
 

 

 

The  

 

 
 

1. BASIC INFORMATION 

 a. Basic project data 

  Project title: The Gambia Emergency Budget Support (GEBS) 

  Project code: P-GM-KA0-009 Instrument number(s): 2100155036870 

  Project type: Sector: Multi-Sector 

  Country: Gambia Environmental categorization (1-3) : 

Processing Milestones Key Events Disbursement and Closing date 

  Date approved: 26/03/2018 Cancelled amount: Original disbursement deadline: 

  Date signed: 03/05/2018 Supplementary financing: Original closing date:  

31/12/2018 

  Date of entry into force : 

03/05/2018 

Restructuring: Revised disbursement deadline: 

  Date effective for 1st 

disbursement: 03/05/2018 

Extensions (specify dates): Revised closing date: 

  Date of actual 

1st disbursement:  

26/06/2018 

  

b. Financing sources 

Financing source/ instrument 

(MUA) 

Approved amount 

(MUA) : 

Disbursed amount 

(MUA) : 

Percentage disbursed 

(%): 

  Loan: 5000000 5000000 100 % 

  Grant:    

  Government:    

  Other (ex. Co-financiers):    

  TOTAL : 5000000 5000000 100 % 

  Co-financiers and other external partners: 

 Execution and implementation agencies: 

c. Responsible Bank staff 

Position At approval  At completion 

  Regional Director J. LITSE, Director RDGW M.L AKIN-OLUGBADE, Director 
RDGW 

  Sector Director A. COULIBALY, Director (OIC) ECGF A. COULIBALY, Director ECGF 

  Sector Manager A. COULIBALY, Sector Manager ECGF  

  Task Manager Y. ARVANITIS, Principal Economist ECGF Y. ARVANITIS, Principal 
Economist ECGF 

  Alternate Task Manager   

  PCR Team Leader  Y. ARVANITIS, Principal 
Economist ECGF 

  PCR Team Members  J. BANDIAKY, Consultant ECGF 

d. Report data 

  PCR Date : 

  PCR Mission Date: From: To: 

PCR EVALUATION NOTE FOR PUBLIC SECTOR OPERATIONS 



 

 

 

  PCR-EN Date: 

  Evaluator/consultant : S Cunningham 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.  

 

In December 2016, Mr. Adama Barrow was democratically elected as President of The Gambia. The country faced 

a macroeconomic crisis with public debt at 120% of GDP and interest payments absorbing over 50% of government 

revenues. The budget deficit was 9.5% in 2016 and The Gambia also faced a significant balance of payments crisis. 

 

The big challenge was to address this economic situation whilst protecting social spending to mitigate the impact 

of the macroeconomic crisis on the most vulnerable. 

 

To address the immediate crisis associated with these issues, the Government developed the Accelerated National 

Response Plan (ANRP) covering July to December 2017. The plan had two core objectives: (i) mobilizing urgent 

budget support and (ii) enhancing macroeconomic management and good governance to lay the foundation for 

growth. The AfDB, together with the World Bank, the European Union, and International Monetary Fund agreed 

to provide emergency budget support in 2017/2018 to support the ANRP. 

 

The AfDB used the GEBS project to provide its support. The main expected impacts were fiscal stabilisation and 

recovery and the protection of the public delivery of basic social services. 

 

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.  

 

GEBS sought to achieve two specific objectives: (a) address the country’s fiscal overhang for economic recovery 

and mitigate the adverse impact of the fiscal crisis on the delivery of social services, and (b) improve fiscal and 

budgetary management to set the stage for broader Public Financial Management (PFM) reforms.  

 

OUTCOMES 

Outcome 1: Addressing the fiscal overhang while mitigating the adverse impact on the well-being of the most 

vulnerable segments of the Gambian population.  

Indicators:  

(i) decrease in the share of interest payments as a share of GDP. However, the inconsistency in the PAR 

makes it difficult to stipulate precise indicators. The Programme Executive Summary states: “from 7.7% in 2016 

to 5.2% in 2018”.  the Project Logical Framework states  “from 8.7% in 2016 to 5.9% in 2017 and 4.9% in 2018” 

(ii)  a decrease in the overall budget deficit ( as percent of GDP) from 9.5% in 2016 to 3.6% in 2018 

(iii) CPIA indicator 15: Strengthening human resources increases from 3.5 in 2016 to 3.67 by end 2018 

 



 

 

 

Outcome 2: Improved financial management in support of fiscal efforts  

Indicators: 

(i) CPIA indicator 2: Quality of Budgetary and Financial Management increases from 3.4 (2016) to 3.62 (end 

2018)  

(ii) PEFA indicator PI-17 recording and management of cash balances, debt and guarantees improves from 

B+ (2015) to A (end 2018) 

 

GEBS is intended to benefit the population at large of The Gambia through its positive impact on economic growth. 

But it should particularly benefit the most vulnerable segments of the population, in particular women, the poor 

and youth as well as other vulnerable groups, by allowing their education, health and social protection needs to be 

met. 

 

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.   

 

These outcomes are to be achieved via the following outputs: 

 

COMPONENT 1 

1.1 Increased revenues will be obtained from previously diverted and uncaptured sources, with the amount 

increasing from zero in 2016 to GMD683 Million in 2018 

1.2 Expenditure efficiency will be improved in a number of areas, with the development of a new vehicle policy 

(Q2 2018), savings from asset (vehicle) sales and maintenance costs up to GMD 157 million (end 2018) and 

the elimination of ghost workers (Q2 2018) 

1.3 The operations of State-Owned Enterprises (SOE) are monitored, with related fiscal risks identified and 

disclosed, and steps taken to improve their financial performance. - Starting from a position where 

contingent liabilities were unknown in 2016, the aims were: to establish an up-to-date position of the status 

of SOE finances and performance (Q2 2018); to stock-take contingent liabilities arising from SOE 

operations completed (Q2 2018); and introduce a basic performance contract between the government and at 

least 2 SOEs. (end 2018) 

1.4 There should be continued support to the social sectors with their 2016 budgets at least maintained in 2017 

and 2018. The baseline budgets for 2016 were Lower education: GMD 1.41 bn, Higher education: GMD 

0.12 bn, Health: GMD 0.81 bn and Women’s Bureau: GMD 5.2 m. 

 

COMPONENT 2 

2.1 Operationalisation of the Treasury Single Account (TSA) - Beginning with a non-operational TSA in 2016, 

the aim was to conduct a census to establish a complete inventory of central government (and other public 

sector) bank accounts at both the central and commercial banks. Based on this census, to establish an action 

plan to restore the TSA. (2018) 

2.2 Matching procurement plans and approved budget appropriations. Starting from a position where fewer than 

50% of procurement plans with budget are submitted, the aim was that procurement plans with budget 

should be submitted by at least 70% of ministries, directorates and agencies (2018) 

2.3 Establishment of a functioning PFM Coordinating Committee & PFM strategy action plan. The aims were to 

ensure that by 2018: quarterly meetings were held, an annual comprehensive PFM progress report was 

produced , and a donor-supported PFM matrix was endorsed  

2.4 Debt oversight is strengthened - The aim was that quarterly debt bulletins of the debt management advisory 

committee starting Q1 2018 be published by end-2018. 



