
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1. BASIC INFORMATION 

 a. Basic project data 

  Project title: COMESA Airspace Integration Project 

  Project code: P-Z1-DA0-003 Instrument number(s): 2100155019666 

  Project type: Technical 

Assistance 
Sector: Transport 

  Country: Multinational Environmental categorization (1-3) : 

Processing Milestones Key Events Disbursement and Closing date 

  Date approved: 15/09/2010 Cancelled amount: Original disbursement deadline: 

  Date signed: 24/02/2011 Supplementary financing: Original closing date:  

30/06/2016 
  Date of entry into force : 

24/02/2011 

Restructuring: Revised disbursement deadline: 

  Date effective for 1st 

disbursement: 05/08/2011 

Extensions (specify dates):  

30/06/2016 -30/06/2017;  

30/06/2017 – 30/03/2018; 

30/03/2018 -30/06/2019 

Revised closing date:  

30/06/2019 
 

  Date of actual 

1st disbursement: 

  

b. Financing sources 

Financing source/ instrument 

(MUA) 

Approved amount 

(MUA) : 

Disbursed amount 

(MUA) : 

Percentage disbursed 

(%): 

  Loan:    

  Grant: 5750000 3991393,67 69.4% 

  Government:    

  Other (ex. Co-financiers):    

  TOTAL : 5750000 3991393,67 69.4% 

  Co-financiers and other external partners: 

 Execution and implementation agencies: 

c. Responsible Bank staff 

Position At approval  At completion 

  Regional Director F. BLACK, ORSA Kapil Kapoor, RDGS 

Gabriel Negatu, RDGE(*) 

El Azizi Mohamed, RGDN 

Dore Ousmane,RDGC 

  Sector Director G. Mbesherubusa, OITC A.Oumarou,PICU 

  Sector Manager A. Oumarou,ONRI1(appraisal at 

Appraisal) 

J.K.Kabanguka, PICU.1 

  Task Manager A. Oumarou, Transport Engineer(at 

the appraisal stage ) 

P. Munyaruyenzi, Infrastructure 

Specialist 

  Alternate Task Manager  Romain Ekoto, Chief Aviation 

expert, PICU1 
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  PCR Team Leader  Philippe Munyaruyenzi, 

Infrastructure Specialist 

  PCR Team Members  Romain Ekoto, Chief Aviation 

expert, PICU1 

d. Report data 

  PCR Date : 16 /09/ 2019 

  PCR Mission Date: From: 24/06/ 2019 To: 28/06/2019 

  PCR-EN Date: 

  Evaluator/consultant :  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. 

 

The transition from the existing ground-based navigation system to a satellite-based system is a global collaborative 

effort mandated and coordinated by ICAO. A regional approach for unified airspace management is favored because it 

provides significant safety benefits as navigation services will be provided in a seamless airspace. Unified airspace 

management eliminates duplication of facilities, and results in substantial capital investment savings and enhanced 

safety. By amalgamating the fragmented airspace into a single sky the management of the region’s airspace would 

become financially attractive to private sector sponsors for the provision of Air Traffic Services on a regional scale. 

 

The Goal of the project is to provide safe, efficient air navigation services in a unified airspace to support trade, tourism 

and regional socio-economic integration in COMESA with the expectation of reducing air transport costs and increased 

tourism and trade and the improvement of aviation safety. The objectives of the project are: (i) establish a cooperative 

Legal and institutional Regional Framework for a unified airspace in the COMESA region; (ii) prepare detailed analysis 

of strategic options for the provision of upper airspace navigation services using CNS/ATM; and (iii) promote private 

sector participation in financing and operating regional air transport infrastructure and services. The project is expected 

to generate a wealth of knowledge on successful approaches and processes in designing cross-border legal, institutional, 

and regulatory arrangements for collective action in developing regional infrastructure projects. 

 

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 cooperative regional framework for the establishment of a unified upper airspace and subsequent deployment of a 

regional CNS/ATM is considered an advantageous approach for the COMESA member countries. In order for the 

COMESA member states and the private sector to finance the regional CNS/ATM infrastructure there is need to put in 

place the necessary legal, regulatory and institutional framework under which the system will be financed and operated. 

The expected impacts of the  project are: (i) reduction of air transport costs and increased tourism and trade, and improved 

aviation safety. An enabling legal and regulatory framework for a unified upper airspace in the COMESA Region; (ii) 

An adequate institutional framework for providing and regulating regional Air Traffic Services; and (iii) The conclusion 

of the PPP arrangements to finance, build and operate the regional CNS/ATM infrastructure.  This review was not privy 

to any information to suggest that any change that occurred during the execution phase. The populations of COMESA 

Region. Member States were to benefit from the project. According to the PCR, the Airlines, Airport Agencies, 

Ministries in charge of Air Transport of the participating countries benefitted from the outcomes of the partial funds 

disbursed from the approved grant. As indicated earlier, the project was expected to have been implemented within  4 

years but had to be extended three times  thus prolonging the lifespan of the project by about  3 years.  

 

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

revision/amendment.  



 

 

 

 

The project had the following objectives:  (i) to establish a cooperative Legal and institutional Regional Framework for 

a unified airspace in the COMESA region; (ii) to prepare detailed analysis of strategic options for the provision of upper 

airspace navigation services using CNS/ATM; and (iii) to promote private sector participation in financing and operating 

regional air transport infrastructure and services. The project had the following outcomes: (i) a signed Multilateral 

Agreement amongst COMESA member states for a Unified Airspace by 2012; (ii) COMESA Airspace Regulatory 

Agency established and operational by October 2012; and (iii) a signed BOT Concession Agreement with private 

sponsors or alternatively signed loan agreements between member states and IFIs to build the regional CNS/ATM 

infrastructure and operate Unified Upper Space Control Center by September 20014.  

 

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.   

 

At appraisal, the project had the following outputs; (i) draft legal framework for a multilateral cooperative agreement 

for unified airspace management in COMESA Region; (ii) draft Institutional Framework for implementing, managing 

and regulating the Unified COMESA Airspace; (iii) technical Reports, Specifications and Cost Estimates for CNS/ATM. 

Cost Benefit Analysis for alternative options; (iv) advisory Services for Private Sector Participation (PPP/BOT). The 

beneficiaries included air travellers, air freight shippers, business community, airlines, airport agencies, ministries in 

charge of air transport.  

 

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

 

At appraisal, the project had five (5) components as follows:  

 

Component 1: Legal and Institutional Framework with the key activity of hiring consultancy services for Legal and 

Institutional Framework (UA 0.52 M).  

Component 2: Technical and Financial Feasibility with the key activity of hiring consultancy services for economic 

feasibility & technical design of CNS/ATM facilities (UA 1.03 M).  

Component 3: Transaction Advisory Services with the key activity of transaction advisory services for PSP (UA 1.37M)  

Component 4: Establishment of Regulatory Framework & Agency; with the key activity of providing iinstitutional 

support for initial set up and operation of COMESA Airspace Control Agency (UA 1.72 M).  

Component 5: Project Management, M&E, and Audit with the key activity of project implementation and management 

(UA 1.41 M).  

 

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 Sector Goal of the project is to provide safe, efficient air navigation services in a unified airspace to support trade, 

tourism and regional socio-economic integration in COMESA.  It specifically seeks to establish a cooperative legal and 

institutional regional framework for a unified airspace in the COMESA region, undertake detailed analysis of strategic 

options for the provision of upper airspace navigation services using CNS/ATM, and promote private sector participation 

in financing and operating regional air transport infrastructure and services.  

 



 

 

 

According to the appraisal report, the project is in line with the COMESA’s Medium-Term Strategic Plan 2007-2010 

(MTSP) adopted by COMESA Heads of States in 2006. Infrastructure development to support trade and investments is 

one of the five pillars of the MTSP. Within the Infrastructure pillar, the MTSP underscored the importance of developing 

transport and communication infrastructure and services to link its member countries. The PCR indicates that the 

Project’s objectives are aligned with COMESA’s Article 87(3g) of the Treaty which mandates all COMESA Member 

States to “consider ways to develop, maintain and co-ordinate in common, their navigational, communications and 

meteorological facilities for the provision of safe air navigation and the joint management of their air space. The project 

outcomes will contribute to the objective of the MTSP to improve air transport safety and liberalize cross-border air 

transport services in the region to support trade, tourism, and investments.  

 

The appraisal report indicates that, the establishment of a unified airspace and regional airspace management 

infrastructure system in the COMESA region is a unique regional integration undertaking. Unified airspace management 

eliminates duplication of facilities, and results in substantial capital investment savings and enhanced safety. By 

amalgamating the fragmented airspace into a single sky the management of the region’s airspace would become 

financially attractive to private sector sponsors for the provision of Air Traffic Services on a regional scale. Such 

undertaking however requires costly and time consuming upstream activities, processes and studies to establish the 

appropriate legal, regulatory, and institutional frameworks and build the necessary partnerships to make the project a 

reality. The COMESA member states have shown the commitment to remove the fragmentation of their airspace in order 

to rationalize its use for the benefits of all. The Project is a regional priority supported by COMESA, EAC and several 

of their member states. The project is also a priority under the NEPAD short-term action plan.  

 

The project is aligned with the Bank Group’s Transport Policy, Regional Integration Strategy, the Medium-Term 

Strategy 2008-2012 and its sectoral focus on infrastructure and particular emphasis on regional integration. The project 

is also aligned with the Bank’s Hi Five focus areas, in particular “Integrate Africa”, which were adopted during the 

implementation of the project. In line with its policy on promoting regional integration and consistent with the Strategic 

and Operational Framework for Regional Operations, the Bank has a unique opportunity to play a constructive role in 

forging a regional consensus for cooperative action to promote the COMESA Unified Airspace which will lead to the 

development of regional CNS/ATM infrastructure.  

 

The PCR gave a rating of Satisfactory (3) rating for the relevance of the project development objective. This evaluation 

upgrades this rating to Highly Satisfactory (4) because the objectives of the project meets the threshold of alignment 

with the strategies of the participating countries and the Bank. 
 

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 design considered all the aspects of the project including technical, financial and social. The design consists of three 

(5) project components which are found to be logically lined and supportive of each other. The logframe followed a clear 

logic from outputs to outcomes to impact, and supported by concrete assumptions and realistic risks.  Sound basis was 

provided for the selection of the technical solution adopted for the project. Key lessons from previous interventions of 

the Bank in multinational operations, and project involving regional entities were considered in the design of the project. 

Some of the lessons taken into account include: (i) providing a dedicated and appropriately staffed project 

implementation unit to ensure adequate implementation capacity to avoid protracted delays in project execution;  (ii) 

designing a strong regional project coordination steering committee with appropriate budgetary provisions to address 

poor or inappropriate regional coordination and lack of resources; and (iii) designing implementation arrangements to 

leverage the political leadership role entrusted to Rwanda by the COMESA head of states to spearhead the CNS/ATM 

initiative collaboration to reach consensus among RMCs. The quality at entry was good. During project identification, 



 

 

 

preparation and appraisal, the Bank project team undertook wide and in-depth consultation with relevant institutions 

including COMESA, National Civil Aviation Authorities of several member countries, airline companies, and donor 

agencies active in the sector. The risk analysis was satisfactory and the mitigation measured proffered are deemed 

adequate. The institutional arrangement as captured in the appraisal report is deemed by this review as generally 

adequate. The appraisal document made provision for the establishment of a dedicated project implementation unit, the 

COMESA CNS/ATM PIU that will provide day-to-day executive management of the project. The institutional 

arrangement as captured in the appraisal report is deemed as generally adequate.  However, M&E arrangements are 

assessed as inadequate.  The design failed to provide adequate details on monitoring and nothing mentioned about 

evaluation. The utilization of M&E information was also not addressed.  The PCR was silent on issues such as the 

adequacy of the risk assessment, and implementation arrangements, 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 review notes that, the relevance 

of the project throughout implementation did not change. The PCR rated the relevance of project design as satisfactory 

and this evaluation agrees with this rating. 

