
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1. BASIC INFORMATION 

 a. Basic project data 

  Project title: Food crisis Response Budget Support Programme 

  Project code: P-MW-A00-006 Instrument number(s): 210055033568 

  Project type:  Sector: Agriculture 

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

Processing Milestones Key Events Disbursement and Closing date 

  Date approved: 11 Nov 2016 Cancelled amount: UA 190,955.08 Original disbursement deadline: 31 

Oct 2017 

  Date signed: 5 Dec 2016 Supplementary financing: N/A Original closing date: 31 Oct 2017 

  Date of entry into force : 5 Dec 

2016 

Restructuring: N/A Revised disbursement deadline: 31 

Dec 2017 

  Date effective for 1st 

disbursement: 29 Dec 2016 

Extensions (specify dates): N/A Revised closing date: 31 Dec 2017 

  Date of actual 

1st disbursement: 20 Jan 2017 

  

b. Financing sources 

Financing source/ instrument 

(MUA) 

Approved amount 

(MUA) : 

Disbursed amount 

(MUA) : 

Percentage disbursed 

(%): 

  Loan:    

  ADF Grant: 12 11.80904492 98.4 

  Government: N/A   

  Other (ex. Co-financiers): 15.67192510 

(US$21,916247) 

15.67192510 

(US$21,916247) 

100 

  TOTAL : 27.67192510 27.480970 99.31 

  Co-financiers and other external partners: AfDB-SRF grant, ADF grant, World Bank, IMF, EU-ECHO, US, DFID, China, Japan, and Irish Aid, all of which 

pledged US$ 342,800,000 (UA 245,060,193) at the inception of the Crisis Programme. Out of these funds, AfDB approved SRF grant of US$ 1.0 million and ADF grant of US$ 

17 million (UA 12 million); the latter is the subject of this PCR . In addition, US$ 21,916,247 was only reported during the PCR mission regarding provisions made by other 
donors. The GoM entrusted the World Food Programme (WFP) to manage a total of US$ 30,651,373 for maize purchase and distribution, consisting of US$ 8,735,126.00 (UA 
6,246,335.92) from the UA 12,000,000 ADF grant and US$ 21,916,247 from other donors. The remaining ADF grant amount of US$ 8,046,154 (UA 5,753,664.08) was managed 
directly by the Ministry of Finance, Economic Planning and Development (MoFEPD). Also, the AfDB-SRF grant was managed directly by MoFEPD. 

 Execution and implementation agencies: Ministry of Finance, Economic Planning and Development (MoFEPD) 

c. Responsible Bank staff 

Position At approval  At completion 

  Regional Director K. Mbekeani J. Ngure (Ag.) 

  Sector Director C. Ojukwu M. Fregene 

  Sector Manager J. Mwangi N. Kulemeka 

  Task Manager J. Coompson V. Kisyombe 

  Alternate Task Manager F. Kamanga F. Kamanga 

  PCR Team Leader  S. WASSEL (Consultant) 

  PCR Team Members  V. KISYOMBE, D. NGWIRA 

d. Report data 

  PCR Date : 26 Jun 2018 

  PCR Mission Date: From: 15 May 2018 To: 18 May 2018 

  PCR-EN Date: 

PCR EVALUATION NOTE FOR PUBLIC SECTOR OPERATIONS 



 

 

 

  Evaluator/consultant: Amnon GOLAN Peer Reviewer/Task Manager:  

 
 
 
 
 
 

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. 

 

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.  

 

A number of adverse events have negatively affected Malawi’s economy. To help the country cope with the crisis 
the Bank provided a Crisis Response Budget Support (CRBS) programme aimed at assisting the Government of 
Malawi in addressing overall food gap estimated at 970,000 metric tons (mt). This will be achieved through direct 
maize purchases to replenish the Strategic Grain Reserve (SGR) for immediate distribution to the target 
beneficiaries. The Bank’s contribution (UA 12 million) will target the direct maize purchases locally and 
internationally. The Bank resources will enable Government procure about 36,10 mt of maize.  
 

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 programme’s objective is to contribute to achieving short-term food security at household and national level, 
and thereby contribute to supporting economic stability and social welfare in the country. The purpose of the 
operation is to assist the Government of Malawi by contributing to reducing the food gap estimated at 970,000 
mt, through direct maize purchases to replenish the Strategic Grain Reserve (SGR) for immediate distribution to 
vulnerable households. Expected program’s outcome will be a contribution to short-term food self-sufficiency at 
household and national level and economic stability. It is estimated that the programme will benefit 722,000 food 
insecure people, most of them being women and vulnerable children.  
 

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

 

As a PBO programme, intended outputs are not directly linked to project activities but policy undertakings 
committed by government. In the current instance these outputs (undertakings) include: (i) National Irrigation 
Policy approved by submitted to Cabinet (2016); (ii) SGR study Report and recommendations adopted by Minister 
of Agriculture (2016); (iii) contract farming strategy approved by Minister of Agriculture (2016).   
 
Intended benefits are 722,000 food insecure people (51% women), each of which will receive the equivalent of 50 
kg of maize in one year.   
 

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

 

Purchase and delivery of maize to poor families. Adoption of measures pertaining to the agricultural sector and 
food securities (these were completed before approval of the operation by the Board).  



 

 

 

 

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.  

 

The operation’s overall objective is to alleviate the adverse food shortages experienced by the country’s poorest 
strata arising from floods and drought in 2015/16 and 2016/17. Proposed activities are expected to contribute to 
achieving short-term food security at household and national level and economic stability in the country through 
reduced food inflation, while the specific objective is to save lives and support the food insecure households. As 
such the operation is aligned with the country’s development priorities as well as the Bank’s country and sector 
strategy.  
 