 

 

 

 

The beneficiaries are the same as in section b 

 

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

 
Main activities 

 

COMPONENT 1 

 

1.1 Increased revenues from previously uncaptured sources (i.e. previously diverted and uncaptured) - Capture 

of the following fees in the budget: a) Revenue from the international voice gateway, b) fees for the use of 

the container scanner at the port, and c) heavy metal mining.  

1.2 Improved expenditure efficiency – a) Reform policies to decrease vehicle fleet- b) Complete staff audit to 

eliminate ghost workers.  

1.3 SOE operations are monitored, related fiscal risks identified and disclosed, and steps taken to improve their 

financial performance. – a) establish an up-to-date position of the status of SOE finances and performance b) 

stock-take contingent liabilities arising from SOE operations completed; and c) introduce a basic 

performance contract between the government and at least 2 SOEs. 

1.4 Continued support to the social sectors - Maintain budget execution for a) health and b) education 

ministries.  

 

 

COMPONENT 2 

 

2.1 Operationalisation of the Treasury Single Account (TSA) – a) Undertake a census to establish a complete 

inventory of central government (and other public sector) bank accounts at both the central and commercial 

banks. B) Based on this census, establish an action plan to restore the TSA. (2018) 

2.2 Matching procurement plans and approved budget appropriations. a) Procurement plans of ministries, 

directorates and agencies submitted.  

2.3 Establishment of a functioning PFM Coordinating Committee & PFM strategy action plan.The PFM: a)  

holds quarterly meetings, b) produces an annual comprehensive PFM progress report, and c) produces an 

endorsed donor-supported PFM matrix 

2.4 Debt oversight is strengthened - Effective establishment of the debt management advisory committee. 

 

 
 

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.  

 

GEBS was a crisis response budget support operation representing the AfDB’s share of a broad emergency support 

package put together by the AfDB together with the World Bank, EU and IMF. 

  

Following the 2016 Presidential election, the new Government of The Gambia faced major fiscal, debt and balance 

of payment crises due to economic mismanagement by the previous Government. To address these crises, it 

developed the Accelerated National Response Plan (ANRP) covering July to December 2017. It is clear that the 

Bank’s intervention through GEBS is highly relevant for the Gambia. . 

 

The GEBS project was also highly relevant for the Bank. For example, it is aligned with the objectives of the 2017-

2019 Country Brief, which sets out a short term development agenda to stabilize the economy, shore-up finances, 

and restore confidence through emergency operations in governance and economic management. It is also 

consistent with the Governance Strategic Framework and Action Plan (GAP II 2014-2018) through its 1st pillar:  

“public sector and economic management”, the first priority of the Bank’s strategy for Addressing Fragility and 

Building resilience in Africa (2014-2019) and with the “improving the quality of life” objective of the Bank’s High 

5. 

 

The PRCREN confirms the PCR rating of 4 (HS). 
 

 

 

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 project design is very simple since it is a budget support operation. Nonetheless, it has serious flaws. 

 

The main issues relate to the choice of indicators to measure project performance. Most of the outcome indicators 

are macroeconomic. But is it realistic to expect a UA5million emergency budget support project to have any, let 

alone a major, measurable impact on such indicators? The Evaluation does not think so and even if it were, 

measuring the impact of GEBS alone would be incredibly difficult in a context where first the Bank has on-going 

projects targeting more or less the same indicators and second the other development partners (World Bank, IMF, 

EU) also have projects ongoing that are also targeting these indicators but with substantially greater budgets. The 

Evaluation considers therefore that the design was flawed in terms of its targets and indicators given its size and 

context. 

 

Worse still, even if they were relevant, the indicators that the PAR chose have problems.  The Public Expenditure 

and Financial Accountability (PEFA) indicator (as identified also by the PCR) is especially problematic because 

PEFA assessments are only updated occasionally and the most recent one available online for The Gambia is still 

the one relating to 2015 where indicator 17 is shown as B+. There is currently no way of knowing whether the 

indicator has been achieved 



 

 

 

 

There also differences in values for key indicators between international organisations. For instance, according to 

the World Bank’s most recent outlook for The Gambia, the budget deficit was 6.4% in 2016 and 6.2% in 2018 

(although it did drop to 5% between the two years). However, these figures give a very different baseline to that 

used in the PAR, which of course affects the project assessment. Where there is a difference like this, the PAR 

should at least explain. 

 

Finally, the HDI indicator is carelessly constructed in the PAR, even though it is not subsequently used. The value 

of 0.441 is said to be the value for 2015 but it is in fact the value for 2010. By 2015, the value, according to UNDP, 

had already reached 0.457 and it improved further to 0.46 by 2017. Given this mistake in the baseline for the HDI 

indicator, it is not clear where the irrelevant target of 0.448 by the end of 2018 comes from. 

 

But perhaps the more serious design issues come when the project is considered in the context of previous or 

ongoing projects funded by the Bank in roughly the same area. 

 

GEBS was essentially a means for the Bank to increase substantially its support of Governance reform in The 

Gambia. At the time of the identification of GEBS, the Bank was already funding 2 such projects: the Institutional 

Support for Economic and Financial Governance, Phase III of which had a budget of UA 2million (ISEFG III) and 

had been running since 1 January 2016 and was due to end on 31 December 2018, and the ongoing IGPISP has a 

very similar design with a slightly higher budget of UA 3.7 million. No evaluation is yet available for this project 

which does not end until 2021 but it seems fair to say that the results presented so far on the Bank website are 

mixed. 

 

Prior to ISEFG III, there had of course been ISEFG II which ran for 3 years from 2012 to 2014. It also had a budget 

of UA 2million. The PCR for that project considers its relevance and design to be highly satisfactory, the PCREN 

agrees on the former but considers the latter to be satisfactory. Yet the two evaluations agree that the project failed 

to achieve its outcomes and lacked financial sustainability. (And as will be seen below, this is more or less exactly 

the same conclusion that the current PCR and PCREN reach.) 

 

And prior to that there was also the original ISEFG, which also sought to strengthen macroeconomic management 

by strengthening financial management and accountability. 

 

But this is not all. The Bank also funded the Economic and Financial Governance Operation (Phases 1 and 2) 

which sought to enhanced fiscal discipline through improved expenditure and debt management and strengthen 

transparency   and   accountability   in   PFM 

 

And the objectives of the Poverty Reduction Budget Support Program were also rather similar:   (i)   promote   

efficiency,   transparency  and  accountability  in  the  use  of  public  resources  through  effective  budget  planning,  

auditing  and  increased  revenue  mobilization;  (ii)  improve  public  services  delivery  through  civil  service  

reforms;  and  (iii)  provide budget support to absorb the fiscal and balance of payments impact of  the  global  food  

crisis. 