 
Lessons Learnt  

 

• Complexity in design of Multinational Projects of such magnitude and 19 countries involved - Multinational 

projects design should incorporate country specificities and ensure full understanding, consensus and ownership 

by Member States to ensure effective implementation. The project succeeded in achieving this and creating 

ownership through its Steering Committee implementation mechanism, which allowed countries to present their 

specific concerns and views. The example should be replicated in similarly complex projects.  The targets are 

AfDB, COMESA and Member States. Validated.  

• Sovereignty and security of Airspace - The targets are Sovereignty of airspace remains a major challenge in 

airspace management as countries are very sensitive on national security issues when it comes to entrusting the 

operations of their airspaces to foreigners at the implementation, involvement of Senior Military Officials in the 

project has helped to alleviate this challenge at the conception stage of the project. The targets are AfDB, 

COMESA and Member States. Not validated because this is supposed to be the case. 

• Private Sector Involvement in Airspace Management Implementation arrangements/PIU location - In cases where 

national security issues may be involved, Member States can be strongly opposed to the involvement of foreign 

private sector in the management of their airspace for national security reasons. Not validated. What is the 

lessons? 

• Private Sector Involvement in Airspace Management Implementation arrangements/PIU location - The location 

in Kigali is what helped push the project considering Rwanda’s strong commitment expressed in availing facilities, 

support from Chairman of Civil Aviation, etc. This location was agreed upon from day one, including by 

COMESA Countries themselves. However, significant challenges in the project coordination and monitoring by 

the COMESA Infrastructure Directorate were noticed. The colocation of the PIU and the grantee approach for 

such projects was not an issue rather the Comesa Secretariat (EA) performance due to limited time in focusing of 

project management. The nature of their staff mandate require more missions in member states countries. The 

targets are AfDB, COMESA and Member States and COMESA. Not validated because it requires more clarity. 

• Stakeholder Participation - Consistent participation by the same experts from Member States helped to improve 

project understanding, reduces delays in the project implementation and enhances cooperation among experts and 

together have a better understanding of the critical issues on the subject matter. The targets are AfDB, COMESA 

and Member States. Not validated because this is supposed to be the case. 

 

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 reports that 4 out of 5 outputs were fully achieved but this review notes that 2 outputs had not been achieved.  

. No progress was made for one of the outcomes.   

 

Output indicators (as 

specified in the RLF; add 

more rows as needed)  

End target (B) 

(expected value at 

project completion)  

Progress towards target (% realized) (A/B)  

Output 1: Draft Legal 

Framework for a 

Multilateral Cooperative 

Agreement for Unified 

Airspace Management in 

COMESA Region.  

Draft Multilateral 

Agreement and 

institutional 

framework for Unified 

Airspace Management 

adopted.  

The PCR indicates that this outcome is 90% achieved. 

The approval of the Multilateral agreement was delayed. 

The Draft Legal and Institutional Agreement developed for 

COMESA Seamless Upper Airspace was going through 

approval processes. Commencement of the project was 

delayed as it only started in the second half of 2014 after 
COMESA approval 

Output 2: Draft 

Institutional Framework for 

implementing, managing 

and regulating the Unified 

COMESA Airspace.  

Draft Institutional 

Framework for 

implementing, 

managing and 

regulating the Unified 

COMESA Airspace 

developed 

100% achieved.  Drafts of regulations completed. The 

safety, economic and performance regulations; Guidelines 

were prepared to create harmonization amongst Member 

States. These included: (i) Regulations establishing the 

COMESA Seamless Upper Airspace, (ii) Draft Agreement 

for the setting up of the COMESA Regulatory aviation 

Agency, (iii) Civil-Military Interface Framework and Model 

MoU for the establishment of National Civil/Military 

Committees, (3) Model Air Navigation Safety and Economic 

Regulations and Guidelines, and (iv) Framework for the 

Business and Strategic Plan of the Agency. The Structure and 

funding mechanism of the Multilateral Regulatory Agency to 

oversight the provision of air navigation services in the 

Upper Airspace of COMESA Member States was developed. 

Output 3: Technical 

Reports, Specifications and 

Cost Estimates for 

CNS/ATM. Cost Benefit 

Analysis for alternative 

options.  

 

Technical Reports, 

Specifications and Cost 

Estimates for 

CNS/ATM. validated 

by stakeholders.  

 

100%.  Technical report with cost estimates for CNS/ATM. 

validated by stakeholders. PPP Advisory Services 

completed. RFQ, RFP for BOT concession completed. All 

technical reports for CNS/ATM were developed and 

validated by stakeholders. The Study provided a cost 

estimate (total of Euro 1,593 million) and investment plan 

for the implementation of the project in a phased manner 

over 30 years. 
Output 4: Advisory Services 

for Private Sector 

Participation (PPP/BOT)  

PPP Advisory Services 

completed RFQ, RFP 

for BOT concession 

completed.  

PPP Advisory Services were not done because COMESA 

Member States were against the involvement of the private 

sector in the project. The study on Transaction Advisory 

Services was not undertaken. Member States originally were 

with it, but later changed, and this happened due to political 

changes in the region. 

Output 5: Audit Reports  Annual Audits 

carried out and 

reports prepared and 

submitted. 

100%. Audit Reports submitted yearly in line with 

compliance to conduct annual audits. All audits report 

approved by the Bank 

Source: PCR 



 

 

 

  

Outputs 2, 3 and 5 were fully achieved while the achievement of Output 1 (Draft Legal Framework for a Multilateral 

Cooperative Agreement for Unified Airspace Management in COMESA Region.) was reportedly 90% complete even 

though no evidence has been provided regarding the number of member States that have signed the Agreement.  Output 

4 (Advisory Services for Private Sector Participation) was dropped done because COMESA Member States were against 

the involvement of the private sector in the project.  The PCR rates effectiveness in delivering outputs as Satisfactory 

(3) which this review confirms. 
 

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.  

 

Outcome indicators (as 

per RLF 

End target (expected 

value at project 

completion)  

Progress towards target 

Outcome 1: COMESA 

Unified Airspace 

Agreement  

signed by several member 

countries  

Unified Airspace 

Agreement signed by  

Member countries by 

Oct. 2012.  

 

As at the time of preparing the PCR, the agreement had not 

been signed. Member States were against the establishment 

of a COMESA Unified Airspace opting for a Seamless Upper 

Airspace instead as the first step towards unification.  

Outcome 2: COMESA  

Airspace Control Company 

and Regulatory Agency are 

established.  

COMESA Airspace 

Regulatory Agency 

operational.  

Put on hold due to a Member State’s concerns during the 

Council of Ministers – requesting for some adjustments. The 

draft agreement establishing the Agency and accompanying 

Regulations were prepared and due for review by the DG 

CAA in October 2019 after integration of comments from 

Egypt. It will then go through the signing and subsequent 

ratification process by Member States.  

Outcome 3:  

Financial Close and 

Concession Agreement for 

building and operation of 

regional CNS/ATM and 

Unified Upper Space 

Control Center  

Financial Close and/or 

Concession Agreement 

signed by 09/14.  

No progress made due to the fact that the unification of the 

airspace and private sector participation in the project were 

rejected by Member States. Consequently, no resource 

mobilization efforts were initiated. However the Technical 

and Financial feasibility study estimated the investment 

required for the implementation of Phase 1 of the Seamless 

Airspace (approx. 310 M €) over the ten year period. 

Source: PCR 

 
As the table above indicates, none of the three outcomes had been achieved. In terms of Outcome 1 (COMESA Unified 

Airspace Agreement), the PCR reports that this outcome was 90% achieved. This review is unable to confirm this level 

of progress since no evidence has been provided to show how many Member States have signed the Agreement.  The 

PCR noted that reasonable progress (estimated at 70% by the PCR) had been made in achieving Outcome 2 (Airspace 

Control Company and Regulatory Agency are established). The draft Agreements establishing the Agency and 

accompanying Regulations were prepared and were due for review by the DG CAA in October 2019 after integration of 

comments from Egypt. The PCR also indicated that no progress had been made towards the achievement of Outcome 3 

(Financial Close and Concession Agreement for building and operation of regional CNS/ATM and Unified Upper Space 

Control Center) because Member States rejected the unification of the airspace and private sector participation in the 

project. The PCR gave a rating of Satisfactory (3) which is endorsed by this review.  

 



 

 

 

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).   

 

The project sector goal was to provide safe and efficient air navigation services in a unified airspace to support trade, 

tourism and regional socio-economic integration in COMESA. The project had the following specifics objectives: (i) 

Establish a Cooperative Legal and Institutional Regional Framework for a unified airspace in the COMESA region; (ii) 

Prepare detailed analysis of strategic options for the provision of upper airspace navigation services using CNS/ATM; 

and (iii) Promote private sector participation in financing and operating regional air transport infrastructure and services. 

From the assessment of the outcomes and outputs, it is clear that the progress towards achieving the overall project 

development goal is still substantial. The effectiveness in delivering outputs is rated by this review as Satisfactory (3) 

due to the fact that three outputs had been achieved and Output 1 is far advanced in terms of its achievement. The 

effectiveness in realizing outcomes is rated by this review as Unsatisfactory (2) because no Outcome has been reported 

by the PCR as fully achieved and Outcome 3 which required the Financial Close and/or Concession Agreement signed 

by 09/14 was dropped because Member States were against the involvement of the private sector in the project.  Since 

the Outcome rating is Unsatisfactory and the Output rating is Satisfactory, this review rates the project development 

outcome as Unsatisfactory (2).  

 
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. 

 

According to the appraisal report, the expected beneficiaries were PCR, Airlines, Airport Agencies, and Ministries in 

charge of Air Transport. Planned is Air Travelers, Air Freight Shippers, Business community, Airlines, Airport 

Agencies, and Ministries in charge of Air Transport.  The PCR indicates that progress towards reaching these 

beneficiaries was 50%. It indicates that a total of 139 people including women from 17 countries were trained under the 

project. The training was in the following fields : Communications, Navigation, and Surveillance /Air Traffic 

Management (CNS/ATM - 51), COSECNA and Agency for the Security of Aerial Navigation in Africa and Madagascar 

(ASECNA) Case Studies (15); Tour of EUROCONTROL and Maastricht Upper Airspace Control Centre (15); Cost 

Benefit Analysis (CBA) (15) Flexible Use of Airspace (FUA) (14); Safety Management Systems (SMS) (29). Women 

constituted 8% of the total number of people trained under the project.  

 

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 PCR reported that there were no unidentified outcomes. This evaluation believes that, the reluctance of 

Member Countries to support the implementation of activities leading to the realization of Output 4 (Advisory 

Services for Private Sector Participation (PPP/BOT), achievement was an unanticipated outcome and it had a 

negative impact in the achievement of the overall objective of the project. 

• The PCR in discussing lessons learnt indicated that some outputs delivered by the project were not in accordance 

with the project design due to Member States interests. For instance the project ended up delivering on the 

COMESA Seamless Upper Airspace as opposed to COMESA Unified Airspace envisaged in the design. This 

should be considered as an unanticipated outcome. 

