project’s 
development objective was clearly stated and focused on outcomes and the realism of the intended outcomes in the project setting. 

The reviewer supports the PCR rating of 4 (fully achieved). The Bank’s support was to restore the 
service level at JKIA, and to help bridge the capacity gap until the expansion projects being undertaken
were completed. The PCR says this was not part of a formal strategy – it was an emergency project due 
to an accidental fire and the impact of an inefficient airport would have been considerable not only on 
Kenya, but on the broader region. It would have particularly impacted the tourist and horticultural 
industries on which the country depended to a large extent for foreign exchange. It was also an 
opportunity to work in tandem with the many financiers involved with the airport expansion program.

The PCR does not mention the African Development Bank’s Country Assistance Strategy Paper, 2014-
18, which specifically mentions the importance of additional investments at JKIA, Nairobi following the
fire. It also mentions the that Kenya’s infrastructure spending needs are amongst the highest in Africa 
and that the costs of providing infrastructure remain relatively high. 

b. Relevance of project design (from approval to completion):
The evaluator should provide an assessment of the relevance of the project design regardless of the one provided in the PCR. The 
evaluator will also comment on the PCR conclusion for this section, and will provide an evaluation of the relevance of the project design. 
The latter assesses the soundness and the timing of eventual adjustments, or technical solutions to ensure the achievement of the intended 
results (outcomes and outputs), the adequacy of the risk assessment, environmental and social protection measures, as well as the 
implementation arrangements. For Programme Based Operations (PBO), an assessment will be made on the relevance of the prior actions,
the policy dialogue and the extent to which the operation could have been more pro-poor in its design.



The reviewer supports the OCR rating of 3 (mostly achieved). The design, choice of materials and 
construction methodology were appropriate for an emergency project. Wider consultation of the 
stakeholders was not done at design stage due to the emergency nature of the project. However, changes
in the design layout made at the implementation stage resulted in delays since the bids were prepared 
using preliminary designs. In order to ensure a smooth operation of JKIA Terminal 2 as well as the just 
completed remote aircraft parking stands, the Kenya Airports Authority (KAA) were required to carry 
out additional civil works: (1) additional passenger walkway with covered facility; (2) additional 
lighting at the Syokimau car park; (3) improvement of the drainage between the Syokimau parking and
the new long term parking; and (4) an airside link road between Terminal 2 and Terminal 1E. The PCR 
is not specific about whether this work was carried out. A simplified logical framework as required for 
an emergency project was not provided. 

EFFECTIVENESS

c. Effectiveness in delivering outputs  :
Evaluation of the extent to which the project achieved its stated results (obtained from the logical framework) based on the last 
Implementation Progress and Results Report (IPR) and by considering accurate reporting of direct or indirect evidence on intended and 
unanticipated outputs. In the absence of sufficient data (as direct evidence), indirect evidence (such as project outcomes and other 
pertinent processes/elements of the causal chain) should be used particularly in the evaluation of the extent to which the project is expected
to achieve its stated results/ objectives. The absence of sufficient data to assess the effectiveness should be indicated (and clearly detailed in 
the PCR quality evaluation section). The PCR score should equally be indicated in this section. 

The reviewer supports the PCR rating of 4 (fully achieved). The output was the construction of a 10,000 
m2 interim terminal facility with a structure composed of sandwich insulated wall panels and a roof of 
coated fabric. The interim terminal was constructed to the required standards and is now fully 
operational. 

d. Effectiveness in delivering outcomes:
Evaluation of the extent to which the project achieved its intended set of outcomes (including for Program Based Operations (PBOs) where
complementary measures are necessary for their implementation, namely public awareness, policy dialogue and institutional 
arrangements for instance). The evaluator should make an assessment based on the results of the last project Implementation Progress and
Results (IPR). The evaluator shall indicate the degree to which project outcomes (intended and unanticipated) as well as reasons for any 
eventual gap were discussed in the PCR. 