 

This is not the place to do a complete evaluation of all of these interventions but from a project design perspective 

it would seem to be appropriate for project authors to have a re-think since each project has roughly the same 

design and leads to roughly the same outcomes and lessons. (For the Bank, as will be seen, it is recommended to 

consider an evaluation of the complete set of these projects. At the very least, it seems that a Programme approach 

would substantially reduce Bank overheads by avoiding the need for time-consuming project appraisals for, say, 

UA 2 million which could essentially be added as a budget line and component to an existing Programme.)  

 

The PCR considers GEBS design to be 4(HS); the PCREN disagrees strongly and rates this aspect as 2(U). 



 

 

 

 

 

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).  

 

 

COMPONENT 1 

 

1.1 Increased revenues from previously uncaptured sources (i.e. previously diverted and uncaptured) - 

Capture of the following fees in the budget: a) Revenue from the international voice gateway, b) fees for 

the use of the container scanner at the port, and c) heavy metal mining. The target for the three together 

was GMD 683 million by 2018. Although the amounts increased to GMD 506 million in 2018, the 

target was not achieved. However, the performance improved markedly between 2017 and 2018, and 

overall the evaluation considers this indicator to be 3(S). 

 

1.2 Improved expenditure efficiency was to be achieved in three main ways:  

a) Reform policies to decrease vehicle fleet were developed: NOT ACHIEVED 

b) Revenue was raised through asset sales and decreased maintenance costs: NOT ACHIEVED 

c) Complete a staff audit to eliminate ghost workers: COMPLETED with over 3,000 ghost workers being 

removed from the payroll. 

Despite the latter achievement, the evaluation considers this indicator to be 2(U) 

 

1.3 SOE operations are monitored, related fiscal risks identified and disclosed, and steps taken to improve 

their financial performance. – a) establish an up-to-date position of the status of SOE finances and 

performance b) stock-take contingent liabilities arising from SOE operations completed; and c) 

introduce a basic performance contract between the government and at least 2 SOEs. 

The PCR reports that none of the above has been achieved. But its narrative assessment says that the 

indicator was achieved which is presumably an error.  

 

The evaluation concludes that this indicator should be scored 1(HU) 

 

1.4 Continued support to the social sectors - Maintain budget execution for a) health and b) education 

ministries. This output was broadly achieved and 2018 budgets were mostly in excess of those for 2016. 

 

The evaluation considers this indicator to be 3(S). 

 

 

COMPONENT 2 

 



 

 

 

2.1 Operationalisation of the Treasury Single Account (TSA) – a) Undertake a census to establish a 

complete inventory of central government (and other public sector) bank accounts at both the 

central and commercial banks. B) Based on this census, establish an action plan to restore the 

TSA. (2018). The PCR considers this criterion to have been 100% completed. However, this 

assessment seems optimistic. Although the census has been completed, the action plan has not 

yet been established and remained at a preparatory stage. The completion rate must be less than 

100% therefore.  

 

The evaluation considers this indicator to be 3(S). 

 

2.2 Matching procurement plans and approved budget appropriations. The target was that over 70% 

of budgeted procurement plans of ministries, directorates and agencies should be submitted.  

 

This was fully achieved and is therefore evaluated at 4(HS)  

 

2.3 Establishment of a functioning PFM Coordinating Committee & PFM strategy action plan. The 

PFM: a)  holds quarterly meetings, b) produces an annual comprehensive PFM progress report, 

and c) produces an endorsed donor-supported PFM matrix.  

 

This was fully achieved and is therefore evaluated at 4(HS)  

 

2.4 Debt oversight is strengthened - Effective establishment of the debt management advisory 

committee.  

 

This was fully achieved and is therefore evaluated at 4(HS)  

 

The evaluation of the outputs expected under the two components is set out below. Overall, the evaluation 

confirms the PCR rating of 3(S).  This rating emerges as the Evaluation’s average score of the 8 outputs. It is 

noteworthy however that this performance is driven by component 2 which is more organisational in nature than 

component 1 which is directly related to budget performance. In fact, considering component 1 alone, the 

performance is 2(U) whereas for component 2 alone it is 4(HS), giving again an average of 3(S). Given the 

different focus of the two components, it is to be hoped that the improvements under component 2 will be 

reflected in an improved future performance in component 1.  

 

 

 

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.  

 

GEBS had two outcomes with respectively 3 and 2 indicators.  

 

 



 

 

 

Each component of the two outcomes is considered in turn. 

 

Outcome 1: Addressing the fiscal overhang while mitigating the impact on the most vulnerable sectors of 

society. It was measured by three indicators. 

 

Indicator 1: The share of interest payments as a share of GDP should decrease. As noted, the PAR is 

inconsistent: the Programme Executive Summary says “from 7.7% in 2016 to 5.2% in 2018” but the Project 

Logical Framework says “from 8.7% in 2016 to 5.9% in 2017 and 4.9% in 2018”. The PCR uses the latter 

figures and reports that these targets were both achieved. The evaluation has been unable to find an independent 

source for these figures and assumes that the PCR is accurate. On that basis, this indicator must be ranked as 

4(HS). It is noteworthy however that the PCR advances the reason for the success as the dramatic fall in 

domestic interest rates. It may be wondered whether this had anything to do with GEBS. 

. 

Indicator 2: The overall budget deficit as a % of GDP should decline. The evaluation has questions about this 

indicator. The PAR target was to reduce the deficit from 9.5% in 2016 to 3.6% in 2018. The PCR reports against 

this baseline and target for the indicator. It notes that the observed deficit in 2018 was 6.6% suggesting that the 

indicator had been partially achieved. However, according to the World Bank’s most recent outlook for The 

Gambia the 2016 figure for the budget deficit was 6.4% and 2018 6.2%. It is not clear why there should be a 

difference between the two sets of figures, but the World Bank data suggests that the change in budget deficit 

level was fairly marginal. The evaluation considers therefore that this indicator is 2(U).   

 

Indicator 3: Finally, it was expected that there should be an improvement in the human resources situation as 

measured by CPIA indicator 15: Strengthening human resources increases, which was targeted to increase from 

3.5 in 2016 to 3.67 by end 2018. The PCR reports that not only was this target not achieved, the indicator in fact 

went substantially backwards over the period. As noted in Section 3, the evaluation has serious doubts about the 

pertinence of this indicator (and the two above, and the two below). The PCR reports that the Government has 

now embarked on a ten-year civil service reform strategy, which seems to be a far more appropriate schedule to 

achieve such goals. As it stands however the evaluation can only conclude that GEBS performance against 

this indicator is 1(HU). 

 

Outcome 2: Improved financial management in support of fiscal efforts, as measured by the following two 

indicators: 

 

Indicator 1: The Quality of Budgetary and Financial Management should improve as measured by CPIA 

indicator 2: increases from 3.4 (2016) to 3.62 (end 2018). In fact the indicator remained at 3.4. The evaluation 

considers therefore that this indicator is 2(U). 