 

Lessons learnt on Effectiveness 

 

• Output delivery - Some outputs were not according to project design due to Member States interests. For instance 

the project ended up delivering on the COMESA Seamless Upper Airspace as opposed to COMESA Unified 



 

 

 

Airspace envisaged in the design. Member States also opposed involvement of the private sector in the project 

which rendered the study on Transaction Advisory Services irrelevant. The targets are AfDB/COMESA. What is 

the lesson learnt? 

• Readiness for execution - Political changes can have an impact on such regional high level project.  For 

multinational projects that encompass a large number of countries, the risk of changes to the project design is 

high. Accordingly project components and outcomes that should be kept at a manageable risk level, e.g. producing 

reports, NOT producing report and establishing Agency, for example. Ensuring quality at entry and during 

implementation through proper planning and focused execution will eliminate unnecessary delays to the project. 

The targets is COMESA. Ensuring quality at entry is an integral part of the Bank’s project design. So, this is 

not a new lesson.  

• Staffing. Competences of PIU staff have a bearing on the implementation success of the project -  Shortage in the 

specialized types of skills affected the quality of PIU staff who were hired (leading the Bank, based on COMESA’s 

own assessment, not to concur with the renewal of the contract of the Project Coordinator). Ensuring timely 

recruitment of skilled and knowledgeable staff helps in executing the project efficiently. The targets are COMESA 

and Member States. This is not a new lesson. Quality and capacity feature prominently in making the 

implementation arrangements effective.  

• Consultation and Participatory Approach. Involvement of all concerned Member States at every stage of the 

project contributed positively towards advancement of project objectives - Extensive consultation and 

involvement of all concerned Member States in the execution of the project assisted in securing stakeholder buy-

in and avoiding pitfalls of related past studies. However, Member States interests may in some cases militate 

against effectiveness as they may override decisions of implementers. The targets are AfDB and COMESA. The 

call for participation of potential beneficiaries in development…be it in developing policies or projects has been 

around for some time so this is not new.  
 

 

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.  

 

Originally, the project was estimated to take about 60 months (5 years) but extended to 7.17 years. The PCR notes that 

even though the project grant agreement was signed in February 2011, effectiveness of first disbursement took place by 

August 2011. The recruitment of the full staff compliment of the PIU was completed in August 2014 although the Project 

Manager was recruited in May 2013.  The procurement process for consultants to carry out the studies was finalized in 

2015. The ratio of planned implementation time is 0.70 and corresponds to a rating of 1 (Unsatisfactory) since it is <0.75.  

The PCR gave a rating of 2 which in the view of this evaluation is inaccurate. This evaluation therefore gives a rating of 

1 (Unsatisfactory) 

 

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). 

 

This evaluation notes that the Median % physical implementation of RLF outputs financed by all financiers was 100% 

and the Commitment rate (%) was 95% which gives of ratio of the median percentage physical implementation of the 

project outputs and commitment rate of 1.05 which corresponds to a rating of Highly Satisfactory (4) implying that the 

project delivered more outputs than expected within the available budget. The Bank’s resources were used efficiently as 

they were spent on activities as indicated by the appraisal. At the closing date, ADF disbursement stood at 69.42% 

against the project budget of UA5.75million. The PCR gave a rating of Satisfactory (3) which this evaluation disagrees 

with. The disagreement is based on the fact that, in this case, the ratio is misleading telling the actual story since the 



 

 

 

utilization of the funds did not lead to the achievement of all the project outputs and outcomes. As stated in earlier 

sections, the achievement of the project development objective is rated as Unsatisfactory (2). This review therefore 

downgrades the rating to Unsatisfactory (2).   
 

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.  

 

According to the PCR, this was not applicable for this project.  
 

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). 

 
None of the three Outcomes was fully achieved and only three out of the five Outputs were fully achieved (refer to 3c 

and 3b). More importantly, Outcome 1 and Output 1 which are very critical for the achievement of the of the project 

development outcome were yet to be fully achieved. Compliance to project covenants and applicable Bank policies was 

assessed as satisfactory.  The Borrower complied with all loan covenants, and adherence and compliance with Grant 

agreements and clauses are assessed as satisfactory. The PCR indicated that project systems and procedures 

(procurement and financial management) strictly followed Bank rules set at the appraisal. The Executing Agency 

achieved acceptable performance in the overall coordination of the project. Annual audits covering the project’s financial 

and technical aspects for the period between project start and completion were prepared and submitted to the Bank as 

required. On the flip side, for most activities, schedules were not adhered to. The timelines for the setting up of including 

appointment of the PIU staff and equipping the PIU offices were also not adhered to, shortcomings that affected overall 

project progress. The project also had to be extended three times due to late start after technical launching.  At the closing 

date, disbursement stood at 69.42% against the project budget of UA5.75 million. The review assessed the M&E aspects 

of the design as inadequate. The design only provided scantly details on monitoring and nothing mentioned about 

evaluation. The M&E framework is not clear regarding how the processes towards achieving outcomes and outputs were 

going to be monitored.   This is considered very critical for the successful implementation of the project. The utilization 

of M&E information was also not adequately addressed.  

 

Key implementation challenges identified include: (i) locating the PIU away from COMESA Secretariat partly 

contributed to coordination challenges; (ii) short term extensions of the project Grant Disbursement period made it 

difficult to recruit a replacement for the Project Manager resulting in the Legal Expert (whose expertise was mainly of 

a legal nature) acting for an extended time from September 2017 to 30 June 2019; and (iii) changes in original project 

perspectives such as rejection of the involvement of the private sector in the project by the Member States thus affecting 

the timely completion of project implementation; (iv) delay in getting the Draft Multilateral Agreement and institutional 

framework for Unified Airspace Management adopted by Member States;   (v) weakness of the COMESA Secretariat 

leading to the project only able to utilize most of the funds (only 69.42% of  the funds were utilized) at project closing 

date. The appointment of some of the PIU staff and setting up of the PIU, and equipping the offices was not done on 

time and affected overall project progress; (vi) delay in commencement of the project since project was approved on 

15/9/2010 but signed on 04.11.2013 after entry into force on: 5/8/2011; (vii) for most activities, schedules were not 

adhered to. and (vii) extension of the project three times and closing date revised from 30/06/2016 to 30/06/2019; (vi) 

and the weakness of M&E and utilization of M&E information. This review downgrades the Satisfactory (3) rating given 

by the PCR to Unsatisfactory (2). 



 

 

 

 

Lessons on Efficiency 

 

• Delays in Project start which resulted in the project being extended. In developing project plans, adequate time is 

required for mobilising for such complex projects (multinational with 19 countries by then was accounted for in 

the project plan-- even much more, now Somalia and Tunisia joined the REC when project is completed). The 

Steering Committee should be involved at the beginning of the project. The targets are the Bank and Beneficiary. 

Validated. 

• Delays in Project start which resulted in the project being extended. Procurement processes delayed project 

completion. There is need to strictly adhere to project milestones and timings as per project design. Not validated. 

This sounds like a recommendation.  

• Joint hosting of workshops and meetings - Careful planning and coordination resulted in joint hosting of 

workshops and meetings for the three completed studies which had a positive impact on costs. Cost savings 

resulted from these arrangements as the consulting firms were sharing ticket costs, per diem and conference 

package as opposed to standalone workshops and meetings for each study. Savings made from each of the three 

contracts were used to support training in Safety Management Systems, Flexible Use of Airspace (Civil-Military 

Cooperation) and Cost Benefit Analysis for ANSPs, COMESA and ADB. Validated. 

• Project Management - Weak follow-up by the PIU staff; inability to properly hold responsibilities by the PIU in 

delivering their mandate, led COMESA’s management occasionally to take responsibilities for the activities that 

were meant to be handled by the PIU unit. COMESA Secretariat had strong positions in trying to rectify 

performance of PIU staff, but its efforts was not consistent. This sounds more like a challenge than a lesson.  

• Project Management - The Project Manager or PIU being in Kigali while Executing Agency in Lusaka resulted 

into challenges in implementation and coordination above mentioned. The first coordination was not performing 

and after assessment, the Bank team recommended of contract termination. The acting coordinator was also 

poorly evaluated in terms of performance. The target is the implementing agency. This sounds more like a 

challenge than a lesson. 

• Comesa Secretariat counterpart contribution - COMESA’s contributions designed to be originally and have 

actually not disbursed 0%. Budgeting the counterpart funding for should be part a conditions for first 

disbursement. The Bank and Comesa Secretariat. Does not appear realistic. 
 
 

SUSTAINABILITY 
 

l. Financial sustainability: 
Provide an assessment of the extent to which funding mechanisms and modalities (e.g. 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 notes that more resources will be required beyond the current project phase to finalize the draft agreement 

establishing the Regulatory Agency and its operationalization. Moving forward, it will be important for the project to 

figure out options for generate the required additional resources including  pursuing a partnership with the Bank to 

continue with new initiatives in line with the same objective since COMESA members had rejected private sector 

participation. The PCR reveals that, there is a new programme under development: Support to Air Transport Sector 

Development (SATSD) in the Eastern Africa, Southern Africa and Indian Ocean region (EA-SA-IO), CRIS number: 

FED/2019/039-999 financed under European Development Fund. The programme will support activities aiming at 

facilitating the provision of all-in-one operations in EA-SA-IO region to improve air navigation efficiency in a liberalized 

and integrated air transport market. This new project was designed with one of its three objectives being to ensure 

continuation of the current AfDB funded project. The PCR indicates that is there synergy between the two programs’ 

activities and objectives. The PCR rates the financial sustainability of the project as Unsatisfactory giving a rating of 2. 

This evaluation agrees with this evaluation. 



 

 

 

 

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 PCR notes that the project set up a PIU to coordinate the project even though it was not done on time. It also 

indicated that a steering committee was formed to provide policy oversight which this evaluation commends. However, 

the project did not pursue the participation of the private sector which was envisaged at design. Additionally, the project 

did not provide details to show how the PIU was strengthened and how its capacity was built. Additionally, this 

evaluation was not privy to information suggesting how this institutional arrangement will be sustained over time. This 

evaluation notes that validation workshops involving all Member States were organized. However, the PCR did not 

elaborate on how the project guaranteed institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities. This evaluation 

downgrades this rating to 2. 

 

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 e 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 noted that the design of the project benefitted from extensive consultation with key stakeholders such as 

COMESA, National Civil Aviation Authorities of several member countries, and airline companies. Bank staff also 

participated in several meetings of the COMESA CNS/ATM working group. Further consultations were also conducted 

with donor agencies active in the sector including the World Bank, the European Union, JICA, and USAID. International 

Civil Aviation organizations particularly ICAO, ASECNA, and EUROCONTROL were also consulted. The Project was 

guided by the Member States through the Steering Committee comprising of seven countries and the validation 

workshops involving all Member States. However, this evaluation is of the opinion that the PCR failed to provide 

adequate details on how the Ownership and sustainability of partnerships are guaranteed. The PCR gave a rating of 3 

which this review is unable to conform on the basis of the aforementioned observation. This review gives a rating of 

Unsatisfactory (2). 

 
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 PCR indicates that Environmental and social sustainability are not applicable but proceeded to rate this aspect as 

Highly Satisfactory (4 out of 4). This evaluation will not assess this aspect.  
 

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.    