Rating 2 (partially achieved). There was no simplified logical framework in the appraisal report as 
required in the emergency guidelines. Even though this was an emergency project, it is disappointing 
that no indicators were proposed. The PCR discusses the following retrospectively:

Passenger capacity: (for the terminal): target 2.5 million passengers by 2014.   This was a greenfield 
project so there was no baseline data. The PCR stated that the annual passenger capacity “had not been
determined as the terminal was opened less than one year ago.” However, the reviewer notes from the 
World Bank ICRR on the overall airport-upgrading project (2016) that the number of passengers 
utilizing the entire upgraded airport was 6.4 million in 2014. A separate source quoted 7.0 million in 
2016.1 
Passenger processing time: Savings of 25-35 minutes The processing time is for JKIA. No data were 
available for the Terminal. The overall improved processing time has enhanced an environment of 
comfort to the passengers, which was one of the objectives of this project.
Level of service at JKIA: The level of service at JKIA was rated “C” in 2013 prior to the fire incident.2 

1 www.standardmedia.co.ke, March 14, 2017
2 IATA rating

http://www.standardmedia.co.ke/


Even though a further rating had not been undertaken prior to project closure there was significant 
improvement in capacity. JKIA was named as the 5th best airport in Africa for its customer service in 
the 2014 Airports Council International Airport Service Quality Awards. In addition the World bank 
report confirmed that the airport received category 1 status under the International Safety Assessment 
of the United States Federal Aviation Administration in September 2016. In addition there was an 
expansion and modernization of the immigration facilities.
Rating 3.

e. Project development outcome:  
The ratings derived for outcomes and output are combined to assess the progress the project has made towards realizing its development 
objectives, based on the rating methodology recommended in the Staff Guidance Note on project completion reporting and rating (see IPR
Guidance Note for further instruction on development objective rating).  

Rating 3. Despite the lack of a simplified logical framework, the project achieved its development 
objective of adding capacity at JKIA and restoring the airport’s regional aviation and economic hub. 
The initial level of service before the fire incident has now been restored and exceeded due to additional 
capacity provided. The additional capacity (2.5 million passengers annually) due to the new terminal 
brought the capacity of JKIA to 7.5 million passengers annually. JKIA handled an estimated 6.5 million 
passengers annually when the PCR was prepared. Terminal 2 was capable of handling 30 per cent of the
total passenger demand at JKIA. The project also succeeded in separating arriving and departing 
passengers for enhanced safety and security requirements.

f. Beneficiaries:
Using evidence, the evaluator should provide an assessment of the relevance of the total number of beneficiaries by categories and 
disaggregated by sex.

Rating 3. Beneficiaries were traders importing and exporting goods, large numbers of tourists, the 
general public including business travellers, as well as horticultural farmers mainly exporting to 
European destinations. No figures were provided and there was no disaggregation by gender.

g. Unanticipated additional outcomes (positive or negative, not taken into consideration in the project logical 
framework)  : 
This includes gender, climate change, as well as social and socio-economic- related issues. Provide an assessment of the extent to which 
intended or unanticipated additional and important outcomes have been taken into consideration by the PCR. The assessment should also 
look at the manner the PCR accounted for these outcomes. 

There was an improvement in the traffic circulation around the airport because of the reinstatement of 
parking facilities. In addition, the increased space allocation for local airlines created employment 
opportunities.

EFFICIENCY

h. Timeliness:
The timeliness of project implementation is based on a comparison between the planned and actual period of implementation from the 
date of effectiveness for first disbursement. For Programme Based Operations (PBOs), the timely releases of the tranche(s) are assessed 
through this same criterion. 

Reviewer rating 3 (mostly achieved). The planned project duration was 150 days but actual 
implementation was 270 days giving a ration of 56 per cent. Implementation of this project did not fully 



adhere to the project implementation schedule as planned at appraisal. The project was approved on 
23rd October 2013, was substantially completed on 13th March 2015, but this was four months later than
the planned completion as per the contract (13th November 2014). Extensions of time were granted to 
the contract due to delays in getting raw materials. A total of about 120 days of time extension was 
granted. 

i. Resource use efficiency:
Provide and assessment of physical implementation (based on outputs delivered) against resources used (based on cumulative 
commitments) at completion for all contributors to the project (the Bank, Government, and others). This criterion would normally not 
apply to PBOs, as there is often no direct link between the outputs and the amount of contribution (in which case the rater would indicate 
N/A).