 

Indicator 2: The PEFA indicator PI-17 recording and management of cash balances, debt and guarantees should 

improve from B+ (2015) to A (end 2018). As noted in section 2, this indicator seems to be inappropriate because 

PEFA evaluations are only carried out occasionally and so there is no way of measuring any change. The PCR 

reports that the indicator remained at B+ in 2018 but this is simply because no PEFA evaluation was undertaken. 

The PCR reports on a number of positive developments in this area and it seems possible that an A rating could 

be achieved for this PEFA indicator at the next evaluation. However, as things stand no change was recorded in 

the chosen indicator. The evaluation rates this indicator as 2(U).   



 

 

 

 

The evaluation confirms the PCR’s overall ranking for this criterion of 2(U).  

 

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).   

 

 

In line with the guidelines, the Evaluation confirms the PCR rating of 2, which follows from the evaluation of 

the outcomes at this level 
 

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. 

 

Evaluating beneficiaries of an emergency budget support program is challenging.. According to the PAR, GEBS 

was intended to benefit the population at large of The Gambia through its positive impact on economic growth. 

But it should particularly benefit the most vulnerable segments of the population (e.g. women, the youth, the 

poor and other vulnerable groups)) by allowing their education, health and social protection needs to be met. One 

wonders whether the first effect would be detectable in any meaningful way even if it were achieved. However, 

as noted under output 1.4, support to the social sectors continued with 2018 budgets generally in excess of those 

for 2016. 

 

The PCR takes a rather optimistic view of beneficiaries suggesting that expected progress has been achieved at 

100% in terms of PFM for MoFEA and in terms of social spending for the various line Ministries and for the 

populace at large.  

 

This section of the PCR is very weak. No evidence is presented to support the assessment above but the PCR as a 

whole suggests that the achievement rate is substantially less than 100%. 
 

 

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.  

 

N/A 

 

 

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.  

 

The PCR rates timeliness as 2(U) but it is very difficult to understand how this score is reached. The timeliness 

indicator looks simply at the extent to which the project was completed on time. In the case of GEBS, the project 

funds were disbursed as planned over the one year period and the PCR reports the ratio of planned to actual 

implementation time as 1, which seems to be correct given the information that the Evaluation has. This ratio 

leads, according to the PCR guidelines, to a rating of 4(HS) so why the PCR rates this as 2 is a mystery. In the 

PCR comments, it is noted that “the programme had been ready since July 2017, but the Bank did not have a 



 

 

 

country strategy under which the project would be covered” and perhaps this is the source of the ranking. But if 

so it would still be incorrect because this is a criticism of Bank performance rather than the timeliness of the 

project itself.  

 

The evaluation does not confirm the PCR score of 2 and proposes instead 4 (HS) 
 

 

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). 

 

N/A 

 

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 

 

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 Evaluation did not have an IPR for this project but possibly these very short budget support programmes do 

not have IPRs? Based on the information contained in the PCR, the implementation progress does appear to have 

been satisfactory. The PCREN examined the Aide-Memoire and the BTOR of the Appraisal Mission for a new 

project “Public Financial Management and Local Economic Development Operation (Phase 1) PFM-LED 1”. 

This new project appears to follow-on from GEBS and it is a pity that neither mentions GEBS specifically. 

However, the two documents do make it clear that Public Financial Management, the key concern of GEBS, has 

improved, even if much remains to be done.  

 

The Evaluation confirms the PCR rating of 3(S) 
 

 

 

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 considers financial sustainability to be satisfactory but the arguments advanced to support this assessment 

seem weak to the Evaluation. It is suggested that a UA 5 million grant had a positive effect on public finances, 

debt service and the debt stock because this money would otherwise have had to be borrowed. However, given the 

level of Gambian debt, this effect must be minimal, and is probably not even measurable at the debt service level. 

More worryingly, the PCR suggests that the reforms supported by GEBS are financially sustainable because the 

Bank and other development partners will continue to support the implementation of PFM reforms. Although this 

may be a kind of financial sustainability, it is hardly a result of the GEBS project and is not the standard 

interpretation of such sustainability post-project. For the Evaluation the continued reliance on donor support 

indicates precisely the opposite, i.e. that financial sustainability has not been achieved.  

 

 The Evaluation therefore does not confirm the PCR rating of 3(S) and proposes instead 2(U) 

 

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.  
 

The evaluation of this project raises the huge difficulty of assigning results to particular projects when there is 

overlap with other projects. In this case, the PCR points to two Bank projects (ISEFG III and IGPISP) both of 

which have large institutional strengthening components. The World Bank and other development partners were 

also addressing similar issues at the same time. The Evaluation feels that the project outputs, especially under 

component 2, probably improved institutional sustainability in important areas, even if the main institutional 

strengthening came from other sources.  

 

The evaluation confirms the PCR’s rating of 3(S). 
 

 

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. 

 

The PCR reports that MoFEA has developed a medium-term PFM reforms policy matrix between government and 

development partners and that it is successfully monitoring the implementation of the reforms by involving all stakeholders. 

This ensures country ownership and sustainability of partnerships. The donors are committed to continue this collaboration. 

 

The Evaluation has no independent assessment on this point and confirms a 4(HS) rating on the basis of the PCR. 

 

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.   

 

The project is in environmental category III and is not evaluated on that criterion. The PCR gives the criterion a 

score of 4(HS) on the basis of its positive impact on health and education spending. However, its assertion that 

this will particularly benefit women seems somewhat optimistic especially because under output 1.4, funding for 

the Women’s Bureau was the single area where not only was the 2018 target not reached, the budget was actually 

less than in 2016.  



 

 

 

 

The Evaluation therefore does not confirm the PCR rating of 4(HS) and proposes 3(S) instead. 
 

 

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.    

 

The QAE was good in that the project design benefitted from recent studies both by the Bank and other 

development partners. However, as discussed extensively in section 3b, the evaluation is of the opinion that first, 

the indicators used for the project were deficient in various ways and second, the design failed to integrate 

adequately the lessons of previous Bank projects addressing the same issues. 

 

The project seems to have been successfully managed by the Bank team with regular supervision missions. A mix 

of country office support, the joint policy matrix group involving all development partners and support from on-

going Bank projects, especially ISEFG III, was used to provide a monitoring and evaluation framework, which 

given the emergency nature of GEBS, seems to be sufficient. The joint policy matrix group gave the Gambian 

Government a key role and through MoFEA ensured ownership of the project. 

 

The Evaluation confirms the PCR rating that the Bank’s performance was Satisfactory although with a 

slightly lower average score of 2.6 rather than 3. 

 

 
 

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 PCR notes that the protocol agreement was signed on time and disbursement conditions were fulfilled, that 

necessary documentation was prepared on time and project implementation was well-coordinated, and finally that 

any necessary corrective measures were taken in a timely fashion following supervision missions.  

 

The main negative issue concerns post-project sustainability given the continued reliance on donor support rather 

than the country generating internal resources to address the issues. 

 

The Evaluation confirms the PCR rating that the Borrower’s performance was 3(S) 
 

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).    