 

According to the Borrower, the Bank’s participation in the design of the project was satisfactory. The Bank participated 

in consultations and meetings during the design of the project.  The Bank ensured that key lessons from previous 



 

 

 

interventions of the Bank in multinational operations, and project involving regional entities were taken on board, and 

the technical solution selected on sound basis. The participation of the Bank ensured that the logframe was not only 

comprehensive but provided a good basis for assessing performance of the project in terms of achieving the project 

development objectives. The outcomes and outputs including their activities were adequate and effectively linked.  The 

design had an effective implementation arrangement including the establishment of a steering committee to provide 

policy oversight to the implementation of the project. The review assessed the M&E aspects of the design as inadequate. 

The design only provided scantly details on monitoring and nothing mentioned about evaluation. The M&E framework 

is not clear regarding how the processes towards achieving outcomes and outputs were going to be monitored.   This is 

considered critical for the successful implementation of the project. The framework for utilization of M&E information 

was also not detailed enough to facilitate the effective use of M&E information. The risk analysis was satisfactory in 

that two critical risks were identified and the appropriate mitigation measures proffered.  

 

The Borrower indicated that the Bank’s Task Team managed the day to day issues of the project in consultation with the 

COMESA PIU. The Borrower indicated that, as part of its supervisory role, the Bank undertook regular missions, 

meetings and guidance helped a lot to reach the project purpose. The Bank disbursed funds as per project design. The 

Bank participated in some Technical Committee meetings, and conducted scheduled supervisory missions to follow-up 

on project implementation issues including Borrower’s compliance with covenants, jointly with the Borrower ̀ identified 

implementation challenges and emerging issues. According to the Bank, it carried out annual supervision missions that 

helped in ensuring that the project remained relevant to both the Bank’s and the COMESA strategies. An example is 

whereby the Bank agreed to a request for extension of the project implementation three times. The Borrower found these 

missions and meetings to be helpful in resolving issues, including authorization of pre-financing to ensure a continuous 

flow of activities, single external audit firm for the project, and use of COMESA systems for the auditing report for the 

purpose of value for money. This review is however not privy to the reports on the said missions and meetings and 

therefore unable to adequately assess quality and usefulness of such interventions.  

 

The Bank’s assessment of itself corroborated the outcomes of the assessment by the Borrower. The Bank indicated that 

it provided guidance to the project especially in ensuring that the project is implemented in line with Bank rules as per 

the Grant agreement. It stated that it disbursed funds as per project design. Neither the Borrower nor the Bank provided 

information on the timeliness of the Bank on responding to requests. The project had to be extended three times because 

of prolonged delay in getting the project effectively started. The PCR gave a rating of 3 (Satisfactory) and this review 

confirms the rating. 

 

Lessons Learnt on the Bank’s Performance 

 

• To develop a stronger and more structured system for managing regional projects, the Bank should develop a 

stronger and more-structured system for managing regional projects that are low in value of lending/ grant, but 

high in impact and require extensive resources. Efficient use of decentralized staff and Countries offices will go 

a long way in addressing this. Validated. 
 

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 Bank indicated that the Member States showed commitment in the preparation of the designs. They ensured that the 

required consultations and meetings were held and their outcomes considered in the design of the project. According to 

the Bank, the COMESA Secretariat provided satisfactory oversight and also contributed resources to ensure continuation 

of activities even though the Secretariat’s weakness was also identified as a contributor to the challenges the project 

experienced.  The Bank indicated that the Borrower complied with all covenants particularly the conduct of external 

audits. There were no reported delays in payment of the Borrower’s portion. The Borrower was noted to have complied 

with all the Bank’s guidance and comments on all procurement documentation as well on project and contract 

management issues including management of  contracts of the PIU staff. The Borrower was responsive to the Bank’s 



 

 

 

supervision findings and recommendations.   However, the Bank assessed the performance of the Borrower on measures 

taken to establish financial sustainability, institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities, ownership and 

sustainability of partnerships as unsatisfactory.  

 

The Borrower confirmed the  assessments of the Bank but highlighted some challenges including (i) locating the PIU 

away from COMESA Secretariat partly contributed to coordination challenges; (ii) short term extensions of the project 

Grant Disbursement period made it difficult to recruit a replacement for the Project Manager resulting in the Legal 

Expert (whose expertise was mainly of a legal nature) acting for an extended time from September 2017 to 30 June 2019; 

and (iii) changes in original project perspectives such as rejection of the involvement of the private sector in the project 

by the Member States thus affecting the timely completion of project implementation. The PCR rating of the performance 

of the Borrower as Unsatisfactory (2) is confirmed by this review on the basis of the challenges already identified above 

and others as follows (i) delay in getting the Draft Multilateral Agreement and institutional framework for Unified 

Airspace Management adopted by Member States;   (ii) weakness of the COMESA Secretariat leading to the project 

only able to utilize a significant proportion of the funds (only 69.42% of  the funds were utilized) at project closing date. 

The appointment of some of the PIU staff, setting up of the PIU, and equipping the offices was not done on time and 

affected overall project progress; (vi) delay in commencement of the project since project was approved on 15/9/10 but 

signed on 04/11/13 after entry into force on: 5/8/11; (vii) for most activities, schedules were not adhered to; (iii) delay 

in commencement of the project since project was approved on 15/9/2010 but signed on 04/11/13 after entry into force 

on: 5/8/11; and (iv) extension of the project three times and closing date revised from 30/06/16 to 30/06/19; (v) and the 

weakness of M&E and utilization of M&E information. The PCR gave a rating of 2 and this evaluation agrees with this 

rating. 

  

Lessons Learnt on the Borrower’s Performance 

 

• Variation between planned project approach and the actual approach at implementation. It is important that these 

kinds of variations are spelt out clearly at supervision so that all the necessary adjustments could be made 

especially to the project scope. Even though this evaluation will validate this lesson but it would have been more 

justified if the impact this had on the project was elaborated. 

• Use of performance contracts and assessing performance more frequently. The use of a consulting firm to 

supervise the project may have led to better results than the use of the individual consultants to staff the PIU. It 

would have provided more accountability, and would have availed better qualified PIU staff. Even though this 

evaluation will validate this lesson but it would have been more justified if the impact this had on the project 

was elaborated. 
 

 

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 review found it difficult to assess the performance of other stakeholders since the PCR failed to provide details on 

the categories of other stakeholders who participated in the project and what they exactly did. The review notes that 

stakeholders including the National Civil Aviation Authorities of several member countries, and airline companies were 

consulted during project design and their contributions were factored into the design. The PCR assesses the performance 

of the Council of Ministers (superior policy organ in the REC) as unsatisfactory due to delay in getting the Draft 

Multilateral Agreement and institutional framework for Unified Airspace Management adopted. The ICAO’s regional 

office in Nairobi was assessed by the PCR to have played its advisory role satisfactorily. Some studies including technical 

and financial feasibility study, specifications and cost estimates for CNS/ATM study, were successfully undertaken. The 

study on transaction advisory services was not undertaken because of the rejection of the participation of the private 

sector in the project. The safety, economic and performance regulations and guidelines were successfully prepared. The 

Structure and funding mechanism of the Multilateral Regulatory Agency to oversight the provision of air navigation 



 

 

 

services in the Upper Airspace of COMESA Member States was developed. The PCR gave a rating of Unsatisfactory 

(2) which is confirmed by this evaluation. 

 

Lessons Learnt on the Performance of other Stakeholders 

 

• For such complex and innovative projects, include a programme focused short-term capacity building activities 

to bring the participating decision-makers up to a minimum level of appreciating and understanding the topics 

addressed. For projects with such technical studies, there should be detailed discussions with the concerned 

countries (not only with COMESA) to understand the capacities of these countries in dealing (understanding and 

analyzing) with the subjects covered. In cases of deficiencies the programme should include focused short-term 

capacity building activities to bring the participating decision-makers up to a minimum level of appreciating and 

understand the topics addressed. Also the use of secondees of the Member countries should be detailed at the 

appraisal stage and not be left for the decision of the PIU/ COMESA Secretariat during implementation. Bank and 

Beneficiaries. Validated. 

 

 

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 review agreed with the Highly Satisfactory (4) rating given to the relevance of the development objective on the 

basis that, the project is in line with the COMESA’s Medium Term Strategic Plan 2007-2010 (MTSP) as well as the 

Bank Group’s Medium term Strategy 2008-2012. Even though the relevance of the project throughout implementation 

did not change, this review downgraded the Highly Satisfactory (4) rating given to relevance of the design by the PCR 

to the Satisfactory (3) due mainly to the weakness of the M&E system and utilization of M&E information. 

Consequently, the Highly Satisfactory (4) rating given to the overall dimension of relevance by the PCR was downgraded 

by this review to Satisfactory (3.5).  

 

In terms of effectiveness, three out of the five outputs (Outputs 2, 3 and 5) were fully achieved while the achievement 

of Output 1 (Draft Legal Framework for a Multilateral Cooperative Agreement for Unified Airspace Management in 

COMESA Region.) was reportedly 90% complete. Output 4 (Advisory Services for Private Sector Participation) was 

dropped because COMESA Member States were against the involvement of the private sector in the project.  The PCR 

rates effectiveness in delivering outputs as Satisfactory (3) which this review confirmed. None of the three outcomes 

were fully achieved. Outcome 1 (COMESA Unified Airspace Agreement), which was assessed by the PCR as 90% 

complete. Reasonable progress  (70%) had been made in achieving Outcome 2 (Airspace Control Company and 

Regulatory Agency are established) while Outcome 3 (Financial Close and Concession Agreement for building and 

operation of regional CNS/ATM and Unified Upper Space Control Center) was dropped because Member States rejected 

the unification of the airspace and private sector participation in the project. On the basis of the above, the PCR rating 

of Satisfactory (3) for progress towards achieving outcomes which was downgraded to Unsatisfactory (2) by this review. 

With the outputs rating confirmed as Satisfactory (3) and the outcome rating downgraded from Satisfactory (3) to 

Unsatisfactory (2), the development outcome rating was downgraded to Unsatisfactory (2) by this review. 

 

With respect to the Efficiency dimension, the PCR rating of Unsatisfactory (2) for timeliness of the project was 

downgraded to very Unsatisfactory (1) because timeliness ratio of 0.70 corresponds to a rating of 1. Resource use 

efficiency was Highly Satisfactory (4) with a ratio of 1.05 implying that the project delivered more outputs than expected 

within the available budget. This rating was downgraded to Unsatisfactory by this review because over 30% of the funds 

were cancelled as at close of projects while the outputs and outcomes were not fully achieved. The PCR gave an overall 



 

 

 

IP rating of Satisfactory (3) for the project which was downgraded to Satisfactory (3) due mainly to the weakness of 

M&E framework and its utilization, and the extension of the project three times. The Efficiency dimension was rated as 

Highly Satisfactory (3.67) by the PCR which was downgraded by this review to 1.67.   

 

In terms of sustainability, the project performance was not satisfactory since all the relevant components of sustainability 

(financial sustainability, Institutional sustainability and ownership and sustainability of partnerships) were downgraded 

by this review from PCR rating of Satisfactory (3) to Unsatisfactory (2). The review noted that more resources will be 

required beyond the current project phase to finalize the draft Agreement establishing the Regulatory Agency and its 

operationalization since COMESA members had rejected private sector participation. In concluding, this review 

disagreed with the PCR’s overall assessment of the performance of the project as Satisfactory with a score of 2.92. Thus, 

this review gave an overall rating of 2.29 (Unsatisfactory). The overall PCR quality is rated as fair (2.44). 

  

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. 