Reviewer rating 4 (fully achieved). The ratio of the median percentage physical implementation of the 
project outputs and commitment rate was 1.16 implying that the project was fully delivered within the 
available budget, and some savings made. This was attributable to a lower actual contract amount to 
the available budget and a small saving of €5,680 on the civil works contract.

j.  Cost-benefit analysis:
Provide an assessment of the timeliness of the development outputs, and the extent to which costs of the costs have been effective and have 
been provided in the most efficient manner. The PCR rating should be discussed. The evaluator should verify whether the benefits of the 
project (achieved or expected) exceed its actual costs. To achieve this, evidences will mainly be based on a comparison between Economic 
Rates of Return (ERR) calculated at appraisal, the mid-term review and completion. When commenting PCR ratings, the degree of 
utilization of valid sources for evidence justifying the rating assigned should be taken into consideration. The evaluator should ensure of 
the validity of assumptions and that the same model was used for the calculation of others ERRs. For PBOs for which this calculation 
model does not apply, an assessment could be done with regards to the contribution of policy reforms to economic growth. In the absence 
of sufficient evidence, an appropriate rating should be assigned. 

Rating 2 (partially achieved). A cost benefit analysis was not carried out, according to the PCR, because 
of the emergency nature of the project and given that it was an interim facility. The reviewer believes 
that nevertheless some quick and simple calculations would have shown a robust return from this 
project. The facility was to bridge the capacity gap in the intervening period before the commissioning 
of Unit 4, and further additional capacity expected by 2017 when the planned Greenfield terminal 
becomes operational. The additional capacity (2.5 million passengers annually) provided by the new 
terminal would bring the capacity of JKIA to 7.5 million passengers annually. JKIA was handling an 
estimated 6.5 million passengers annually when the PCR was written. Terminal 2 was therefore capable 
of handling 30 per cent of the total passenger demand at JKIA. It would also have been a 
straightforward calculation to assess the cost of horticultural produce delays for export.

k. Implementation progress:
The assessment of the Implementation Progress (IP) on the PCR is derived from the updated IPR and takes into account the all applicable 
IP criteria assessed under the three categories: i) Compliance with covenants (project covenants, environmental and social safeguards and 
audit compliance), ii) project systems and procedures (procurement, financial management and monitoring and evaluation), and iii) 
project execution and financing (disbursement, budget commitments, counterpart funding and co-financing).

The overall IP rating in the PCR was 3.6; on review, the rating is rouned to 4 (fully achieved). The final 
implementation progress report (IPR) ratings were derived from an assessment of the Bank’s 
performance criteria monitoring completed after each of the 13 field supervision missions undertaken. 
The IP rating takes into account all applicable IP criteria assessed under each of the three main 
categories: (i) compliance with covenants; (ii) project systems and procedures; and, (iii) project 
execution and financing. The simple arithmetic average of the individual ratings was then calculated to 
derive the final rating. No IP criterion was rated unsatisfactory or highly unsatisfactory.



SUSTAINABILITY

l. Financial sustainability:
Provide an assessment of the extent to which funding mechanisms and modalities (eg. Tariffs, user fees, maintenance fees, budgetary 
allocations, other stakeholder contributions, aid flows, etc.) have been put in place to ensure the continued flow of benefits after 
completion, with particular emphasis on financial sustainability. For PBOs, the assessment should focus on financial sustainability of 
reforms, as well as the Bank’s policy dialogue to promote financial sustainability of the reforms. 

The PCR rating was 3, but the reviewer upgrades this to 4 (fully achieved) because a passenger service 
chanrge has since been introduced. The interim terminal facility was meant to bridge the capacity gap 
in the intervening period before the commissioning of Unit 4 currently under construction and the 
planned greenfield terminal. Its long-term sustainability was therefore not a critical issue since it was 
supposed to be replaced by the new terminals currently under construction. However, as the PRC points
out, the materials should be stored and preserved for use in case of another emergency or they could be 
taken to another airport in the country. According to the World Bank ICRR, an Airport Passenger 
Service Charge, (a levy charged on each passenger to pay for the improvements, ranging from US$20 to 
US$40), has ensured the total airport investment is financially viable. The charges were assessed to 
cover costs.

m. Institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities:
Provide an assessment of the extent to which the project has contributed to the strengthening of institutional capacities – including for 
instance through the use of country systems – that will continue to facilitate the continued flow of benefits associated with the project. An 
appreciation should be made with regards to whether or not improved governance practices or improved skills, procedures, incentives, 
structures, or institutional mechanisms came into effect as a result of the operation. For PBOs, this should include an assessment on the 
contributions made to building the capacity to lead and manage the policy reform process; the extent to which the political economy of 
decision-making was conducive to reform; the Government’s commitment to reform; and how the design reinforced national ownership. 