Rating:  
PCR – 4 
PCREN - 4  
 
 

 

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. 

 

Factors influencing the programme’s design included first and foremost the Malawi Vulnerability Assessment 
Committee (MVAC) Report and the Government Response Emergency Plan (REP). As such the design was highly 
relevant to Malawi’s needs. More specifically, the programme was designed to minimize the acute food shortage 
faced by the poor following severe floods and drought between the 2014/15 and 2015/2016 seasons. From the 
Bank’s perspective the adoption of a PBO instrument and casting it as an emergency budget support enabled the 
funding to be disbursed in one tranche thus responding quickly to this looming crisis. Furthermore, in order to 



 

 

 

expedite the procurement and delivery of food maize to the affected households in a timely manner, special 
procurement procedures were adopted. This was clearly an appropriate response using a highly relevant design.   

Ratings:  
PCR – 4 
PCREN – 4 
 
Overall rating Relevance:  
PCR – 4 
PCREN - 4 
 

 

EFFECTIVENESS 
 

c. Effectiveness in delivering outputs: 
Evaluation of the extent to which the project achieved its stated outputs (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 rated the delivery of outputs “Highly Satisfactory” as all the outputs were fully achieved, though with 
slight delays, and with a substantial increase in the number of beneficiaries served. However, although there has 
been indeed an increase in the amount of maize purchased, the number of poor people served could not have 
increased from the appraisal estimate of 722,000 people (51% female) to 2,203,196 as can be seen from the 
following. The appraisal estimate of the number of poor to be reached was combined with an estimated 
purchase of 36,100 mt, or 50 kg per person. Actual purchase of maize under the program was 63,570/mt and 
based on the appraisal’s 50 kg per person this total could only serve 1.271 million persons.  

Rating:  
PCR – 4 
PCREN - 3 
 

 

 

d. Effectiveness in realizing outcomes: 
Evaluation of the extent to which the project achieved (or is expected to achieve) 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.  

 

The project’s key objective was to improve the food security situation in the country (Government Emergency 
Response Plan) and the indicator was a reduction in the number of food insecure people from a baseline of 6.5 
million to zero by June 2017. Given the temporary nature off the operation’s intervention, this appears overly 
ambitious; it should also be noted that there is no reference to this indicator in the PCR. A more reasonable 
outcome indicator was the provision of adequate food to 722,000 people, which was in fact 76% higher than the 
appraisal’s estimate.    

The programme’s aim is to reduce the number of food insecure people in Malawi from 6.5 million in 2016 to zero 
a year later. This looks highly unrealistically for the following reasons: the programme is essentially the provision 



 

 

 

of free maize for one year without changing the fundamental poverty circumstances in the country; it is highly 
unrealistic to bring a change of this magnitude in such a short period; the limited assistance to be provided both 
in terms of volume of maize and duration (just one year); and finally, there are no provisions for ensuring that all 
the affected people are food secured and that their livelihoods return to normalcy after the operation.  
  
Yet another objective of the programme is to influence the policy dialogue related to commercial farming, 
irrigation and management of the national strategic grain reserves. Although this objective appears reasonable, 
especially when taking into account the advanced approval status of these strategies even before the Bank’s loan, 
it is unclear how the programme will advance their implementation beyond approval by government.   
 
Rating:  
PCR – 4 
PCREN - 3 
 

 

 

e. Project development outcome:   

The ratings derived for outcomes and outputs 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).  

 

Project outcomes are discussed above. When it comes to project outputs there is considerable confusion in the 
PCR’s presentation. The original target was to deliver 36,000 mt of maize but this amount was increased to 63,570 
as a result of basing all the estimates on important maize (at an estimated price of $465/mt) and ignoring the fact 
that there was considerable scope for purchasing maize locally, as was in fact done at a price of $181/mt. 
Consequently the volume of maize purchased increased to 63,570/mt but this increase simply reflects an 
unrealistic estimate by the appraisal team of maize prices. Furthermore, it appears inconceivable that an 86% 
increase in the volume of maize purchased could not generate more than 300% increase in the number of 
beneficiaries. Indeed, taking the appraisal report’s assumption of 36,100,000 kg to be purchased for 722,000 
persons, we have an average of 50kg/person. Dividing the volume of maize eventually purchased (63,570,000 kg) 
by the amount of maize provided per person, we end up with 1.271 million persons and 2.203 million as reported 
in the PCR.  
 
Rating:  
PCR – 4 
PCREN - 3 
 

 

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. 

 

Errors in the PCR’s estimates of the number of beneficiaries are discussed above. As for the disaggregation of 
beneficiaries by gender, the appraisal report estimates that 51% of the 722,000 would be females, which makes 
sense since the maize is being provided to households. The second indicator in the logical framework “60 female 
and child headed households” does not make sense and at any rate is not discussed in the PCR. 
 
Rating:  
PCR –  
PCREN - 3 



 

 

 

 

 

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.  