 

Information on monitoring and evaluation available to this evaluation was scanty to ensure an adequate 

assessment of project M&E. This evaluation notes that the Result Based Logical Framework in the appraisal 

report provides the results chain outlining baseline values, indicators with gender disaggregation, targets, 

means of verification, and key assumptions. It is fair state that the information in the logframe provide a good 

basis for developing a monitoring and evaluation system structured around indicators, which are the measures 

and benchmarks of performance of the input, output and outcome including impact against which progress 

shall be monitored. The Bank is reported to have undertaken missions but details (frequency, composition, 

focus, engagements, observations and recommendations) of these missions have not been made available to 

this review. However, the Borrower indicated that the missions were helpful resolving challenges.  This review 

notes that the M&E framework only focused on monitoring and did not sufficiently address the institutional 

requirements for M&E and the process. The M&E details provided in the appraisal report focus on timeframes 

for quarterly deliverables and a scanty description of the Monitoring process/feedback loop.  This review 

expected that a   continuous process of keeping track of progress of implementation of the project in relation 

to planned inputs, activities and results, as well as the use of allocated resources would have been described in 

the appraisal report. This review could not ascertain that a set of technical tools and institutional mechanisms 

would have been set up to ensure the timely production of key monitoring outputs to satisfy priority needs in 

terms of accountability, support to decision-making, and policy dialogue due to absence of evidence. For a 

project of this nature, it is important to have in place a system that will provide evidence-based information 

that is credible, reliable and useful, enabling the timely incorporation of findings, recommendations and 

lessons into the decision-making processes of the implementing agencies. This will provide a strong basis for 

the appraisal of the relevance, efficiency, effectiveness of, as well as the impacts and sustainability generated 

by the project. This review notes that no distinct M&E reports were available to this review and the extent to 

which M&E information was utilized was also not clearly detailed out in the PCR.   
 

 

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 Increase due diligence in hiring a strong Project Manager of such 

complex and magnitude project involving many countries. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

This is not a lesson. 

 

 

Original This required the use of Economic Sector Works (ESWs) in 

informing the design of similar projects. It will help for a 

sensitization  of a group of Like-minded States may fast track the 

process and establish a sub-regional area control center for the 

upper airspace in line with the concept of variable geometry as 

provided for in the COMESA Treaty. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

Not a lesson. In addition, it is not clear. For example, the concept of variable geometry does not help to 

understand the message.    

 

 

Original Decision making takes time due to national interests preceding 

regional interests and inclusion of the political dimension. These 

will need to be addressed upfront, otherwise they will  delay 

projects. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 

  

 

 

 

New lesson Complexity in design of Multinational Projects of such magnitude and 19 countries involved - Multinational 

projects design should incorporate country specificities and ensure full understanding, consensus and ownership 

by Member States to ensure effective implementation. 

Reviewer 

comment 

The project succeeded in achieving this and creating ownership through its Steering Committee implementation 

mechanism, which allowed countries to present their specific concerns and views. The example should be 

replicated in similarly complex projects.   

 

 

New lesson Readiness for execution - Political changes can have an impact on such regional high level project.  For 

multinational projects that encompass a large number of countries, the risk of changes to the project design is high. 

Ensuring quality at entry and during implementation through proper planning and focused execution will eliminate 

unnecessary delays to the project.  

 

Reviewer 

comment 

 



 

 

 

 

 

New lesson Careful planning and coordination resulted in joint hosting of workshops and meetings for the three completed 

studies which had a positive impact on costs. Cost savings resulted from these arrangements as the consulting 

firms were sharing ticket costs, per diem and conference package as opposed to standalone workshops and 

meetings for each study. 

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 In conjunction with other specialized organizations, ensure that that 

skills gap in member States relating to current and future 

technology which will necessitate training various aspects of 

Aviation. And enough budget to be provided for such component. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Bank and Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 

  

 

 

Original This project presents a good example of a regional project that only 

institutions like AfDB and COMESA can cooperate to deliver. The 

two institutions played an important role utilizing their comparative 

advantage of being regional entities to bring this project to 

realization. While the outcomes were not fully achieved, the 

experience should be replicated, taking into considerations the 

lessons learnt, to yield better results and higher impact for regional 

integration. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Bank and Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 

The project had so many challenges which will support the above assertion.   

 

 

 

New 

recommendation 

The Bank should develop a stronger and more-structured  system for managing regional projects that are low in 

value of lending/ grant, but high in impact and require extensive resources. Efficient use of decentralized staff and 

Countries offices will go a long way in addressing this. 

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 PCR overall quality is rated 2.44 (fair) based on the scoring of the 9 criteria as captured in Annex 1. Overall, 

the PCR quality is considered unsatisfactory. Even though most sections of the PCR were completed, some of the 

conclusions reached were not based on sound analysis. The PCR is generally not objective and fair in carrying out 

its assessments. In some cases, scores have been awarded where they should not. Some of the scores do not reflect 

the descriptions. There were several inconsistencies. Scores given in the body of the PCR contradict scores entered 

in the overall PCR rating form. The project’s adherence to environmental and fiduciary issues was not assessed by 

the PCR as it was regarded as not applicable, yet a rating of Highly Satisfactory was awarded by the PCR. Data 

collection and analysis were deemed to be generally satisfactory. No progress report or any other valuable document 

reviewed were annexed.  Generally, the lessons learnt were more of recommendations while some of the 

recommendations were not properly articulated.   

 

There are observations that this evaluation would like to outline for the improvement of both the PCR and the 

PCREN.  

 

• There are variations between the PCR and the PCREN Tables. While in the PCR rating table there is only 

one row (Development Objective), the PCREN rating table has three rows (Delivery of outputs, Realization 

of outcomes and Development Objective (DO). Also, in the PCR rating table, implementation progress is 

captured under EFFICIENCY while this aspect is dealt with under SUSTAINABILITY in the PCREN rating 

table. These variations can affect the comparisons of the main categories between the two sets of evaluation. 

For example, if the harmonization of the two tables is attempted, the averages will be affected. Another 

observed variation is that the rating table for the PCR had two rows, (i) the average of the dimension rating; 

and (ii) the overall project completion ratings. In the case of the PCREN table, only the overall project 

completion ratings is provided for. Probably, for the purposes of compatibility and consistency, consideration 

could be given to including the average of the dimension rating row.  

• Limitation of resource materials (documentations) for the evaluation. This affected the reviewer to effectively 

carry out triangulation, verification of facts from source materials and deepen understanding and appreciation 

of events leading to closure of project.  

• No annexes to provide a basis for the desk review that was undertaken in conducting the PCR.  It is the 

expectation that one of the methods that would have been embarked on in the preparation of the PCR was an 

extensive review of relevant documents. It would have been proper and a step in the right direction if these 

documents were made available to this evaluation. 

• It appears as if no mid-term review was undertaken since no information on that was provided in the PCR 

and no documentation on the conduct of a PCR was provided to this evaluation. 

• It is the expectation that regular project quarterly reviews are undertaken as part of the implementation 

monitoring support to the project. This evaluation had no evidence to show that these missions were carried 

out regularly since on two IP reports were provided.  

• Reliance mostly on information provided in the PCR to carry out this evaluation – the problem is conclusions 

reached by this evaluation will in most cases be based on information provided in the PCR. Indeed, evaluators 

and reviewers should be provided with not only the Appraisal report and the PCR but as much as possible, 



 

 

 

BTORs for supervision missions, MTR (if available), and IPRs, especially those prepared close to the 

preparation of the PCR. Otherwise, as argued here, the evaluation based on the PCR only will make the search 

for evidence and validation challenging. 

• The crafting of the lessons learnt needs to be improved.  Lessons learnt are generalizations based on 

evaluation experiences with projects, programs or policies that abstract from specific circumstances to 

broader situations. There may be need for in-house discussion on this for improvement of future PCRs.  
 

 

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 3 3.5 The PCR rated this dimension as Satisfactory while this 

evaluation rates it as Highly Satisfactory. 

Relevance of project 

development objective 

3 4 According to the appraisal report, the project is in line with 

the COMESA’s Medium-Term Strategic Plan 2007-2010 

(MTSP) adopted by COMESA Heads of States in 2006. 

Infrastructure development to support trade and investments 

is one of the five pillars of the MTSP.  The PCR indicates 

that the Project’s objectives are aligned with COMESA’s 

Article 87(3g) of the Treaty. The project outcomes will 

contribute to the objective of the MTSP to improve air 

transport safety and liberalize cross-border air transport 

services in the region to support trade, tourism, and 

investments.  The project is also a priority under the NEPAD 

short-term action plan. The project is aligned with the Bank 

Group’s Transport Policy, Regional Integration Strategy, the 

Medium-Term Strategy 2008-2012 and its sectoral focus on 

infrastructure and particular emphasis on regional 

integration. The project is also aligned with the Bank’s Hi 

Five focus areas, in particular “Integrate Africa”, which were 

adopted during the implementation of the project.  The PCR 

gave a rating of Satisfactory (3) rating for the relevance of 

the project development objective. This evaluation upgrades 

this rating to Highly Satisfactory (4) because the objectives 

of the project meets the threshold of alignment with the 

strategies of the participating countries and the Bank. 

Relevance of project 

design  

3 3 The quality at entry was good. During project identification, 

preparation and appraisal, the Bank project team undertook 

wide and in-depth consultation with relevant institutions. The 

design considered all the aspects of the project including 

technical, financial and social. The logframe followed a clear 

logic from outputs to outcomes to impact, and supported by 

concrete assumptions and realistic risks.  Sound basis was 

provided for the selection of the technical solution adopted 

for the project. Key lessons from previous interventions of 



 

 

 

the Bank in multinational operations, and project involving 

regional entities were considered in the design of the project. 

The institutional arrangement as captured in the appraisal 

report is deemed as generally adequate.  However, M&E 

arrangements are assessed as inadequate.  The design failed 

to provide adequate details on monitoring and nothing 

mentioned about evaluation. The utilization of M&E 

information was also not addressed. The review notes that, 

the relevance of the project throughout implementation did 

not change. The PCR rated the relevance of project design as 

satisfactory and this evaluation agrees with this rating. 

EFFECTIVENESS 

(The score for 

development objective) 

3 2 The PCR rated this dimension as Satisfactory while this 

evaluation rates it as Unsatisfactory because the DO is 

rated as Unsatisfactory. 

Delivery of outputs 3 3 Outputs 2, 3 and 5 were fully achieved while the achievement 

of Output 1 (Draft Legal Framework for a Multilateral 

Cooperative Agreement for Unified Airspace Management in 

COMESA Region.) was reportedly 90% complete even 

though no evidence has been provided regarding the number 

of member States that have signed the Agreement. Output 4 

(Advisory Services for Private Sector Participation) was 

dropped done because COMESA Member States were 

against the involvement of the private sector in the project.  

The PCR rates effectiveness in delivering outputs as 

Satisfactory (3) which this review confirms. 

Realization of outcomes 3 2 None of the three outcomes had been achieved. In terms of 

Outcome 1 (COMESA Unified Airspace Agreement), the 

PCR reports that this outcome was 90% achieved. This 

review is unable to confirm this level of progress since no 

evidence has been provided to show how many Member 

States have signed the Agreement.  The PCR noted that 

reasonable progress (estimated at 70% by the PCR) had been 

made in achieving Outcome 2 (Airspace Control Company 

and Regulatory Agency are established). No progress had 

been made towards the achievement of Outcome 3 (Financial 

Close and Concession Agreement for building and operation 

of regional CNS/ATM and Unified Upper Space Control 

Center) because Member States rejected the unification of the 

airspace and private sector participation in the project. The 

PCR gave a rating of Satisfactory (3) which is endorsed by 

this review.  