Reviewer rating 3 (mostly achieved). The Executing Agency for the project was KAA. It was robust in 
terms of organization and the management of its functions but lacked strong capacity in emergency 
works and services. It was, nevertheless, well equipped to preserve the investment and sustain asset 
value of the project for the period it will be in use. The project contributed to improving the 
institutional capacity of KAA in terms of handling emergency projects. 

The overall expansion project according to the World Bank contributed to the institutional 
enhancement of the Ministry of Transport and Communications, Kenya Airports Authority, and the 
Kenya Civil Aviation Authority. Their implementation capacities were increased through a technical 
assistance program but it was observed that continuous support for further institutional strengthening, 
stronger governance and sustainability was expected to be necessary.

n. Ownership and sustainability of partnerships:
Provide an assessment of whether the project has effectively involved relevant stakeholders, promoted a sense of ownership amongst the 
beneficiaries (both men and women) and put in place effective partnerships with relevant stakeholders (eg. Local authorities, civil society 
organizations, private sector, donors) as required for the continued maintenance of the project outputs. For PBOs, the assessment should 
measure the extent to which the Government’s capacity to conduct consultations during policy dialogue and the extent to which the Bank 
supported the Government in deepening the consultation processes.

Reviewer rating 3 (mostly achieved). Although the urgency of the project precluded long consultations, 
all key partners were involved to varying degrees in the implementation of the project. There was 
commitment shown towards its success. The project offered an opportunity for training to KAA staff 
and transfer of expertise in construction to local personnel working with the contractor. The experience 



gained by local staff was expected to be useful in handling aviation projects in the future. 

o. Environmental and social sustainability:
Provide an assessment of the objectivity of the PCR rating on the project’s implementation of environmental and social 
mitigation/enhancement measures with regard to the Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP), the capacity of country 
institutions and systems, as well as the availability of funding to ensure the environmental and social sustainability of the operation. This 
criterion would normally only apply to Environmental Category I and II projects.  

Reviewer rating 3 (mostly achieved). Since the location of the interim terminal building was within the 
site for the Rehabilitation and Upgrading of Runway and Taxiway Pavements Project, the approved 
environmental and social impact assessment (ESIA) was relevant for use for the emergency works. The 
design consultant and contractor for the interim terminal, however, had to develop a health and safety 
plan for the management of occupational health and safety impacts. KAA developed several 
environmental and safety safeguards documents: (i) an environmental policy statement; (ii) 
corporate/aviation sector environmental impact assessment and audit guidelines; (iii) JKIA expansion 
project construction environmental management plan guidance; (iv) JKIA noise mapping and 
Management Plan; (v) JKIA waste management plan; (vi) a safety policy statement; (vii) KAA 
construction safety plan; (viii) corporate safety management system manual and (ix) JKIA emergency 
plan. These policies, procedures and guidelines from KAA, including the ESIA report were used in the 
preparation of the environment and social management plan for the interim terminal.

4. PERFORMANCE OF STAKEHOLDERS

a. Bank performance:
(Preparation/approval, ensure of Quality at Entry (QAE) : quality of the supervision, completion) : Provide observations on the objectivity
of the PCR ratings and feedback provided by the Borrower, and if necessary, re-assess the Bank’s performance throughout the project 
cycle (design, implementation, completion) by focusing on evidence from the PCR in relation to 7 criteria defined in the PCR Guidance 
Note.   

Reviewer rating 3 (mostly achieved) – the Bank self-assessment was 4. The Bank deployed expert 
personnel who offered vital technical advice based on their experiences from similar projects elsewhere. 
The Bank was also part of a broader stakeholder consultation forum where ideas could be exchanged to 
help in finding solutions to problems facing the project. The close interaction enabled the Bank to 
undertake timely responses to Borrower requests.

The borrower’s assessment of Bank’s performance discussed the timely preparation of the project and 
adequate advice to the Borrower on meeting its loan conditions. Disbursement of the loan was 
undertaken as per the agreement and that enabled the efficient implementation of the project. 