 

The purchase of maize was at a flat price of USD 0.181/kg by NFRA and USD 396/ton by WFP, both of which were 
lower than the estimated import price of US$ 450/ton at the time of appraisal. This enabled the purchase of a 
higher quantity of maize than what was assumed in the appraisal report. Reconstituting the information provided 
in the PCR we have the following unanticipated benefits:  

(i) Out of the total of 77,182 mt of maize purchased by the programme, an estimated 22,032 mt was imported 
from Zambia utilizing AfDB money;  

(ii) Locally purchased maize by NFRA using part of the AfDB funds was at a price of at $181/mt or a total of $7.55 
million an amounted 41,737 tons, which accommodated 834,740 persons;  

(iii) WFP purchases of imported a total 22,032 mt of maize at a unit price of 396/mt or a total of $8.72 million and 
provided maize to 440,640 persons;  

(iv) Combining the NFRA and WFP purchases we have a total of 63,769 mt of maize at a total cost of $16.27 million, 
or an average cost of $255 mt compared with the appraisal’s estimate of $465 mt. The conclusion is that compared 
with the appraisal estimate, a far greater volume of maize was purchased, which is a considerable plus, but the 
increase is not simply the result of lower prices but the failure to anticipate domestic purchases of maize at far 
lower prices than imported maize.  

Rating:  
PCR –  
PCREN – 3 
 
Total rating Effectiveness:  
PCR – 4 
PCREN - 3 
 
 

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 release of the tranche(s) are assessed through 

this same criterion.  

 

A relatively short implementation period of 12 months was anticipated which is appropriate for a PBO with a 
single tranche release. Actual implementation lasted 14 months as a result of late procurement of domestic maize 
mainly because it was necessary to allow for adequate drying period of the maize before harvest so as to meet 
the required moisture content thus avoiding decomposition of maize in silos. Failure to account for this 



 

 

 

requirement is due to the failure to anticipate domestic purchase of maize.  

Rating:  
PCR – 3 
PCREN - 3 
 

 

 

i. Resource use efficiency: 
Provide an assessment of physical implementation (based on outputs delivered) against resources used (based on cumulative 

commitments/disbursements) 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). 

 

Rating:  
PCR - 4 
PCREN - N/A for a PBO  
 

 

j.  Cost-benefit analysis: 
Review the validity of the Economic rate of return (ERR) (if any) in the PCR, and highlighting any data and methodological limitations. The 

review should indicate if an ERR was not estimated and any reason provided in the PCR. 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 other ERRs. For PBOs for which this calculation model 

does not apply, an assessment could be done about the contribution of policy reforms to economic growth. In the absence of sufficient 

evidence, an appropriate rating should be assigned.  

 
N/A for a PBO 

 

k. Implementation progress: 
The assessment of the Implementation Progress (IP) on the PCR is derived from the updated IPR and takes into account  all applicable IP 

criteria assessed under the three categories : i) Compliance with covenants (project covenants, environmental and social safeguards and audit 

compliance), ii) Compliance with project systems and procedures (procurement, financial management and monitoring and evaluation), and 

iii) Compliance with project execution and financing (disbursement, budget commitments, counterpart funding and co-financing). 

 

The operation was substantially completed at slight slippage of 2 months as a result of harvesting delay to allow 
for proper drying of the maize. However, the Government has not yet submitted the justification of expenditure 
and audited financial statements. Government was advised to close the special account, which was opened for 
the purpose of disbursing this grant.  

Rating: 
PCR – 3 
PCREN – 3 
 
Overall Rating Efficiency:  
PCR – 3 
PCREN - 3 
 

 
 

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 is rationalizing the financial sustainability rating on the basis of the programme enabling the Bank to 
enter into a dialogue with government on agriculture policies and strategies as well as public financial 
management that paved the road in future reforms to break the cycle of food insecurity in the country and 
increase resilience and financial sustainability of the sector. It also states that GoM further continued in 
implementing various reform initiatives. This rating, however, does not consider the financial sustainability of the 
reforms, or the ability of the Bank’s policy dialogue to ensure their sustainability.  
 
Rating:  
PCR – 3 
PCREN – 2.75 
 

 

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 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.  
 
 

According to the appraisal report, as a Crisis Response Budget Support (CRBS) the operation provides little room 
for policy dialogue, though it will influence, and open doors for policy dialogue in areas of commercial farming, 
irrigation and management of national strategic grain reserves (SGRs). The PCR in turn observes that although this 
PBO was a crisis response not tied to any specific policy reforms, its alignment with the Government-led and 
ongoing reforms enabled it to contribute to the successful attainment of the operation’s objectives. The operation 
was also effective in opening the door for policy dialogue on agriculture policies & strategies that increased 
resilience. Notwithstanding these observations the PCR goes on to make numerous references to the operation’s 
contributions to key policy dialogue during the implementation of this crisis response operation; it also refers to 
effective actions taken by Government to address agriculture policies and strategies that impacted positively on 
fast tracking funds to address immediate food crises, breaking the cycle of food insecurity in the country, and 
increasing the resilience of the agriculture sector. There is, however, limited evidence to substantiate these 
claims, to demonstrate how the operation is contributing above and beyond the ongoing Bank contributions to 
policy dialogue as a member of the Donor Committee on Agriculture and Food Security (DCAFS) group in Malawi, 
and to present a compelling rational that these actions would not have taken place without the Bank’s operation.  
 
 
Rating:  
PCR – 3 
PCREN – 2.75 
 

 

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. 

 

Some Bank supported PBOs such as the Restoration of Fiscal Stability and Social Protection crisis response 
operation, and the Protection of Basic Services, resulted in effective coordination among development partners, 
the Government and the Bank. What enabled the Bank and the Government to monitor their outcome was the 
use of common policy dialogue frameworks such as the Common Approach to Budgetary Support framework. 
However, there is no evidence of any effort to monitor and evaluate activities under the current operation and 
thus there is on way to judge whether it improved 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. 
 
It should also be noted that one of the lessons emerging from the PCR is that the GoM and development Partners 
should remain engaged and support creating enabling environment with appropriate agribusiness policies and 
regulations that foster competitiveness and participation in agriculture value chain. What this implies is that the 
sustainability of such engagement is somewhat uncertain.  
 