Development Objective 

(DO) 

3 2 The PCR notes that the project was unable to fully achieve 

all of the outcomes and therefore rated as Unsatisfactory (2). 

The outputs reporting was rated as Satisfactory (3). The 

development objective was therefore rated Unsatisfactory 

(2).  

EFFICIENCY 2.67 1.67 The PCR rated Efficiency as Satisfactory while this 

review downgraded the rating to Unsatisfactory. 

Timeliness 2 1 The ratio of planned implementation time is 0.70 and 

corresponds to a rating of 1 (Unsatisfactory) since it is <0.75.  



 

 

 

The PCR gave a rating of 2 which in the view of this 

evaluation is inaccurate. This evaluation therefore gives a 

rating of 1 (Unsatisfactory) 

Resource use efficiency 3 2 This evaluation notes that the Median % physical 

implementation of RLF outputs financed by all financiers 

was 100% and the Commitment rate (%) was 95% which 

gives of ratio of the median percentage physical 

implementation of the project outputs and commitment rate 

of 1.05 which corresponds to a rating of Highly Satisfactory 

(4) implying that the project delivered more outputs than 

expected within the available budget. The Bank’s resources 

were used efficiently as they were spent on activities as 

indicated by the appraisal. At the closing date, ADF 

disbursement stood at 69.42% against the project budget of 

UA5.75million. The PCR gave a rating of Satisfactory (3) 

which this evaluation disagrees with. The disagreement is 

based on the fact that, in this case, the ratio is misleading 

telling the actual story since the utilization of the funds did 

not lead to the achievement of all the project outputs and 

outcomes. As stated in earlier sections, the achievement of 

the project development objective is rated as Unsatisfactory 

(2). This review therefore downgrades the rating to 

Unsatisfactory (2).   

Cost-benefit analysis - - According to the PCR, this was not applicable for this project. 

Implementation progress 

(Compliance with (i) with 

covenants; (ii) project 

systems and procedures; 

(iii) project execution and 

financing) 

3 2 The Project performed unsatisfactorily in achieving the 

project development outcome since all the three Outcomes 

were not fully achieved and only three out of the five Outputs 

were fully achieved. More importantly, Outcome 1 and 

Output 1 which are very critical for the achievement of the of 

the project development outcome were yet to be fully 

achieved. Compliance to project covenants was assessed as 

satisfactory. There were no reported delays in payment of 

Government portion. Annual audits covering the project’s 

financial and technical aspects for the period between project 

start and completion were prepared and submitted to the 

Bank as required. The PCR indicated that project systems and 

procedures (procurement and financial management) strictly 

followed Bank rules set at the appraisal. Adherence to 
schedules of most activities including setting up and 

equipping the PIU offices was problematic. Some 

appointments of the PIU staff were not done on time, and 

affected overall project progress. The project also had to be 

extended three times due to late start after technical 

launching. The review assessed the M&E aspects of the 

design as inadequate. Key challenges identified include: (i) 
locating the PIU away from COMESA Secretariat partly 

contributed to coordination challenges; (ii) short term 

extensions of the project Grant Disbursement period made it 

difficult to recruit a replacement for the Project Manager 

resulting in the Legal Expert (whose expertise was mainly of 



 

 

 

a legal nature) acting for an extended time from September 

2017 to 30 June 2019; and (iii) changes in original project 

perspectives such as rejection of the involvement of the 

private sector in the project by the Member States thus 

affecting the timely completion of project implementation; 

(iii) delay in getting the Draft Multilateral Agreement and 

institutional framework for Unified Airspace Management 

adopted by Member States;   (iv) weakness of the COMESA 

Secretariat leading to the project only able to utilize most of 

the funds (only 69.42% of  the funds were utilized) at project 

closing date; (v) delay in commencement of the project since 

project was approved on 15/9/2010 but signed on 04.11.2013 

after entry into force on: 5/8/2011; (vi) extension of the 

project three times and closing date revised from 30/06/2016 

to 30/06/2019; (vii) and the weakness of M&E and utilization 

of M&E information. The PCR gave a rating of Satisfactory 

(3) which this review downgrades to Unsatisfactory (2). 

SUSTAINABILITY 3 2 The PCR rated this dimension as Satisfactory while this 

evaluation rates it as Unsatisfactory. 

Financial sustainability 2 2 The PCR rates the financial sustainability of the project as 

Unsatisfactory giving a rating of 2. This evaluation agrees 

with this evaluation. No compelling evidence has been 

provided to assure financial sustainability of the project. In 

fact, due to the rejection of the private sector participation in 

the project by the Member States, more resources will be 

required beyond the current project phase to finalize the draft 

agreement establishing the Regulatory Agency and its 

operationalization. The Borrower should therefore figure out 

options to generate the required resources. 

Institutional 

sustainability and 

strengthening of 

capacities 

3 2 The project set up a PIU to coordinate the project even though 

it was not done on time. It also indicated that a steering 

committee was formed to provide policy oversight which this 

review commends. However, the project did not pursue the 

participation of the private sector which was envisaged at 

design. The review was not privy to information suggesting 

how this institutional arrangement will be sustained over 

time. This review downgraded the PCR Satisfactory (3) to 

Unsatisfactory (2). 

Ownership and 

sustainability of 

partnerships 

3 2 The PCR noted that the design of the project benefitted from 

extensive consultation with key stakeholders such as 

COMESA, National Civil Aviation Authorities of several 

member countries, and airline companies.  
The Project was guided by the Member States through the 

Steering Committee comprising of seven countries and the 

validation workshops involving all Member States. However, 

this evaluation is of the opinion that the PCR failed to provide 

adequate details on how the Ownership and sustainability of 

partnerships are guaranteed. The PCR gave a rating of 3 

which this review is unable to conform on the basis of the 



 

 

 

aforementioned observation. This review gives a rating of 

Unsatisfactory (2). 

Environmental and social 

sustainability 

4 - The PCR indicates that Environmental and social 

sustainability are not applicable but proceeded to rate this 

aspect as Highly Satisfactory (4 out of 4). This evaluation 

will not assess this aspect.  

OVERALL PROJECT 

COMPLETION 

RATING 

2.92 2.29 The PCR rates the overall PCR as Satisfactory while this 

review downgraded this rating to Unsatisfactory. 

Bank performance: 3 3 According to the Borrower, the Bank’s participation in the 

design of the project was satisfactory. The Bank participated 

in consultations and meetings during the design of the 

project.  The Bank ensured that key lessons from previous 

interventions of the Bank in multinational operations, and 

project involving regional entities were taken on board, and 

the technical solution selected on sound basis. The 

participation of the Bank ensured that the logframe was not 

only comprehensive but provided a good basis for assessing 

performance of the project in terms of achieving the project 

development objectives. The outcomes and outputs including 

their activities were adequate and effectively linked.  The 

design had an effective implementation arrangement 

including the establishment of a steering committee to 

provide policy oversight to the implementation of the project. 

The review assessed the M&E aspects of the design as 

inadequate. The Borrower indicated that the Bank’s Task 

Team managed the day to day issues of the project in 

consultation with the COMESA PIU. The Borrower 

indicated that, as part of the supervision, the Bank undertook 

regular missions, meetings and guidance helped a lot to reach 

the project purpose. The Bank disbursed funds as per project 

design. The Bank participated in some Technical Committee 

meetings, and conducted scheduled supervisory missions  to 

follow-up on project implementation issues including 

Borrower’s compliance with covenants, jointly with the 

Borrower `identified implementation challenges and 

emerging issues. 

The Bank’s assessment of itself corroborated the assessment 

of the Borrower. The Bank indicated that it provided 

guidance to the project especially in ensuring that the project 

is implemented in line with Bank rules as per the Grant 

agreement. It stated that it disbursed funds as per project 

design. Neither the Borrower nor the Bank provided 

information on the timeliness of the Bank on responding to 

requests. The project had to be extended three times because 

of prolonged delay in getting the project effectively started. 

The PCR gave a rating of 3 (Satisfactory) and this review 

conforms the rating. 

Borrower performance: 2 2 The Bank indicated that the Member States showed 

commitment in the preparation of the designs. They ensured 



 

 

 

that the required consultations and meetings were held and 

their outcomes considered in the design of the project. 

According to the Bank, the COMESA Secretariat provided 

satisfactory oversight and also contributed resources to 

ensure continuation of activities even though the Secretariat’s 

weakness was also identified as a contributor to the 

challenges the project experienced.  The Bank indicated that 

the Borrower complied with all covenants particularly the 

conduct of external audits. The Borrower was noted to have 

complied with all the Bank’s guidance and comments on all 

procurement documentation as well on project and contract 

management issues including management of  contracts of 

the PIU staff. The Borrower was responsive to the Bank’s 

supervision findings and recommendations.   However, the 

Bank assessed the performance of the Borrower on measures 

taken to establish financial sustainability, institutional 

sustainability and strengthening of capacities, ownership and 

sustainability of partnerships as unsatisfactory. The Borrower 

confirmed the  assessments of the Bank but highlighted some 

challenges including (i) locating the PIU away from 

COMESA Secretariat partly contributed to coordination 

challenges; (ii) short term extensions of the project Grant 

Disbursement period made it difficult to recruit a 

replacement for the Project Manager resulting in the Legal 

Expert acting for an extended time from September 2017 to 

30 June 2019; and (iii) changes in original project 

perspectives such as rejection of the involvement of the 

private sector in the project by the Member States. The PCR 

rating of the performance of the Borrower as Unsatisfactory 

(2) is confirmed by this review 

Performance of other 

stakeholders: 

2 2 The review found it difficult to assess the performance of 

other stakeholders since the PCR failed to provide details on 

the categories of other stakeholders who participated in the 

project and what they exactly did. The review notes that 

stakeholders including the National Civil Aviation 

Authorities of several member countries, and airline 

companies were consulted during project design and their 

contributions were factored into the design. The PCR 

assesses the performance of the Council of Ministers 

(superior policy organ in the REC) as unsatisfactory due to 

delay in getting the Draft Multilateral Agreement and 

institutional framework for Unified Airspace Management 

adopted. The ICAO’s regional office in Nairobi was assessed 

by the PCR to have played its advisory role satisfactorily. 

Some studies including technical and financial feasibility 

study, specifications and cost estimates for CNS/ATM study, 

were successfully undertaken. The PCR gave a rating of 

Unsatisfactory (2) which is confirmed by this evaluation. 

Overall PCR quality:  2.44 Fair 

  



 

 

 

 
 

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 1 

 
 
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   

3 4 The project is in line with the COMESA’s 

Medium-Term Strategic Plan 2007-2010 

(MTSP) adopted by COMESA Heads of 

States in 2006. The Project’s objectives are 

aligned with COMESA’s Article 87(3g) of the 

Treaty. The project is also a priority under the 

NEPAD short-term action plan.  The project is 

aligned with the Bank Group’s Transport 

Policy, Regional Integration Strategy, the 

Medium-Term Strategy 2008-2012 and its 

sectoral focus on infrastructure and particular 

emphasis on regional integration. The project 

is also aligned with the Bank’s Hi Five focus 

areas, in particular “Integrate Africa”, which 

were adopted during the implementation of 

the project.  The PCR gave a rating of 

Satisfactory (3) rating for the relevance of the 

project development objective. This 

evaluation upgrades this rating to Highly 

Satisfactory (4) because the objectives of the 

project meets the threshold of alignment with 

the strategies of the participating countries and 

the Bank. 