The borrower indicated that the Bank responded very promptly to the initial emergency request, which 
came on 23 August 2013, 16 days after the incident, and the loan was approved on 23 October 2013, 
some two months later. The loan agreement was signed within two months and date of entry into force 
on the same day of signature. An advanced procurement procedure request by the borrower enabled the
contractor and the borrower to sign their contract one month after date of entry into force of the loan. 
The performance of the Bank’s missions was satisfactory and the advice given was useful to GoK 
during the implementation of the project. During the site inspections and meetings, the Bank gave 
advice to the contractors and consultants on the project on how they could address challenges and 



difficulties to the progress of work. 

However, during preparation the Bank did not provide a logical framework as required for emergency 
projects. There could have been a better assessment of efficiency even though this was an emergency 
project.

b. Borrower performance: 
Provide observations on the objectivity of the PCR ratings, and if necessary, re-assess the Borrower’s performance throughout the project 
cycle (design, implementation, completion) by focusing on evidence from the PCR in relation to questions defined in the PCR Guidance 
Note.   

Reviewer assessment 3 (mostly achieved). The Government and the implementing agency reviewed and 
approved the project design. The Government partly financed the local currency component 
demonstrating commitment to the emergency project. In general, the borrower produced good quality 
documents and performed its tasks satisfactorily, although there were some delays in assisting the 
contractor to clear imported construction materials. KAA procured the works Contractor in good time 
as the loan agreement was being processed. This enabled the borrower to sign the contract one month 
after the date of entry into force of the loan.

The Government met and complied with all with covenants, agreements and safeguards in line with the 
Bank’s regulations. Although there some challenges, the Government often met its financial obligations 
as far as provision of counterpart funding was concerned. The project progress was well documented in 
quarterly reports but these were not always submitted on time to the Bank. There was timely follow up 
on the Bank’s supervision recommendations. 

c. Performance of other stakeholders: 
Provide observations on the objectivity of the PCR ratings, and if necessary, re-assess the other shareholders’ performance throughout the 
project cycle (design, implementation, completion) by focusing on evidence from the PCR in relation to relevant questions specific to each 
stakeholder (co-financiers, NGO, contractors and service providers).   

Reviewer assessment 3 (mostly achieved).
Construction: The main contractor prepared the preliminary and detailed designs, in consultation with 
KAA, and also constructed the terminal facility. The final designs were reviewed by the Project 
Manager/Engineer and approved by KAA. Enabling works were executed by KAA and comprised of 
removing the ‘black cotton soil’ and replacing it with selected fill up to the required level, as well as 
setting out the terminal position.

Some works were sub-contracted e.g. baggage handling facilities to specialized companies approved by 
KAA. A Kenyan sub-contractor undertook reinforced concrete works. There were timing challenges 
during the commissioning of the works, because of the need to integrate the systems. This was mainly 
because of delays in delivery of specialised works by sub-contractors.  

Supervision consultants: Overall, the consultants’ supervision services were good. Quality assurance 
plans, inspection of workmanship, checking of measured quantities and testing for the conformity with 
specifications were done to the satisfaction of the Employer. They also gave timely advice on issues 
requiring attention of the Employer.

Project Auditors: KAA undertook both statutory and special audits as required by the project financiers.



The Kenya National Audit Office undertook the annual statutory audits.

5. SUMMARY OF OVERALL PROJECT PERFORMANCE

a. Overall assessment: 
Provide a summary of the project/programme’s overall performance based on the PCR 4 key components (Relevance, Effectiveness, 
Efficiency and Sustainability). Any difference with the PCR and the reasons that have resulted in them should be mentioned. For cases 
with insufficient evidence (from the PCR and other documents) available, the evaluator should assign a partly satisfactory rating (to be 
revised) until a post project performance evaluation (e.g. PPER, PER or PRA) is complete. 