 
Rating:  
PCR – 3 
PCREN – 2.5 
  
 

 

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.   

 

This criterion is normally not applicable to Category 3 classification (which is what this PBO is) as According to the 
PCR the programme was classified as Category 3 with no negative impacts on the environment and climate 
change. Nonetheless, the imported maize was subject to thorough inspection and phytosanitary tests to avoid 
introduction of pests and diseases into the country.  
 
Ratings:  
PCR – 3 
PCREN – 3 
 
Overall rating Sustainability:  
PCR –  
PCREN – 2.75 
 

 

 

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.    

 

Bank response to the crisis situation was relevant, relatively efficient, but only marginally sustainable. The Bank 
also displayed considerable flexibility in introducing rapid, yet simple, procurement arrangements; and limiting 
loan conditionality to policy actions already taken by government. However, the Bank did not play an active role 
in the supervision and monitoring of the operation. There were also some shortcomings in the appraisal report 
such as failure to account during appraisal for in-country purchase of maize, to recognize potential harvesting 
delays due to excessively moist maize, and ensuring the availability of adequate and appropriate space to storage 
the maize.    
 
Rating:  
PCR – 3 
PCREN – 2.75  
 
 

 

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.    

 

The MOFEPD in coordination with stakeholders and all concerned ministries were actively involved in the 
implementation of the operation and succeeded in meeting the challenges being faced. Overall the Government 
was strongly commitment to the operation’s objectives and effectively managed the activities with the following 
exceptions: (i) delays in finalizing the MVAC report and ERP which were a prerequisite for the Programme’s design; 
(ii) issues encountered in reporting to AfDB as no officers were identified within the MoFEPD for proper 
coordination of the PBO; and (iii) failure to audit the operation’s account.  
 
Rating:  
PCR – 3 
PCREN - 3 
 

 

 

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).    

 

Donors responded promptly to the food crisis in Malawi and provided support in a timely manner. WFP and NGOs 
actively participated in the implementation of the operation. Although the PCR reports that they also played a 
key role in monitoring and evaluation of the operation’s implementation, there are no details of these activities 
or evidence of findings emerging from them.   
 
Rating:  
PCR – 3 
PCREN - 3 
 

 

 



 

 

 

 

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 PPER is complete.  

 

Rating of “4” for Relevance reflects the strong relevance of the operation to the country’s objectives and the 
Bank’s country strategy, as well as the appropriateness of the response to a crisis situation. Effectiveness rating 
of “3” reflects the timeliness of the response though there were some relatively minor delays, the selection of a 
PBO as the appropriate lending instrument, and the efficient use of resources. Rating of “3" for Efficiency 
reflects mainly delays in programme completion arising from late procurement of domestic maize. Sustainability 
(rating of “2.75”) was the weakest feature of the operation largely because of uncertainties about the financial 
sustainability of the reforms and the ability of the Bank’s policy dialogue to ensure sustainability. Shortcomings 
were also encountered in the institutional sustainability and strengthening of government’s capacity largely 
because of failure to substantiate conclusions made in the PCR and to demonstrate how the operation is 
contributing above and beyond the ongoing Bank contributions to policy dialogue as a member of the Donor 
Committee on Agriculture and Food Security (DCAFS) group in Malawi, and to present a compelling rational that 
these actions would not have taken place without the Bank’s operation. Averaging the above dimension ratings 
the PCREN rates the operation “3.2”, which is very similar to the PCR rating of “3.4”.  
 

 

b. Design, implementation and utilization of the M&E: 
Provide an assessment of planned and actual 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. 

 

Although the operation relied on Malawi’s national M&E system and reporting from the NGOs, this was limited 
to the purchase and distribution of maize. Various statements in the PCR related to M&E raise the following 
questions: (i) the results based logical framework was based on the country’s monitoring and evaluation systems 
– what aspects of the program were monitored and what were the findings; (ii) periodic reporting by MVAC was 
the basis for monitoring and evaluation of the maize procurement and distribution – was there any M&E of the 
operation’s impact; (iii) a more active role should be employed in the supervision and monitoring of such budget 
support operations – what aspects should be covered. These limitations are regrettable as with an effective 
system not only would there have been more convincing information about project achievements beyond the 
distribution of food to poor households, but also an assessment of the impact of such support and possibly other 
options to address the needs of poor households during future food crisis.  
 
 

6. 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 each of the key components of the evaluation (Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency, and Sustainability). List the 
main PCR and/or reformulated pertinent lessons learned for each of the above four components. 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. Additionally, please 
submit any additional lessons not listed below that would be relevant to the project. 
 



 

 

 

 
 
Below are the lessons gleaned from this project. For each lesson, please do one of the following: 

• Sign off: If you agree with a lesson, simply write "Sign off" in green font after the text of the lesson; do not provide any other 
comments here; 

• Revise lesson: If you think the wording of a lesson should be altered, make whatever changes you see fit to the text of the 
lesson in track changes mode and write "Sign off" in green font after the text of the lesson; do not provide any supporting 
commentary here; 

• Write off: If you disagree entirely with a lesson, simply write "Write off" in red font after the text of the lesson; do not provide 
any other comments or revise the text of the lesson or recommendation here. 