 

The evaluation has insufficient information to comment on the individual rubrics under this criterion. However, 

overall it is clear that there was harmonised support from the Development Partners to address The Gambia’s debt 

and other financial issues. One point to note is that the combined support of the other partners is close to US$100 

million which rather dwarfs the GEBS budget making it even more difficult to isolate the impact of GEBS alone. 
 

The Evaluation confirms the PCR rating of 4(HS) 
 



 

 

 

 

 

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.  

 

The Evaluation confirms the PCR rating that overall the project is satisfactory, although the average PCR 

score is 2.88 compared with 3 by the PCR. For the PCREN this places the project in the lower half of the 

satisfactory category. 

 

Relevance 

The PCR and PCREN agree that the Project Development Objective is 4(HS) but disagree about the project design. 

The PCR considers design to be 4(HS) but the PCREN disagrees and rates it at 2(U). This latter evaluation is based 

partly on flaws in the GEBS design itself, for instance the use of indicators that cannot possibly be achieved by a 

project of this scale and in some cases cannot even be measured. But it is also based on perceived flaws in the 

whole design process for this kind of project. The Bank has been funding projects like GEBS with very similar 

objectives and very similar mixed results for at least ten years. It is because of the apparent lack of progress that it 

is strongly recommended that the Bank should review the complete set of such projects to develop lessons for 

improved project design that are not obvious when each project is evaluated alone. 

 

Effectiveness 

The PCR and PRCEN agree that the PDO should be scored 2. This score emerges because of the poor performance 

in terms of project outcomes. However, whether this really is a failing of the project or a failing of the project 

design in terms of identifying relevant indicators is debatable, doubtless it is a mix of the two. At the output level, 

the project performed very well in terms of organisational reform, less so in terms of delivering immediate budget 

performance improvement 

 

Efficiency 

The PCREN considers this criterion to be HS whereas the PCR rates it as S. The difference comes from the 

assessment of timeliness where the PCR does not seem to have followed the PCR guidelines.  

 

Sustainability 

The PCR rates this aspect as HS whereas the PCREN considers this to be S only. The difference comes from two 

aspects. First, the PCR considers that financial sustainability has been attained because the Bank and other donors 

are prepared to continue to fund reform in the areas addressed by GEBS. The PCREN considers for exactly the 

same reason that financial sustainability has not been attained or at least financial independence has not. For the 

PCREN, financial sustainability means that the project activities now have their own means of support. Second, 

the PCR rates the social sustainability as HS, but the PCR downgrades this assessment because of GEBS failure 

to achieve its gender objectives 

 
 

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. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Only a lightweight M&E system was used based on MoFEA providing data to demonstrate progress against the 

logframe. This system was supported by the Senegal Country Office oversight and by the use of joint reviews and 

missions undertaken with other development partners focussing on similar issues. According to the PCR, the 

monitoring framework allowed the MoFEA to take the necessary corrective measures on time for the satisfactory 

implementation of the program. 

 

The M&E indicators were proposed in the logframe. As discussed elsewhere in this PCREN, the Evaluation has 

some reservations about some of these indicators but there is no doubt that they existed and provided a basis for 

M&E. The only deficient area is that there does not seem to have been a specific gender impact indicator 

 

As noted in the Project Lessons, the existence of up-do-date analytical works was important in being able to 

establish quickly relevant M&E baselines. The PAR technical annexes note that the PFM Strategy 2016-2020 

provides an accompanying M&E framework for monitoring implementation of the reforms. 

 

According to the PCR, information provided within the M&E system was used by MoFEA to advance the project 
 

The Evaluation considers that the M&E system was 3(S) given the nature of the project 
 

 

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. 

 

 

Original It is important to align operations with the country’s national 

development blueprint to ensure ownership. This is not easy in 

the case of a crisis response budget support. However in the case 

of the Gambia, an Accelerated National Response Plan (ANRP) 

was drawn which facilitated the government’s ownership. The 

lesson is that in addition to macro –stability, there needs to be a 

strategic anchor to increase relevance. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

The reviewer signs off on this lesson on the understanding that strategic anchor refers to the appropriate policy 

framework (here ANRP) and the institutional framework necessary for its implementation  

 

 

Original The operation greatly benefitted from up to date 

analytical works done by the Bank and other partners. It 

is crucial that the Bank continues to produce analytical 

works which will inform the design of future operations 

and serves as dialogue tools even if no specific operation 

is planned. Previous (and continuous) analytical 

engagement from partners allowed for all key information 

to be available in a short notice for a CRBS. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 



 

 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

The analytical works included in particular recent studies from the Bank and partners including (i) 

the 2015 PEFA assessment, (ii) A joint AfDB-World Bank Fragility Assessment (2017), (iii) A 

World Bank policy note on SOEs (2015), (iv) the 2016 CPIA (v) the 2017 African Economic Outlook 

and (vi) the general budget support country fiduciary risk assessment 2017. These works directed the 

focus of the programme towards priority areas, such as the need to improve resource mobilization, 

increase efficiency in the use of public resources, and improve the monitoring of SOEs; and the need 

for greater focus on key critical PFM areas, especially debt management, treasury, procurement, and 

PFM reforms monitoring 

  

 

 

Original The MoFEA coordinated this complex program involving several 

stakeholders. Based on the monitoring framework, the MoFEA 

was able to take the necessary corrective measures on time for the 

satisfactory implementation of the program. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

An observation only with no clear lesson  

 

 

Original The Bank did not have a country strategy under which the project 

would be covered in 2017. This was due to internal delays in 

undertaking the completion report of the outgoing strategy. An 

alternative “Country Brief” was approved in early 2018, allowing 

GEBS was able to be presented to the Board. The delay in the 

country strategy document delayed the Bank’s response. Going 

forward the lesson is that there should be no gaps in country 

strategy coverage to ensure that there are no obstacles in 

preparing and approving crisis response operations. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

In addition, the Gambia did not have a new national development strategy.  

 

 

Original The program was accompanied with capacity building activities 

(institutional support projects and technical assistance from 

donors) which are important for reforms implementation. The 

Bank used mainly its institutional support project to maintain 

dialogue with the government on PFM reforms. The Bank’s field 

office in Senegal played also a key role in policy dialogue. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

An observation only with no clear lesson  

 

Original The existence of a joint development partners policy matrix and 

joint supervision missions, and joint budget support reviews 

facilitated the implementation of the program. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 



 

 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

  

 

Original Considering the short-term nature of the operation it may not be 

advisable to use PEFA indicators which are only measured over 

longer time period. This renders part of the outcomes not 

measurable and negatively penalises the rating. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

This is often a problem with indicators for budget support even at the PAR stage.  

 

 

New lesson  

Reviewer 

comment 

 

 

 

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).  