Relevance of 

project design 

(from approval to 

completion)  

3 3 The quality at entry was good. During project 

identification, preparation and appraisal, the 

Bank project team undertook wide and in-

depth consultation with relevant institutions. 

The design considered all the aspects of the 

project including technical, financial and 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

social. The logframe followed a clear logic 

from outputs to outcomes to impact, and 

supported by concrete assumptions and 

realistic risks.  Sound basis was provided for 

the selection of the technical solution adopted 

for the project. Key lessons from previous 

interventions of the Bank in multinational 

operations, and project involving regional 

entities were considered in the design of the 

project. The institutional arrangement as 

captured in the appraisal report is deemed as 

generally adequate.  However, M&E 

arrangements are assessed as inadequate.  The 

design failed to provide adequate details on 

monitoring and nothing mentioned about 

evaluation. The utilization of M&E 

information was also not addressed. The 

review notes that, the relevance of the project 

throughout implementation did not change. 

The PCR rated the relevance of project design 

as satisfactory and this evaluation agrees with 

this rating. 

OVERALL RELEVANCE SCORE 3 3.5 The PCR rated this dimension as 

Satisfactory while this evaluation rates it as 

Highly Satisfactory. 
EFFECTIVENESS* Effectiveness in delivering outcomes 

 

Outcome 1 

(COMESA Unified 

Airspace 

Agreement) 

4 3 

This outcome was assessed by the PCR as 

90% achieved. Member States were against 

the establishment of a COMESA Unified 

Airspace opting for a Seamless Upper 

Airspace instead as the first step towards 

unification. The Technical and Financial 

Feasibility Study recommended a phased 

approach starting with a seamless upper 

airspace at ultimate Phase 3. Accordingly, a 

Framework Regulation was developed for 

adoption by the COMESA Council.  The 

Multilateral Agreement takes the form of a 

Regulation which when adopted by the 

Council of Ministers will become 

automatically binding on the COMESA 

Member States in accordance with Article 10 

of the COMESA Treaty. However the Draft 

Legal and Institutional Agreement developed 

for COMESA Seamless Upper Airspace is yet 

to receive the approval of all the Member 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

States. The PCR did not indicate how many 

Member States have approved the Agreement. 

Outcome 2 

(COMESA 

Airspace Control 

Company and 

Regulatory Agency 

are established) 

3 3 

It was 70% accomplished. Draft Agreement 

establishing the Agency and accompanying 

Regulations were prepared and are due for 

review by the DG CAA in October 2019 after 

integration of comments from Egypt. It will 

then go through the signing and subsequent 

ratification process by Member States. It 

coming into force will be subject to its 

ratification by 2/3 of Member States. 

Outcome3 

(Financial Close 

and Concession 

Agreement for 

building and 

operation of 

regional CNS/ATM 

and Unified Upper 

Space Control 

Center).  

 

1 1 

It was not pursued due to the fact that the 

Unification of the airspace and private sector 

participation in the project were rejected by 

Member States, no resource mobilization 

efforts have therefore so far initiated. 

However the Technical and Financial 

feasibility study estimated the investment 

required for the implementation of Phase 1 of 

the Seamless Airspace (approx. 310 M €) over 

the ten year period. 

Effectiveness in delivering output 

Output 1 (Draft 

Legal Framework 

for a Multilateral 

Cooperative 

Agreement for 

Unified Airspace 

Management in 

COMESA Region) 

4 3 

It was 90% completed. The Draft Legal and 

Institutional Agreement developed for 

COMESA Seamless Upper Airspace is going 

through COMESA approval processes. The 

PCR did not provide information on how 

many Member States have approved the 

Agreement.  

 

Output 2 (Draft 

Institutional 

Framework for 

implementing, 

managing and 

regulating the 

Unified COMESA 

Airspace) 

4 4 

It was fully accomplished. The safety, 

economic and performance regulations; 

Guidelines were prepared and when 

implemented would create harmonization 

amongst Member States: (i) Regulations 

establishing the COMESA Seamless Upper 

Airspace, (1) Draft Agreement for the setting 

up of the COMESA Regulatory aviation 

Agency, (2) Civil-Military Interface 

Framework and Model MoU for the 

establishment of National Civil/Military 

Committees,  (3) Model Air Navigation Safety 

and Economic Regulations and Guidelines, 

and (4) Framework for the Business and 

Strategic Plan of the Agency. The Structure 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

and funding mechanism of the Multilateral 

Regulatory Agency to oversight the provision 

of air navigation services in the Upper 

Airspace of COMESA Member States was 

developed.  

Output 3 (Technical 

Reports, 

Specifications and 

Cost Estimates for 

CNS/ATM. Cost 

Benefit Analysis for 

alternative options) 

 

4 4 

It was fully achieved. All technical reports for 

CNS/ATM were developed and validated by 

stakeholders. The Study provided a cost 

estimate (total of Euro 1,593 million) and 

investment plan for the implementation of the 

project in a phased manner over 30 years. 

 

Output 4 (Advisory 

Services for Private 

Sector Participation 

(PPP/BOT)  

 

4 1 

It was abandoned. No progress was made. PPP 

Advisory Services were not done because 

COMESA Member States were against the 

involvement of the private sector in the 

project. The study on Transaction Advisory 

Services was not undertaken. Member States 

originally they were with it, but later changed, 

and this happened due to political changes in 

the region.  

 

Output 5 (Audit 

Reports)  

 

4 4 

It was fully achieved. Compliance with the 

obligation to conduct annual audits. All audits 

report approved by the Bank.  

Development objective (DO) 

Development 

objective rating 

3 2 The PCR notes that the project was unable to 

fully achieve all of the outcomes and therefore 

rated as Unsatisfactory (2). The outputs 

reporting was rated as Satisfactory (3). The 

development objective was therefore rated 

Unsatisfactory (2).  

Beneficiaries   

Airlines, Airport 

Agencies, 

Ministries in charge 

of Air Transport 

2 2 50% achieved. 

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 

UTS UTS  

Social/Gender/ 

Employment 

UTS UTS  



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Environment & 

climate change  

UTS UTS No perceived obvious linkage. 

Poverty reduction 
UTS UTS  

Private sector 

development 

Negativ

e Impact 

Negativ

e Impact 

The private sector was expected to play a huge 

role but Member States opposed their 

inclusion and as a result the third outcome of 

the project was not achieved.  

Regional 

integration 

UTS UTS  

Other (specify)  
   

 
 

   

EFFECTIVENESS OVERALL SCORE 3 2 The PCR rated this dimension as 

Satisfactory while this evaluation rates it as 

Unsatisfactory because the DO is rated as 

Unsatisfactory. 

EFFICIENCY 

Timeliness (based 

on the initial closing 

date) 

2 1 The ratio of planned implementation time is 

0.70 and corresponds to a rating of 1 

(Unsatisfactory) since it is <0.75.  The PCR 

gave a rating of 2 which in the view of this 

evaluation is inaccurate. This evaluation 

therefore gives a rating of 1 (Unsatisfactory) 

Resource used 

efficiency 

3 2 This evaluation notes that the Median % 

physical implementation of RLF outputs 

financed by all financiers was 100% and the 

Commitment rate (%) was 95% which gives 

of ratio of the median percentage physical 

implementation of the project outputs and 

commitment rate of 1.05 which corresponds to 

a rating of Highly Satisfactory (4) implying 

that the project delivered more outputs than 

expected within the available budget. The 

Bank’s resources were used efficiently as they 

were spent on activities as indicated by the 

appraisal. At the closing date, ADF 

disbursement stood at 69.42% against the 

project budget of UA5.75million. The PCR 

gave a rating of Satisfactory (3) which this 

evaluation disagrees with. The disagreement 

is based on the fact that, in this case, the ratio 

is misleading telling the actual story since the 

utilization of the funds did not lead to the 

achievement of all the project outputs and 

outcomes. As stated in earlier sections, the 

achievement of the project development 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

objective is rated as Unsatisfactory (2). This 

review therefore downgrades the rating to 

Unsatisfactory (2).   

Cost-benefit 

analysis 

- - According to the PCR, this was not applicable 

for this project. 

Implementation 

progress (from the 

IPR) 

3 2 The Project performed unsatisfactorily in 

achieving the project development outcome 

since all the three Outcomes were not fully 

achieved and only three out of the five Outputs 

were fully achieved. More importantly, 

Outcome 1 and Output 1 which are very 

critical for the achievement of the of the 

project development outcome were yet to be 

fully achieved. Compliance to project 

covenants was assessed as satisfactory. There 

were no reported delays in payment of 

Government portion. Annual audits covering 

the project’s financial and technical aspects 

for the period between project start and 

completion were prepared and submitted to 

the Bank as required. The PCR indicated that 

project systems and procedures (procurement 

and financial management) strictly followed 

Bank rules set at the appraisal. Adherence to 
schedules of most activities including setting 

up and equipping the PIU offices was 

problematic. Some appointments of the PIU 

staff were not done on time, and affected 

overall project progress. The project also had 

to be extended three times due to late start 

after technical launching. The review assessed 

the M&E aspects of the design as inadequate. 

Key challenges identified include: (i) locating 

the PIU away from COMESA Secretariat 

partly contributed to coordination challenges; 

(ii) short term extensions of the project Grant 

Disbursement period made it difficult to 

recruit a replacement for the Project Manager 

resulting in the Legal Expert (whose expertise 

was mainly of a legal nature) acting for an 

extended time from September 2017 to 30 

June 2019; and (iii) changes in original project 

perspectives such as rejection of the 

involvement of the private sector in the project 

by the Member States thus affecting the timely 

completion of project implementation; (iii) 

delay in getting the Draft Multilateral 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Agreement and institutional framework for 

Unified Airspace Management adopted by 

Member States;   (iv) weakness of the 

COMESA Secretariat leading to the project 

only able to utilize most of the funds (only 

69.42% of  the funds were utilized) at project 

closing date; (v) delay in commencement of 

the project since project was approved on 

15/9/2010 but signed on 04.11.2013 after 

entry into force on: 5/8/2011; (vi) extension of 

the project three times and closing date 

revised from 30/06/2016 to 30/06/2019; (vii) 

and the weakness of M&E and utilization of 

M&E information. The PCR gave a rating of 

Satisfactory (3) which is downgraded to 

Unsatisfactory (2) by this review. 

Other (specify) 
   

OVERALL EFFICIENCY SCORE 2.67 1.67 The PCR rated Efficiency as Satisfactory 

while this review downgraded the rating to 

Unsatisfactory. 
SUSTAINABILITY 

Financial 

sustainability 

2 2 The PCR rates the financial sustainability of 

the project as Unsatisfactory giving a rating of 

2. This evaluation agrees with this evaluation. 

No compelling evidence has been provided to 

assure financial sustainability of the project. 

In fact, due to the rejection of the private 

sector participation in the project by the 

Member States, more resources will be 

required beyond the current project phase to 

finalize the draft agreement establishing the 

Regulatory Agency and its operationalization. 

The Borrower should therefore figure out 

options to generate the required resources. 

Institutional 

sustainability and 

strengthening of 

capacities 

3 2 The project set up a PIU to coordinate the 

project even though it was not done on time. 