The reviewer assesses the overall performance as 3 (mostly achieved). The relevance of the objectives 
was high and design substantial given the crisis following the fire at JKIA. While the main output (the 
new interim terminal) was achieved, the outcomes were sketchily defined. Efficiency was satisfactory 
given the emergency status of the project. Sustainability was not a major issue for an interim structure, 
but the overall expansion project was to be financed by a passenger service charge, so financial 
sustainability was strong. Institutional weaknesses were not fully resolved, but some capacity was built. 
In general, the project was prepared in accordance with emergency guidelines except for the lack of a 
simplified logical framework.

b. Design, implementation and utilization of the M&E (appreciation of the evaluator):
Provide an assessment of planned and actual cost of the design, implementation and utilization of the M&E system. Design: To which 
extent the project M&E system was explicit, adequate and realistic to generate and analyse relevant data ; Implementation : To which 
extent relevant data was collected – Elements of M&E implementation and effectiveness in the PCR ; Utilization : degree of utilization of 
data generated for decision-making and resource allocation – elements of M&E  utilization in the PCR.

There was no results framework, but the PCR made a retrospective attempt to assess savings in 
processing time and implementation in augmenting passenger capacity. Not rated.

 EVALUATION OF KEY LESSONS LEARNED AND RECOMMENDATIONS

a. Lessons learned: 
Provide a brief description of any agreement/disagreement with all or part of the lessons learned from the PCR after analysis of the 
project performance with regards to each of the key components of the evaluation (Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency, and 
Sustainability). List the PCR main new and/or reformulated pertinent (and generic) lessons learned for each of these components here. It 
is recommended that no more than five lessons learned are discussed. Key questions and targeted audience must also be specified for each 
lesson learned.

Emergency preparedness: An important regional aviation hub needs not only a fire fighting capability 
but also some additional capacity that can be used in case of an emergency. Agreed.

Non-availability of key construction materials, technology and expertise locally: Expertise to enable the 
swift mobilization of resources for the purchase of emergency materials is essential. Such a resource can
be shared within the region in times of emergency The Government can also encourage local investors, 
through fiscal and policy interventions, to enter into the manufacturing of such prefabricated materials.
The first point makes sense, the second will depend on whether this is a sufficient market for prefabricated 
materials.

b. Recommendations: 
Provide a brief description of any agreement/ disagreement with all or part of the recommendations from the PCR. List the PCR main new
and/or reformulated recommendations (requiring more actions by the Borrower and/or the Bank) here. 



Safety and emergency response at airports: Safety and emergency responsiveness can be improved by 
installing and maintaining modern fire detection and emergency systems and by having a rapid 
construction unit on stand-by at all times. The first point is sound the second may face practical 
difficulties. 

7. COMMENTS ON PCR QUALITY AND TIMELINESS
The overall PCR rating is based on all or part of the criteria presented in the annexe and other: The quality of the PCR is rated as highly 
satisfactory (4), satisfactory (3), unsatisfactory (2), and highly unsatisfactory (1). The timeliness of the PCR is rated as on time (4) or late 
(1). The participation of the Borrower, co-financier, and the bank’s external office(s) are rated as follows: Very Good (4), Good (3), Fair 
(2), Poor (1).

The PCR has weaknesses due to shortcuts to save time in preparation because of the emergency nature 
of the project. The PCR was also late – it was dated May 2016, but the project closed in June 2015. 

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 4.0 4.0

Relevance of project design 3.0 3.0

EFFECTIVENESS
Development objective (DO) 4.0 3.0 Simplified logical framework not prepared

EFFICIENCY
Timeliness 3.0 3.0

Resource use efficiency 4.0 4.0

Cost-benefit analysis 4.0 2.0 Formal cost benefit analysis not required

Implementation progress (IP) 3.6 4.0 Rounded

SUSTAINABILITY 3.0 3.3

Financial sustainability 3.0 4.0 Passenger services charge now in place

Institutional sustainability and strengthening 
of capacities

3.0 3.0

Ownership and sustainability of partnerships 3.0 3.0

Environmental and social sustainability 3.0 3.0

OVERALL PROJECT COMPLETION 
RATING
Bank performance: 4.0 3.0 Logical framework only provided 

retrospectively. 
Borrower performance: 3.0 3.0

Performance of other shareholders: 3.0 3.0

Overall PCR quality: 3.0



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 



Appendice 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  

4.0 4.0

Relevance of project 
design (from approval to
completion) 

3.0 3.0 No simplified logical framework

OVERALL RELEVANCE SCORE 3.5 3.5

EFFECTIVENESS* Effectiveness in delivering outcomes

Outcomes     2.0
None specified up front, but some added 
retrospectively

Effectiveness in delivering output

Output1: Interim 
terminal building

4.0 Fully achieved

Development objective (DO)