 

1.       The Use of the Crisis Response Budgetary Support (CRBS) instrument enabled AfDB to fast track the 
intervention and support the GoM in mitigating the hunger situation. The CRBS was a suitable instrument in 
responding to GoM’s needs at the time the country required resources to increase the SGR to bridge the food 
deficit. It addressed effectively the needs of the country by providing quick response based on established prior 
actions taking by the GoM. Sign off 
 
2.       Alignment of the PBO to the Government-led and ongoing reforms enabled the FCRBSP to highly contribute 
to the successful attainment of Programme objectives. While it was a crisis response not tied to any specific policy 
reforms, the Programme was effective in opening the door for policy dialogue included agriculture policies & 
strategies that increased resilience. The GoM was also committed in taking short-term actions to protect the 
vulnerable groups during this crisis and implemented critical step for future reforms in the areas of food security. 
Additionally, the GoM carried out actions prior to this operation included: cabinet approval of the national 
irrigation policy, adoption of the agriculture contract farming strategy, and adoption of the recommendations of 
the strategic grain reserve study. 
 
3.          Combination of investment lending and policy reforms generated mutual leverage for achieving 
development objective. This has been illustrated by the key policy dialogue, which came out strongly during the 
implementation of this crisis response operation. Actions were effectively taken by the Government to address 
agriculture policies and strategies that impacted positively on fast tracking funds to address immediate food 
crises, breaking the cycle of food insecurity in the country and increasing the resilience of the agriculture sector. 
The GoM and development Partners (DPs) should remain engaged and support creating enabling environment 
with appropriate agribusiness policies and regulations that foster competitiveness and participation in agriculture 
value chain. Write off 
 
4.         The Programme was designed as a budget support within a coordinated manner with DPs and stakeholders 
taken into account the emergency requirement for the crisis responses. The targets were realistic and even 
surpassed. Sign off 
 
5.       The involvement of WFP and NGOs with Department of Disaster Management Affairs (DoDMA) and Malawi 
Vulnerability Assessment Committee (MVAC) in identifying vulnerable households and distribution of relief food 
maize was instrumental in avoiding political influence by some traditional authority and ensuring the distribution 
of the food assistance to the affected people and areas in need. Sign off 
 
6. Open tendering was adopted by NFRA and WFP, which resulted in efficiency of resources use where the 
purchase prices were lower than the estimated price at appraisal. More maize tonnages were hence delivered 
covering greater number of beneficiaries. The open tendering controlled the manipulations of the market by big 
suppliers and provided an opportunity to a lot of smallholder farmers to participate. Furthermore, the open 
tendering allowed the exercise to take place in a record time and also payments to suppliers were effectively done 



 

 

 

within 2 days of supplying the grain. The exercise afforded for a while some casual laborers, engaged through 
NFRA and DoDMA, earning some incomes within the localities in transportation and distribution of the maize. 
Also, 55 transporters and some logistics cooperating partners (warehousing and last mile transport) were 
contracted by WFP and USD 10.8 million then went into the local economy through their service provisions. The 
spent amount on this operation hence achieved the value for money. Sign off 
 
 
7.        The prior actions on key policy issues and public financial management reforms as taken by the GoM, before 
the operation was approved by the AfDB, brought confidence of the donor community in the country systems and 
facilitated sourcing of funds from AfDB & other DPs enabling the Government to meet the Programme target to 
address the immediate food crises. Close coordination between Government and DPs on policy prior actions has 
proven to be an effective way to support budget planning and execution. Sign off 
 
 
8. The results based logical framework was based on the country monitoring and evaluation systems. The 
GoM and DPs set up functioning Sector Working Groups (SWGs) in the public financial management, agriculture 
and vulnerability, disaster risk & management sectors.  SWGs held regular meetings with all stakeholders including 
WFP and NGOs on quarterly basis to monitor implementation of the Programme. Periodic reporting by MVAC was 
the basis for monitoring and evaluation of the maize procurement and distribution. Existence of these well-
coordinated M&E system was effective in successful implementation of budget support operation and achieving 
of the Programme targets in distributing the relief maize food to the affected families and vulnerable groups. 
Write off 
 
 
9.           Ownership, leadership, commitment and capacity of the authorities at the highest political level, in the 
design and implementation, were the most important factor in the success of the operation. GoM should however 
take into account existing capacity constraints in expedite processing of requirements necessary at the time of 
appraising this operation as there were delays by the Government to finalize the MVAC report and ERP, which 
were a prerequisite for the Programme design. Sign off 
 
 
10.      Though the Programme placed Ministry of Finance as the implementing agency, no individuals were 
identified as responsible for the Programme that posed a challenge for a follow up on issues. In designing such 
programmes, officers to coordinate the implementation should be identified during design stage instead of just 
identifying the implementing agency. Sign off 
 
 
11.         COMW actively contributed in the design and preparation of the grant proposal as well as in the regular 
dialogue meetings during implementation. However, more active role should be employed in the supervision and 
monitoring of such budget support operations. Sign off 
 
12.    Conditions of the agreement and using one-tranche disbursement to special account were easier to fulfil 
fitting the crisis emergency situation, which facilitated expediting the operation taking off and implementation. 
Sign off 
 
 



 

 

 

13.    NGOs participated effectively in the preparation and monitoring of the operation implementation. 
Specifically 17 NGOs worked with WFP namely: United Purpose (formerly Concern Universal), Action Against 
Hunger (ACF), Save the Children, Circle for Integrated Community Development (CICOD), Plan International, CISP, 
Emmanuel International, Malawi Red Cross Society, Adventist Development and Relief Agency (ADRA), World 
Vision, Canadian Physicians for Aid and Relief (CPAR), Foundation for Community and Capacity Development 
(FOCCAD), Care Malawi, Africare, Synod of Livingstonia Development Department (SoLDEV), COOPI, Churches 
Action in Relief Development (CARD). In addition two cooperating partners were engaged: one for Social 
Behaviour Change Communication, and one for Accountability to Affected Population activities. Also local 
suppliers were able to respond to the public demand and delivered the maize in time and at a low flat rate fixed 
by the NFRA taking into account the crisis situation in the country. Existence of NGOs and private sector has 
proven to be an effective way to support operation execution.  Sign off 
 
 

b. Recommendations:  
Provide a brief description of any agreement/ disagreement with all or part of the recommendations from the PCR. List the main PCR 
and/or reformulated recommendations (required actions by the Borrower and/or the Bank). Additionally, please submit any additional 
recommendations not listed below that would be relevant to the project. 
 