 

 

Original For institutional sustainability, capacity building of key 

government institutions involved in public financial management 

should continue. This should be done in a coordinated way 

between the government and development partners through the 

existing budget support technical working group. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 

  

 

 

Original In the medium term, fiscal policy should be tightened using a 

combination of revenue and expenditure measures, for examples, 

by: (i) strengthening tax and customs administration; (ii) 

strengthening expenditure control and cash management; (iii) 

Improving SOEs management and monitoring; and (iv) tackling 

the unsustainable public debt. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Original Considering the short-term nature of the operation, measurability 

of indicators over a short time span should be the focus of outcome 

design. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Bank 

Reviewer 

Comment 

  

 

 

New 

recommendation 

Undertake an assessment of the complete set of projects funded by the Bank in The Gambia since the early 2000s 

which aim to improve Public Financial Management with the same objectives as GEBS 

Recipient(s) 

Bank 

Reviewer 

comment 

 

 

 

 

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 Evaluation considers the PCR to be satisfactory with an average score of 2.75 

 

On the whole it is very well written and provides a convincing analysis of the various issues that it addresses. 

 

The main issues that the PCREN has with the PCR concern its interpretation of project design as HS, and that it 

over-optimistic in some key areas especially in its evaluation of financial sustainability and of the project’s impact 

on target beneficiaries. 

 

The PCR also sometimes reaches some odd conclusions – for instance concerning timeliness and also when 

evaluating some outcomes and outputs 

 

The PCREN is forced to rely on the PCR for its evidence to a greater degree than would have been ideal 

 

 

The PCR timeliness is rated 4(HS) 

 

The PCREN has no information on the participation of the  Borrower in the preparation of the PCR,  etc 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Criteria PCR PCREN Reason for disagreement/ 

Comments 

RELEVANCE    

Relevance of project development objective 4 4 GEBS provided short term budgetary 

support that was essential for the new 

Government to address the fiscal and 

debt crisis inherited from the previous 

administration 

Relevance of project design  4 2 The project indicators are 

inappropriate and poorly identified. 

Insufficient attention has been given 

to the lessons of previous projects 

which failed to achieve their 

outcomes with similar design to 

GEBS 

EFFECTIVENESS    

Delivery of outputs 3 3 Although the overall performance is 

satisfactory across the 8 output 

indicators, it is noteworthy that the 

performance is unsatisfactory for 

component 1 whereas it is highly 

satisfactory for component 2. The 

former relates to budget performance 

and the latter to organisational 

matters. 

Realization of outcomes 2 2 Of the 5 indicators chosen in the PAR 

only the reduction in interest 

payments as a share of GDP was 

achieved, and even here the PCR 

notes that the reason was the 

reduction in domestic interest rates 

which probably had little to do with 

GEBS. For the other indicators, there 

was no impact in most cases, and 

unfortunately the one concerning 

human resources worsened 

Development objective (DO) 2 2 The PDO score follows from the 2 for 

outcomes 

EFFICIENCY    

Timeliness 2 4 The ratio of planned to actual 

expenditure is 1 which according to 

the PCR guidelines gives a 4 rating. It 

is not clear why the PCR gives 2 

Resource use efficiency N/A N/A  

Cost-benefit analysis N/A N/A  

 

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.  



 

 

 

Implementation progress (Compliance 

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

and procedures; (iii) project execution and 

financing) 

3 3 The evaluation did not have an IPR, 

but progress reported in the PCR 

seems to be satisfactory 

SUSTAINABILITY    

Financial sustainability 3 2 The PCR suggests that the reforms 

supported by GEBS are financially 

sustainable because the Bank and 

other development partners will 

continue to support the 

implementation of PFM reforms. For 

the Evaluation the continued reliance 

on donor support indicates that 

financial sustainability has not been 

achieved and the Evaluation therefore 

does not confirm the PCR rating of 

3(S) and proposes instead 2(U) 

Institutional sustainability and strengthening 

of capacities 

3 3 Although it is difficult to assign 

results to particular projects when 

there is overlap with other projects, 

the Evaluation feels that a score of 3 

is warranted. Two Bank projects 

(ISEFG III and IGPISP) both have 

large institutional strengthening 

components and the World Bank and 

other development partners were also 

addressing similar issues at the same 

time. Nonetheless, the Evaluation 

feels that the project outputs, 

especially under component 2, have 

improved institutional sustainability 

in important areas and it is a pity that 

the PCR did not discuss these project-

relevant aspects. The evaluation 

confirms the PCR’s rating of 3(S). 

Ownership and sustainability of 

partnerships 

4 4 The PCR is the only information 

source for the Evaluation on this 

point. 

Environmental and social sustainability 4 3 The project is in environmental 

category III. The PCR score of 4(HS) 

is over-optimistic on the positive 

impact of social spending. Its 

assertion that this will particularly 

benefit women is difficult to accept 

because under output 1.4, funding for 

the Women’s Bureau was the single 

area where not only was the 2018 

target not reached, the budget was 

actually less than in 2016. 

OVERALL PROJECT COMPLETION 

RATING 

   

Bank performance: 3 2.6 The Evaluation agrees that Bank’s 

performance was Satisfactory on the 

whole. 

 



 

 

 

There are two issues that reduce the 

score: the absence of (or delay in 

formulating) the Bank’s country 

strategy paper meant that GEBS could 

only be implemented in 2018 rather 

than in 2017, and although the design 

did attempt to integrate previous 

project experience, as discussed in 

section 3b of this PCREN, the 

Evaluation has doubts about how this 

was done.  

Borrower performance: 3 3 The Borrower’s performance was 

satisfactory on the whole with good 

preparation and implementation with 

any necessary corrective measures 

being taken in a timely fashion 

following supervision missions 

 

The main negative issue concerns 

post-project sustainability give the 

continued reliance on donor support 

Performance of other stakeholders: 4 4 In the emergency situation that is 

relevant for GEBS, there was a 

coordinated response from the 

development partners. However, the 

Bank’s country brief 2017-2019 

makes it clear that donor coordination 

and harmonisation  could be 

improved  

Overall PCR quality:  2.75  

 

  



 

 

 

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  
 
PCR rating scale: 

 

Score Description (see PCR preparation guidelines for details) 
4 Highly Satisfactory (HS)  
3 Satisfactory (S)  
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 The PCREN confirms the PCR rating of HS for this 

criterion. Short-term budgetary support was essential 

for the new Government to address the fiscal, debt and 

balance of payments problems that it inherited from 

the previous administration. Not only was such 

support necessary to address these problems but it was 

important that action should be taken in a way that 

allowed essential social services to continue to be 

provided to the most vulnerable social groups. 

Relevance of project 

design (from approval to 

completion)  

4 2 The project indicators are inappropriate/imprecise and 

poorly identified. Insufficient attention has been given 

to the lessons of previous projects which failed to 

achieve their outcomes with similar design to GEBS 

OVERALL RELEVANCE SCORE 4 3  

EFFECTIVENESS* Effectiveness in delivering outcomes 

 

Outcome1  2 

Three indicators were identified in the PCR. Of these, 

only the decrease in interest payments as a share of 

GDP was achieved. The 2nd indicator, that the overall 

budget deficit as a % of GDP should decline was 

partially achieved. However, World Bank data on the 

same indicator suggest that the decline was rather less 

than implied by AfDB data where there seems to be 

an issue with the baseline figure.Finally, it was 

expected that there should be an improvement in the 

human resources situation as measured by CPIA 

indicator 15 but unfortunately this indicator declined 

over the period.  