It also indicated that a steering committee was 

formed to provide policy oversight which this 

review commends. However, the project did 

not pursue the participation of the private 

sector which was envisaged at design. The 

review was not privy to information 

suggesting how this institutional arrangement 

will be sustained over time. This review 

downgraded the PCR Satisfactory (3) to 

Unsatisfactory (2). 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Ownership and 

sustainability of 

partnerships 

3 2 The PCR noted that the design of the project 

benefitted from extensive consultation with 

key stakeholders such as COMESA, National 

Civil Aviation Authorities of several member 

countries, and airline companies. The Project 

was guided by the Member States through the 

Steering Committee comprising of seven 

countries and the validation workshops 

involving all Member States. However, this 

evaluation is of the opinion that the PCR failed 

to provide adequate details on how the 

Ownership and sustainability of partnerships 

are guaranteed. The PCR gave a rating of 3 

which this review is unable to conform on the 

basis of the aforementioned observation. This 

review gives a rating of Unsatisfactory (2). 
Environmental and 

social sustainability 

4 - The PCR indicates that Environmental and 

social sustainability are not applicable but 

proceeded to rate this aspect as Highly 

Satisfactory (4). This review did not assess 

this aspect.  

OVERALL 

SUSTAINABILITY

SCORE 

 3 2 The PCR rated this dimension as 

Satisfactory while this evaluation rates it as 

Unsatisfactory. 
*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 3 The Borrower is satisfied with the supervision 

undertaken by the Bank throughout the 

design, implementation and completion 

phases of the project. According to the 

Borrower indicated that the Bank’s Task 

Team managed the day to day issues of the 

project in consultation with the COMESA 

PIU. The Borrower indicated that, as part of 

its supervisory role, the Bank undertook 

regular missions, meetings and guidance 

helped a lot to reach the project purpose. 

Use of previous 

lessons learned 

from previous 

3 4 The Bank ensured that key lessons from 

previous interventions of the Bank in 

multinational operations, and project 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

operations during 

design and 

implementation 

involving regional entities were taken on 

board. 

Promotion of 

stakeholder 

participation to 

strengthen 

ownership 

3 3 The PCR indicates that key stakeholders were 

involved in the design of the project. The 

Bank participated in consultations and 

meetings during the design of the project.  The 

bank ensured that stakeholders participate in 

engagements undertaken during missions. 

Enforcement of 

safeguard and 

fiduciary 

requirements  

3 3 The project did not have issues with 

safeguards since it was a Category 3 project In 

terms of fiduciary management, no adverse 

findings were made. 

Design and 

implementation of 

Monitoring & 

Evaluation system 

3 2 The M&E framework is not clear regarding 

how the processes towards achieving 

outcomes and outputs were going to be 

monitored.   This is considered critical for the 

successful implementation of the project. The 

framework for utilization of M&E 

information was also not detailed enough to 

facilitate the effective use of M&E 

information. 

Quality of Bank 

supervision (mix of 

skills in supervisory 

teams, etc.) 

3 3 According to the Bank, it carried out annual 

supervision missions that helped in ensuring 

that the project remained relevant to both the 

Bank’s and the COMESA strategies. The 

Borrower found these missions and meetings 

to be helpful in resolving issues, including 

authorization of pre-financing to ensure a 

continuous flow of activities, single external 

audit firm for the project, and use of 

COMESA systems for the auditing report for 

the purpose of value for money. This review 

is however not privy to the reports on the said 

missions and meetings and therefore unable to 

adequately assess quality and usefulness of 

such interventions. 

Timeliness of 

responses to 

requests 

3 3 The Borrowers assessed the timeliness of 

responses to requests as highly satisfactory 

even though there are occasional cases when 

there were delays. 

OVERALL BANK PERFORMANCE 

SCORE 

3 3 The PCR gave a rating of Satisfactory 

which is confirmed by this review. 
BORROWER 

PERFORMANCE 
Quality of 

preparation and 

implementation 

1 1 The Bank indicated that the Member States 

showed commitment in the preparation of the 

designs. They ensured that the required 

consultations and meetings were held and 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

their outcomes considered in the design of the 

project. However, the M&E aspects were 

found to be unsatisfactory. The project did not 

commence on time because of delay in setting 

up the PIU offices and the project had to be 

extended three times for a period of three 

years. 

Compliance with 

covenants, 

agreements and 

safeguards 

3 3 The Borrower complied with all covenants 

particularly the conduct of external audits. 

Provision of timely 

counterpart funding 

3 3 There were no reported delays in payment of 

Government portion. 

Responsiveness to 

supervision 

recommendations 

3 3 The Borrower was responsive to Bank 

supervision findings and recommendations. 

There was timely action on Bank’s 

supervision recommendations.   

Measures taken to 

establish basis for 

project 

sustainability 

1 1 The Bank assessed the performance of the 

Borrower on measures taken to establish 

financial sustainability, institutional 

sustainability and strengthening of capacities, 

ownership and sustainability of partnerships 

as unsatisfactory.  

Timeliness of 

preparing requests 

2 - The review was not privy to information 

relating to the timeliness of preparing 

requests. This review could therefore not 

assess this aspect. 

OVERALL BORROWER 

PERFORMANCE SCORE 

2 2 The PCR gave a rating of Satisfactory 

which was downgraded by this review to 

Unsatisfactory.  

PERFORMANCE OF 

OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

Timeliness of 

disbursements by 

co-financiers 

- - The project did not have co-financiers. The 

project was fully financed by the ADB with 

counterpart funding from the Beneficiary. 

This aspect was therefore not assessed.   

Quality of policy 

dialogue with co-

financiers (for 

PBOs only) 

2 2 The Executing Agency was accountable to a 

steering committee of representatives of 

Member States.  It is also important to note 

that the beneficiary had well established 

institutional mechanisms for policy dialogues 

with donors in the sector. However, the 

Council of Ministers has delayed in approving 

the Draft Legal and Institutional Agreement 

developed for COMESA Seamless Upper 

Airspace. 

Quality of work by 

service providers  

3 - Some studies including technical and financial 

feasibility study, specifications and cost 

estimates for CNS/ATM study, were 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

successfully undertaken. The study on 

transaction advisory services was not 

undertaken because of the rejection of the 

participation of the private sector in the 

project. The safety, economic and 

performance regulations and guidelines were 

successfully prepared. The Structure and 

funding mechanism of the Multilateral 

Regulatory Agency to oversight the provision 

of air navigation services in the Upper 

Airspace of COMESA Member States was 

developed. These deliverables were not 

available to this review to be able to assess the 

quality of work. As a result, this review was 

constrained to give a rating for quality of work 

by service providers. 

Responsiveness to 

client demands  

2 - This review was not privy to information that 

could enable it objectively assess the 

responsiveness to client demands by 

stakeholders.  

OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF 

OTHER STAKEHOLDERS 

2.0 2.0 The PCR gave an overall rating of 

Unsatisfactory (2) which is confirmed by 

this review. It is however important to note 

that some of the aspects were not rated 

because of lack of information.  
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 
1 

Logframe with indicators and targets 

available in Appraisal Report but no evidence 

that an effective M&E system was in place. 

Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan were duly 

approved 

1 
No evidence to show that a Monitoring plan 

was developed not to mention its approval.  

Existence of disaggregated gender 

indicator 
3 Yes, to some extent. 

Baseline data were available or 

collected during the design  
4 Baseline data included in the Logframe 



 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
IDEV 

Score 
Comments 

Other, specify    

OVERALL M&E DESIGN SCORE 2 

Apart from information contained in the 

Results-based Logframe which can be used 

for M&E, the section in the appraisal 

dealing with M&E was weak. Monitoring 

was not effectively dealt with and nothing 

was said about Evaluation. 

M&E 

IMPLEMENTA-

TION 

The M&E function is adequately 

equipped and staffed  
1 

It was proposed that an M&E Officer will be 

part of the PIU but this did not happen. 

OVERALL M&E IMPLEMENTATION SCORE 1 

The capacity to ensure effective M&E 

implementation was absent in the PIU. 

Additionally, no detailed framework for 

M&E was provided. 

M&E 

UTILIZATION  

The borrower used the tracking 

information for decision  
1 

No evidence provided to show that borrower 

used tracking information for decision. 

OVERALL M&E UTILIZATION SCORE 1 

No evidence provided to show that 

borrower used tracking information for 

decision. 

OVERALL M&E PERFORMANCE SCORE 
1 Very weak M&E performance. 

 

 

  



 

 

 

PCR QUALITY EVALUATION 

 

Criteria PCR-EN (1-4) Comments 

Quality of PCR 

1. Extent of quality and completeness of the PCR 

evidence and analysis to base ratings 

2 Most sections of the PCR were completed. 

Some of the conclusions reached were not 

based on sound analysis.  

2. Objectivity/fairness of PCR assessment 3 The PCR is generally not objective and fair 

in carrying out this assessment. In some 

cases, scores have been awarded where 

they should not. Some of the scores do not 

reflect the descriptions.  

3. Internal consistency of PCR assessment: 

inaccuracies; inconsistencies (in various 

sections; between texts and ratings; consistency 

of overall rating with individual component 

ratings)  

2 There were several inconsistencies. Scores 

given in the body of the PCR contradict 

scores entered in the overall PCR rating 

form.   

4. Extent of identification and assessment of key 

factors (internal and exogenous) and unintended 

effects (positive and negatives) affecting design 

and implementation 

3 The PCR identified unintended 

consequence deemed to be properly 

thought-out.  

5. Adequacy of treatment of safeguards, fiduciary 

issues, and alignment and harmonization 

3 These aspects were satisfactorily handled 

by the PCR.  

6. Soundness of data generating and analysis 

processes (including rates of returns) in support 

of PCR assessment 

3 Data collection and analysis were deemed 

to be satisfactory. 

7. Overall adequacy of the accessible evidence 

(from PCR including annexure and other data 

provided) 

1 No progress report or any other 

valuable document reviewed were 

annexed.  

8. Extent to which lessons learned (and 

recommendations) are clear and based on the 

PCR assessment (evidence & analysis) 

2 The lessons learnt are mostly stated as 

recommendations and some of the 

recommendations were not properly 

articulated.  

9. Overall clarity and completeness of the PCR 3 The P.CR is complete and clear 

Others (Specify)   
PCR QUALITY SCORE 2.44 FAIR 

PCR compliance with guidelines (PCR/OM ; IDEV)   
1. PCR Timeliness (On time = 4; Late= 1) 4 The PCR is dated 3rd December 2019. 

The mission was undertaken from 6th - 

7th November 2019. 
2. Extent of participation of borrower, Co-financiers 

& field offices in PCR preparation 
3 The Borrower prepared its PCR and 

commented on the performances of the 

Bank and other Key Stakeholders. 
3. Other aspect(s) (specify)   

PCR COMPLIANCE SCORE 3 PCR compliance is satisfactory. 
*** rated as Very Good (4), or Good (3), or Fair (2), or 

Poor (1) 
  

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

List of References 

 

• Eastern Africa – Regional Integration Study Paper (RISP) 2011-2015 – Combined Mid-

term review and regional portfolio performance review, 16th July 2014 

• Southern African regional Integration Strategy Paper 2011-2015 

• African SME Programme Inclusive Growth and Job creation, Union Trust Bank, Sierra 

Leone 

• Multinational (COMES): Proposal for an ADF Grant to finance COMESA Airspace 

Integration Project,  

• Multinational (COMES): Proposal for an ADF Grant to finance COMESA Airspace 

Integration Project; PAD, 3rd August 2010 

• RISP – Eastern Africa 2011-2015 

• EN_PR10953 

 
  