 
 
Below are the recommendations gleaned from this project. For each recommendation, please do one of the following: 

• Sign off: If you agree with a recommendation, simply write "Sign off" in green font after the text of the recommendation; do 
not provide any other comments here; 

• Revise recommendation: If you think the wording of a recommendation should be altered, make whatever changes you see fit 
to the text of the recommendation in track changes mode and write "Sign off" in green font after the text of the 
recommendation; do not provide any supporting commentary here; 

• Write off: If you disagree entirely with a recommendation, simply write "Write off" in red font after the text of the 
recommendation; do not provide any other comments or revise the text of the recommendation or recommendation here. 

 

Bank: There was a balance of UA 190,955.08 in the ADF grant undisbursed by AfDB. In February 2018, the AfDB 
and GoM agreed to cancel this balance. However, during the PCR mission, the MoFEPD expressed its wish to utilize 
this balance in rehabilitating the silos to maintain the quality of maize, which was a major challenge faced during 
the FCRBSP operation. Sign off 
 
 
Donor Community: The Programme did not provide for operational budget that alone was tough for NFRA to not 
only run the Programme and coordinate effectively in points of procuring maize but also in maintaining the quality 
of maize as chemicals were required to ensure that the quality of the grain is maintained. Such programmes 
should provide extra resources for core operations such as handling and chemical applications otherwise quality 
control would be compromised. Sign off 
 
 
Beneficiary: NFRA lacked adequate spaces to keep maize as some silos in place like Mangochi, Mzuzu, Luchenza 
and even Lilongwe the capital were and still not in use due to technical problems. Private warehouses were used 
and this was costly for the NFRA. The country was and continues experiencing electricity challenges and this 
provided difficulties to NFRA in terms of its operations as they resorted to manual handling to transfer the grain 
from one silo to another and from one warehouse to another. NFRA should be assisted to procure gensets to help 
during blackouts so that repacking and standardization are not affected. The weighbridges also need to be 
connected to the gensets to ensure that operations are not stalled when blackouts occur. NFRA should be 
provided with adequate resources to rehabilitate the silos. Sign off 



 

 

 

 
 

Beneficiary: During this operation, 63,570 tons of in-kind food commodities were procured and distributed for 
about 2,203,196 beneficiaries at remote sites across the country. There were a lot of challenges experienced in 
distribution the maize food related to transportation and roads condition. Due to limited capacity of national 
institutions, transporters were contracted and cooperating partners were engaged to manage logistics and to 
facilitate the food delivery within the country to minimize delays. Throughout the response, the rainy season 
continued to hamper delivery of food commodities to distribution sites due to poor road conditions. Furthermore, 
slow arrivals from ports of entry delayed completion of deliveries and distributions in time.  Transport alternatives 
including boats and canoes were used and assistance of UN’s helicopters was sought by WFP to avoid operational 
delays. The Ministry of Transport and Public Works should ensure timely repairs of roads and bridges to improve 
the country capacity to respond to shocks. Write off 
 
 
Beneficiary: The audit of the operation account is overdue and should be finalized shortly and submitted for the 
AfDB’s consideration. Sign off 
 
 
 

7. COMMENTS ON PCR QUALITY AND TIMELINESS 
The overall PCR quality rating is based on the criteria presented in the annexe and other: The quality of the PCR is rated as highly satisfactory 

(HS) (4), satisfactory (S) (3), unsatisfactory (US) (2), and highly unsatisfactory (HUS) (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: HS (4), S (3), US (2), HUS 

(1). 

 
The PCE was completed in a timely manner, roughly six months after the operation was closed. Considerable 
details were included in the CPR, which was overall well prepared. Inclusion of detailed comments on lessons 
learned is commendable. As noted in the sections above, there appears to be some confusion regarding the actual 
number of beneficiaries. The PCR is also perhaps not critical enough about the appraisal mission’s failure to 
recognize the potential for local purchase of maize in Malawi, the need for functioning storage facilities, and the 
need to allow for adequate drying period of the maize before harvest so as to meet the required moisture content. 
The overall rating of the CPR is found to be Satisfactory (“3”).   
 

 

 

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

indicated in the last column in order to avoid detailed comments. If the evaluator is unable to validate a PCR rating on one of the four 

evaluation criteria, s/he must provide an appropriate explanation for this.  

 

Criteria PCR PCREN Reason for disagreement/ 

Comments 

RELEVANCE 4 4  

Relevance of project development objective 4 4  

Relevance of project design  4 4  

EFFECTIVENESS 4 3  

Delivery of outputs 4 3 Increase in number of maize recipients 
exceeds the appraisal estimates but is 
substantially lower than the PCR 
estimate.   



 

 

 

Realization of outcomes 4 3 Difference in rating due to reasons 
outlined below.  

Development objective (DO) 4 3 Increase in number of beneficiaries less 
than estimated in PCR; increased 
purchased volume not the result of lower 
prices but the appraisal failure to consider 
domestic purchase of maize.   