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Outcome2   2 

Two indicators were proposed in the PAR for this 

outcome: The Quality of Budgetary and Financial 

Management as measured by CPIA indicator 2 and the 

PEFA indicator PI-17 recording and management of 

cash balances, debt and guarantees. In fact neither 

indicator changed over the period 

Effectiveness in delivering output 

Output 1.1 

 3 Increased revenues from previously diverted and 

uncaptured sources - The target was to increase total 

revenue to GMD 683 million by 2018 from the 

following three sources: a) Revenue from the 

international voice gateway, b) fees for the use of the 

container scanner at the port, and c) heavy metal 

mining. The total did increase to GMD 506 million in 

2018, but not sufficiently to meet the target. However, 

the performance improved markedly between 2017 

and 2018 and overall therefore the evaluation 

considers a score of 3 to be appropriate 

Output 1.2 

 2 Expenditure efficiency was to be improved in 3 ways 

through vehicle fleet policy development, vehicle 

sales and a staff audit to remove ghost workers from 

the payroll. 

Only the latter was achieved, which the evaluation 

considers to warrant a 2 rating 

Output 1.3 

 1 Three measures were identified so that SOE 

operations are monitored, related fiscal risks 

identified and disclosed, and steps taken to improve 

their financial performance. . 

The PCR reports that none of the three was achieved. 

The evaluation concludes that this indicator should be 

scored 1(HU) 

Output 1.4 

 3 The aim was to maintain budget execution for a) 

health and b) education ministries and this output was 

broadly achieved, with 2018 budgets mostly in excess 

of those for 2016. The evaluation scores this indicator 

as 3(S). 

Output 2.1 

 3 There were 2 aims in order to operationalise the 

Treasury Single Account (TSA): first, undertake a 

census to establish a complete inventory of central 

government (and other public sector) bank accounts at 

both the central and commercial banks and second, 

based on this census, to establish an action plan to 

restore the TSA. (2018). Although the PCR considers 

this output to have been 100% completed, the 

Evaluation notes that only the census has been 

completed, the action plan has not yet been 

established and remains at a preparatory stage. The 

completion rate must be less than 100% therefore. The 

evaluation considers this indicator to be 3(S). 

Output 2.2 
 4 Matching procurement plans and approved budget 

appropriations. The target was that over 70% of 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

budgeted procurement plans of ministries, 

directorates and agencies should be submitted. This 

was fully achieved and is therefore evaluated at 4(HS)  

Output 2.3 

 4 Establishment of a functioning PFM Coordinating 

Committee & PFM strategy action plan. The PFM: a)  

holds quarterly meetings, b) produces an annual 

comprehensive PFM progress report, and c) produces 

an endorsed donor-supported PFM matrix. This was 

fully achieved and is therefore evaluated at 4(HS) 

Output 2.4 

 4 Debt oversight is strengthened - Effective 

establishment of the debt management advisory 

committee. This was fully achieved and is therefore 

evaluated at 4(HS) 

Development objective (DO) 

Development objective 

rating 

2 2 This score follows from the outcome rating 

Beneficiaries   

Beneficiary1 

  Evaluating beneficiaries of an emergency budget 

support program is clearly a difficult exercise. 

According to the PAR, GEBS was intended to benefit 

the population at large of The Gambia through its 

positive impact on economic growth. But it should 

particularly benefit the most vulnerable segments of 

the population (e.g. women, the youth, the poor, etc.) 

by allowing their education, health and social 

protection needs to be met. One wonders whether the 

first effect would be detectable in any meaningful way 

even if it were achieved. 

 

The PCR takes a rather optimistic view of 

beneficiaries suggesting that expected progress has 

been achieved at 100% in terms of PFM for MoFEA 

and in terms of social spending for the various line 

Ministries and for the populace at large.  

 

This section of the PCR is very weak. No evidence is 

presented to support the assessment above but the 

PCR as a whole suggests that the achievement rate is 

substantially less than 100%. 

 

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 
   



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Environment & climate 

change  
   

Poverty reduction 
   

Private sector 

development 
   

Regional integration 
   

Other (specify) 
   

EFFECTIVENESS OVERALL SCORE 2 2  

EFFICIENCY 

Timeliness (based on the 

initial closing date) 

2 4 The PCR rates timeliness as 2(U) but it is very 

difficult to understand how this score is reached. 

In the case of GEBS, the project funds were 

disbursed as planned over the one year period 

and the PCR reports the ratio of planned to actual 

implementation time as 1, which seems to be 

correct given the information that the Evaluation 

has. This ratio leads, according to the PCR 

guidelines, to a rating of 4(HS) so why the PCR 

rates this as 2 is not clear. . In the PCR comments, 

it is noted that “the programme had been ready 

since July 2017, but the Bank did not have a 

country strategy under which the project would 

be covered” and perhaps this is the source of the 

ranking. But if so it would still be incorrect 

because this is a criticism of Bank performance 

rather than the timeliness of the project itself. The 

evaluation challenges the PCR score of 2 and 

proposes a rating of 4 (HS) instead.  

Resource used efficiency 
N/A N/A  

Cost-benefit analysis 
N/A N/A  

Implementation progress 

(from the IPR) 

3 3 Based on the information contained in the PCR, 

the implementation progress appears to have 

been satisfactory and the Evaluation confirms the 

PCR rating of 3(S) 

Other (specify) 
   

OVERALL EFFICIENCY SCORE 2.5 3.5  

SUSTAINABILITY 

Financial sustainability 

3 2 The PCR argues that a UA 5 million grant had a 

positive effect on public finances, debt service and the 

debt stock because this money would otherwise have 

had to be borrowed. However, given the level of 

Gambian debt, this effect must be minimal, and is 

probably not even measurable at the debt service 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

level. It also suggests that the reforms supported by 

GEBS are financially sustainable because the Bank 

and other development partners will continue to 

support the implementation of PFM reforms. 

Although this may be a kind of financial 

sustainability, it is unlikely that it is a result of the 

GEBS project. In fact, it does not represent the 

standard interpretation of the sources of sustainability 

of s project after its completion. For the Evaluation the 

continued reliance on donor support indicates 

precisely the opposite, i.e. that financial sustainability 

has not been achieved.  Therefore, the Evaluation does 

not confirm the PCR rating of 3(S) and proposes 

instead 2(U) 

Institutional 

sustainability and 

strengthening of 

capacities 

3 3 The PCR evaluates this section at 3. However, the 

evaluation raises thedifficulty of assigning results to 

particular projects when there is overlap with other 

projects. In this case, the PCR points to two Bank 

projects (ISEFG III and IGPISP) both which have 

large institutional strengthening components. The 

situation is made even worse by the fact that the 

World Bank and other development partners were also 

addressing similar issues at the same time. Having 

said that, the Evaluation feels that the project outputs, 

especially under component 2, probably have 

improved institutional sustainability in important 

areas.  It is unfortunate that the PCR did not discuss 

these project-relevant aspects. The evaluation confirms 

the PCR’s rating of 3(S). 