Development objective 
rating

4.0 3.0 Simplified logical framework not provided

Beneficiaries  

Beneficiary1: traders & 
Horticulturalists

4.0

Beneficiary2: tourists, 
business people

3.0 Lacked detail

Unanticipated outcomes (positive or negative not considered in the project logical 
framework) and their level of impact on the project (high, moderate, low)



Criteria Sub-criteria
PCR
work
score

IDEV
review

Reasons for deviation/comments

Institutional 
development

3.0

Gender nr No disaggregation

Environment & climate 
change 

Poverty reduction

Private sector 
development

Regional integration 3.0 Regional airport

Other (specify)

EFFECTIVENESS OVERALL SCORE

EFFICIENCY Timeliness (based on the
initial closing date)

3.0 3.0

Resource used 
efficiency

4.0 4.0

Cost-benefit analysis
4.0 2.0 Descriptive analysis. Cost benefit analysis 

waived for emergency project, butr more details
could have been provided.

Implementation 
progress (from the IPR)

3.6 4.0 Rounded

Other (specify)

OVERALL EFFICIENCY SCORE 3.6 3.3

SUSTAINABILITY
Financial sustainability

3.0 4.0 Overall project put passenger service charge in place

Institutional 
sustainability and 
strengthening of 
capacities

3.0 3.0

Ownership and 
sustainability of 
partnerships

3.0 3.0

Environmental and 
social sustainability

3.0 3.0

*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

IDEV
review

Reasons for deviation/comments



score

BANK 
PERFORMANCE 

Proactive identification and 
resolution of problems at different
stage of the project cycle

3.0

Use of previous lessons learned 
from previous operations during 
design and implementation

3.0 Lessons applied from previous emergency 
projects

Promotion of stakeholder 
participation to strengthen 
ownership

3.0

Enforcement of safeguard and 
fiduciary requirements 

4.0

Design and implementation of 
Monitoring & Evaluation system

N/R

Quality of Bank supervision  (mix
of skills in supervisory teams, etc)

4.0 Satisfactory

Timeliness of responses to 
requests

4.0 There was a sense of urgency in 
completing the project

OVERALL BANK PERFORMANCE SCORE 4.0 3.0

BORROWER 
PERFORMANCE

Quality of preparation and 
implementation

4.0

Compliance with covenants, 
agreements and safeguards

4.0

Provision of timely counterpart 
funding

3.0

Responsiveness to supervision 
recommendations

3.0 Good responses

Measures taken to establish basis 
for project sustainability

3.0

Timeliness of preparing requests 2.0

OVERALL BORROWER PERFORMANCE SCORE 3.0 3.1

 PERFORMANCE 
OF OTHER 
STAKEHOLDERS

Timeliness of disbursements by 
co-financiers

N/A

Functioning of collaborative 
agreements

N/A

Quality of policy dialogue with 
co-financiers (for PBOs only)

N/A

Quality of work by service 
providers 

3.0

Responsiveness to client demands 3.0

OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF OTHER 
STAKEHOLDERS

3.0 3.0

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

Emergency project: results framework not 
undertaken so this table not rated.

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

3.0

2. Extent of objectivity of PCR assessment score 3.0 Overestimates Bank performance

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) 

3.0

4. Extent of identification and assessment of key 
factors (internal and exogenous) and unintended 
effects (positive or negative) affecting design and 
implementation 

3.0

5. Adequacy of treatment of safeguards, fiduciary 
issues, and alignment and harmonization

3.0

6. Extent of soundness of data generating and 
analysis process (including rates of returns) in 
support of PCR assessment

3.0

7. Overall adequacy of the accessible evidence (from
PCR including annexure and other data provided)

3.0 This would have been improved if there had been 
a simplified results framework

8. Extent to which lessons learned (and 
recommendations) are clear and based on the PCR 
assessment (evidence & analysis)

3.0

9. Extent of overall clarity and completeness of the 
PCR 

3.0

Other (specify)

PCR QUALITY SCORE 3.0

PCR compliance with guidelines (PCR/OM ; IDEV)

1. PCR Timeliness (On time = 4; Late= 1) 1.0 Late

2. Extent of participation of borrower, Co-financiers 
& field offices in PCR preparation

2.0 Little evidence

3. Other aspect(s) (specify)

PCR COMPLIANCE SCORE 1.5

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