EFFICIENCY 3 3  

Timeliness 3 3  

Resource use efficiency 4 N/A N/A for a PBO 

Cost-benefit analysis N/A N/A  

Implementation progress (Compliance 

with (i) with covenants; (ii) project systems 

and procedures; (iii) project execution and 

financing) 

3 3  

SUSTAINABILITY  2.75  

Financial sustainability 3 2.75 The PCR rating does not consider the 
financial sustainability of the reforms, or 
the ability of the Bank’s policy dialogue to 
ensure their sustainability.  

 

Institutional sustainability and strengthening 

of capacities 

3 2.75 Limited evidence to demonstrate how the 
operation is contributing to policy 
dialogue above and beyond what the 
Bank is already contributing as a member 
of the Donor Committee on Agriculture 
and Food Security (DCAFS) group in 
Malawi, and to present a compelling 
rational that these actions would not 
have taken place without the Bank’s 
operation. 

 

Ownership and sustainability of 

partnerships 

3 2.75 The PCR’s recommends that GoM and 
development Partners should remain 
engaged and support creating enabling 
environment with appropriate 
agribusiness policies and regulations that 
foster competitiveness and participation 
in agriculture value chain. What this 
implies is that the sustainability of such 
engagement is somewhat uncertain.  

Environmental and social sustainability 3 3  

OVERALL PROJECT COMPLETION 

RATING 

3.4 3.2 Difference in rating is due to factors 
outlined above.  

Bank performance: 3 2.75 Difference in rating reflect the Bank’s 
failure to: account during appraisal the 
potential for in-country purchase of 
maize; recognize potential harvesting 
delays due to excessively moist maize; 
and ensure the availability of adequate 
and appropriate space to store the 
maize; and play an active role in the 



 

 

 

supervision and monitoring of the 
operation.  

Borrower performance: 3 3  

Performance of other stakeholders: 3 3  

Overall PCR quality:  3  

 

 

  



 

 

 

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  
 
 
 



 

 

 

Annex 

 
 
PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT EVALUATION NOTE  
Validation of PCR performance ratings  
 
All ratings given this section and in the Summary Table in Section 8 must correspond to one of the following 

ratings: 

 

Score Description (see PCR preparation guidelines for details) 
4 Highly Satisfactory (HS)  
3 Satisfactory (S)  
2.75 Mostly Satisfactory 

2.25 Mostly Unsatisfactory 

2 Unsatisfactory (US)  
1 Highly Unsatisfactory (HUS) 
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 4  

Relevance of project 

design (from approval to 

completion)  

4 4  

OVERALL RELEVANCE SCORE 4 4  

EFFECTIVENESS* Effectiveness in delivering outcomes 

 
Outcome 1: Improved 
food availability (Bank’s 
contribution) Number of 
people provided with 
adequate food under the 
Programme The number 
of beneficiaries provided 
with adequate food 
during the Programme 
was much higher than 
the anticipated figure at 
appraisal due to 
favorable purchase 
prices. The operation 
has significantly assisted 
in improving the 
household food security 
situation in the affected 

4 3 

While the target of 722,000 beneficiaries was 

exceeded, the increase was far less than the estimate 

provided in the PCR 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

districts across the 
country. 

Overall Realization of 

Outcomes 
   

Effectiveness in delivering output 

Output 1: Maize 
purchased and 
distributed Quantity in 
Ton Purchased maize 
tonnage was far above 
the original estimation at 
appraisal due to 
favorable prices ensuring 
value for money. 

4 3 As indicated above, the volume distributed exceeded 

the appraisal estimate but was far less than the level 

indicated in the PCR. Also, the increase was only 

partially due to favourable prices and more so due to 

the appraisal failure to realize that maize could be 

purchased locally (as was indeed done) at a lower 

price.  

 Output 2: National 
Irrigation Policy (NIP) 
Approved A letter from 
the MoFEPD was 
provided confirming 
Cabinet approval of the 
NIP. 

4 4  

Output 3: SGR study 
report and 
recommendations 
adopted A letter from the 
MoFEPD was provided 
confirming adoption of 
recommendations of the 
SGR study. 

4 4  

Output 4:Contract 
Farming Strategy (CFS) 
in place and adopted A 
letter from the MoFEPD 
was provided confirming 
approval and adoption of 
the CFS. 

4 4  

Overall Delivery of 

Outputs 

4 3.75 Outputs 2, 3, and 4 were delivered prior to Board 
approval and so the divergence in rating is due to 
output 1 for the reasons provided above 

Development objective (DO) 

Development objective 

rating 

4 3 Disagreement over the number of beneficiaries 
benefitting from the operation’s maize delivery 

Beneficiaries   

Beneficiary1 

 3 Donors responded promptly to the food crisis in 
Malawi and provided support in a timely manner. 
WFP and NGOs actively participated in the 
implementation of the operation. Although the PCR 
reports that they also played a key role in monitoring 
and evaluation of the operation’s implementation, 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

there are no details of these activities or evidence of 
findings emerging from them.   

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 

 Low Except for anticipating 51% of recipient being 

female (which is a given since the maize is 

provided to a household) there is no reference to 

poverty in the appraisal report.   
Environment & climate 

change  
  NA  

Poverty reduction 

 Low While vital support was provided to the poor 

there is no evidence the distribution of 50 kg of 

maize resulted in poverty reduction. 

Private sector 

development 

 Low  There is no reference in the appraisal report to 

domestic purchase of maize through the private 

sector, or to the use of storage facilities operated 

by the private sector, which was costlier than the 

government owned facilities.  