Ownership and 

sustainability of 

partnerships 

4 4 The PCR reports that MoFEA has developed a 

medium-term PFM reforms policy matrix between 

government and development partners and that it is 

successfully monitoring the implementation of the 

reforms by involving all stakeholders. This ensures 

country ownership and sustainability of partnerships. 

The Evaluation has no independent assessment on this 

point and confirms a 4(HS) rating on the basis of the 

PCR. 

Environmental and 

social sustainability 
4 3 The project is in environmental category III and is not 

evaluated on that criterion. The PCR gives the 

criterion a score of 4(HS) on the basis of its positive 

impact on health and education spending. However, 

its assertion that this will particularly benefit women 

seems somewhat optimistic especially because under 

output 1.4, funding for the Women’s Bureau was the 

single area where not only was the 2018 target not 

reached, the budget was actually less than in 2016. 

The Evaluation therefore does not confirm the PCR 

rating of 4(HS) and proposes 3(S) instead. 

OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY SCORE 3.5 3  



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

*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 

 3 Other than the delay due to country 

strategy, the project seems to have been 

successfully managed with regular 

supervision missions 

Use of previous lessons learned 

from previous operations during 

design and implementation 

 2 The design did attempt to integrate previous 

experience but the Evaluation has concerns 

about this process as discussed in section 3b 

of this PCREN 

Promotion of stakeholder 

participation to strengthen 

ownership 

 3 The joint policy matrix group gave the 

Gambian Government a key role and 

through MoFEA ensured ownership 

Enforcement of safeguard and 

fiduciary requirements  

  No information on which to judge 

Design and implementation of 

Monitoring & Evaluation system 

 3 GEBS relied on a mix of country office 

support, the joint policy matrix group 

involving all development partners and 

support from on-going Bank projects, 

especially ISEFG III. Given the emergency 

nature of GEBS, this seems to be sufficient 

Quality of Bank supervision  (mix 

of skills in supervisory teams, etc) 

  No information on which to judge 

Timeliness of responses to 

requests 

 2 The project should have been undertaken in 

2017 but the absence of (or delay in 

formulating) the Bank’s country policy 

strategy meant that GEBS could only be 

implemented in 2018 

OVERALL BANK PERFORMANCE SCORE 3(S) 2.6(S)  

BORROWER 

PERFORMANCE 

Quality of preparation and 

implementation 

 4 Necessary documentation prepared on time 

and well-coordinated implementation 

Compliance with covenants, 

agreements and safeguards 

 3 Protocol agreement signed on time and 

disbursement conditions fulfilled 

Provision of timely counterpart 

funding 

 N/A  

Responsiveness to supervision 

recommendations 

 3 Corrective measures taken in a timely 

fashion following supervision missions 

Measures taken to establish basis 

for project sustainability 

 2 Still relies on donor support 

Timeliness of preparing requests  3 Followed the recommendations of Joint 

Development Partner missions 

OVERALL BORROWER PERFORMANCE SCORE 3(S) 3(S)  



 

 

 

 PERFORMANCE 

OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

Timeliness of disbursements by 

co-financiers 

   

Functioning of collaborative 

agreements 

   

Quality of policy dialogue with co-

financiers (for PBOs only) 

   

Quality of work by service 

providers  

   

Responsiveness to client demands     

OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

4(HS) 4(HS) The evaluation has insufficient information 

to comment on the individual rubrics under 

this criterion. However, overall it is clear 

that there was harmonised support from the 

Development Partners to address The 

Gambia’s debt and other financial issues. 

One point to note is that the combined 

support of the other partners is close to 

US$100 million which rather dwarfs the 

GEBS budget making it even more difficult 

to isolate the impact of GEBS alone. 

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 
3 

A lightweight M&E system was foreseen 

based on MoFEA providing data to 

demonstrate progress against the logframe. 

This was supported by the Senegal Country 

Office oversight and by the use of joint reviews 

and missions undertaken with other 

development partners focussing on similar 

issues 

Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan were duly 

approved 

3 

The indicators are in the logframe. Whether 

they were suitable is debatable at least for 

some of them but they were presented.  

Existence of disaggregated gender 

indicator 
2 

No evidence of this although some element 

were expected to have a positive effect on 

women 

Baseline data were available or 

collected during the design  
4 

Up-do-date analytical works existed that 

provided the baseline data quickly. This is one 

of the key project lessons 

Other, specify    

OVERALL M&E DESIGN SCORE 3  



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
IDEV 

Score 
Comments 

M&E 

IMPLEMENTA-

TION 

The M&E function is adequately 

equipped and staffed  
3 

Given the nature of the M&E design, there was 

no particular staffing required 

OVERALL M&E IMPLEMENTATION SCORE 3  

M&E 

UTILIZATION  

The borrower used the tracking 

information for decision  
3 

According to the PCR, MoFEA used 

monitoring information 

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 On the whole, the PCR provides a convincing 

analysis and data on  the various issues 

2. Extent of objectivity of PCR assessment score 3 The PCREN finds that the PCR is optimistic in 

some key areas especially financial sustainability. 

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)  

2 In some cases, the PCR reached  

unexpected/unsubstantiated conclusions. This is 

especially the case with  the  timeliness issue and 

also in  evaluating some outcomes and outputs 



 

 

 

4. Extent of identification and assessment of key 

factors (internal and exogenous) and unintended 

effects (positive or negative) affecting design and 

implementation  

3 Due to its nature, the project does not seem to have 

had any unintended effects. 

5. Adequacy of treatment of safeguards, fiduciary 

issues, and alignment and harmonization 

- Not addressed 

6. Extent of soundness  of data generating and analysis 

process (including rates of returns) in support of PCR 

assessment 

2 The PCREN disagrees with the PCREN’s 

interpretation of financial sustainability. Its positive 

assessments regarding beneficiaries also needs to 

be supported by concrete evidence. 

7. Overall adequacy of the accessible evidence (from 

PCR including annexure and other data provided) 

2 The PCREN could rely primarily on the PCR for its 

evidence.  

8. Extent to which lessons learned (and 

recommendations) are clear and based on the PCR 

assessment (evidence & analysis) 

4 They are clear and are based on the discussions and 

analysis in the PCR.  

9. Extent of overall clarity and completeness of the 

PCR  

3 In general, the PCR is very well written 

Other (specify)   

PCR QUALITY SCORE  2.75  

PCR compliance with guidelines (PCR/OM ; IDEV) 

1. PCR Timeliness (On time = 4; Late= 1) 4 Dated Dec 2018 for a project finishing the same 

month 

2. Extent of participation of borrower, Co-financiers 

& field offices in PCR preparation*** 

 No information 

3. Other aspect(s) (specify)   

PCR COMPLIANCE SCORE    

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