Regional integration 
 N/A  

Other (specify) 
   

EFFECTIVENESS OVERALL SCORE    

EFFICIENCY Timeliness (based on the 

initial closing date) 
 High  Closing date occurred two months late  

Resource used efficiency 
 High   

Cost-benefit analysis 
  N/A 

Implementation progress 

(from the IPR) 
  No IPR was provided 

Other (specify) 
   

OVERALL EFFICIENCY SCORE  High   

SUSTAINABILITY 
Financial sustainability 

 Low   

Institutional 

sustainability and 

strengthening of 

capacities 

 Low   

Ownership and 

sustainability of 

partnerships 

 Mediu

m  

 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Environmental and 

social sustainability 
  N/A 

OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY SCORE  Mediu

m  

 

OVERALL PROJECT COMPLETION 

RATING 
 High   

*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 

 Mediu

m  

 

Use of previous lessons learned 

from previous operations during 

design and implementation 

 Mediu

m  

 

Promotion of stakeholder 

participation to strengthen 

ownership 

 High   

Enforcement of safeguard and 

fiduciary requirements  

 High   

Design and implementation of 

Monitoring & Evaluation system 

 Low   

Quality of Bank supervision  (mix 

of skills in supervisory teams, etc) 

 Low   

Timeliness of responses to 

requests 

   

OVERALL BANK PERFORMANCE SCORE  2.75  

BORROWER 

PERFORMANCE 

Quality of preparation and 

implementation 

 Mediu

m  

 

Compliance with covenants, 

agreements and safeguards 

 High   

Provision of timely counterpart 

funding 

 High   

Responsiveness to supervision 

recommendations 

 N/A  

Measures taken to establish basis 

for project sustainability 

 Mediu

m  

 

Timeliness of preparing requests  N/A  

OVERALL BORROWER PERFORMANCE SCORE  3  

Timeliness of disbursements by 

co-financiers 

 N/A  



 

 

 

 PERFORMANCE 

OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

Functioning of collaborative 

agreements 

 N/A  

Quality of policy dialogue with co-

financiers (for PBOs only) 

 Mediu

m  

 

Quality of work by service 

providers  

 High   

Responsiveness to client demands   High   

OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

 3  

The overall rating is given: HS, S, US and HUS.   

 

(i) Highly satisfactory (HS) : 4 

(ii) Satisfactory  (S) :   3 

(iii) Unsatisfactory  (US) :   2 

(iv) Highly Unsatisfactory (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 
2 

M&E was used essentially to track 

procurement and maize distribution but there 

was no effort to track impact and outcomes.  

Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan were duly 

approved 

4 
There was only limited number of indicators in 

the logical framework.  

Existence of disaggregated gender 

indicator 
4 

An indicator was provided for female 

participants.  

Baseline data were available or 

collected during the design  
 No baseline was required.  

Other, specify    

OVERALL M&E DESIGN SCORE 3  

M&E 

IMPLEMENTA-

TION 

The M&E function is adequately 

equipped and staffed  
4 But not for outcomes.  

OVERALL M&E IMPLEMENTATION SCORE 3  

M&E 

UTILIZATION  

The borrower used the tracking 

information for decision  
4 

Effective monitoring of purchase and 

distribution of maize.  

OVERALL M&E UTILIZATION SCORE 3  

OVERALL M&E PERFORMANCE SCORE 
3  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 Good quality analysis except for assessment of 

project design (local purchase of maize and need 

for storage facilities) and estimates of the final 

number of beneficiaries.  

2. Extent of objectivity of PCR assessment score 3 Scoring was objective.   

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 Inaccuracies in estimating number of beneficiaries.  

4. Extent of identification and assessment of key 

factors (internal and exogenous) and unintended 

effects (positive or negative) affecting design and 

implementation  

4 Solid explanation for the 2 months delay in 

completing the operation and assessment of maize 

procurement.  

5. Adequacy of treatment of safeguards, fiduciary 

issues, and alignment and harmonization 

4 Safeguards are not applicable for this operation; 

PCR clearly points out failure to provide audit 

report.  

6. Extent of soundness of data generating and analysis 

process (including rates of returns) in support of PCR 

assessment 

3 With the exception of the number of beneficiaries 

data generation is adequate.  

7. Overall adequacy of the accessible evidence (from 

PCR including annexure and other data provided) 

4 The main evidence is the volume of maize 

purchased and this was adequate.  

8. Extent to which lessons learned (and 

recommendations) are clear and based on the PCR 

assessment (evidence & analysis) 

4 Extensive and detailed list of lessons learned.  

9. Extent of overall clarity and completeness of the 

PCR  

3.75 Except for the reasons given under No. 1 above.  

Other (specify)   



 

 

 

PCR QUALITY SCORE  3  

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 No information on borrower’s inputs, the role of 
other donors supporting the program, and the role 
of the field office.  

3. Other aspect(s) (specify) M&E  Various statements in the PCR related to M&E 
raise the following questions: (i) the results based 
logical framework was based on the country’s 
monitoring and evaluation systems – what aspects 
of the program were monitored and what were 
the findings; (ii) periodic reporting by MVAC was 
the basis for monitoring and evaluation of the 
maize procurement and distribution but – was 
there any M&E of the operation’s impact; (iii) a 
more active role should be employed in the 
supervision and monitoring of such budget 
support operations – what aspects should be 
covered.  
 

PCR COMPLIANCE SCORE  4  

*** rated as Highly satisfactory (4), or Satisfactory (3), or Unsatisfactory (2), or Highly unsatisfactory (1) 

 



 

 

 

List of References (please only list nonstandard documents, i.e. those not found on the EVRD 

website) 


