
 

 

 

 

 
 

1. BASIC INFORMATION 

 a. Basic project data 

  Project title: ZIZABONA Power Transmission Project 

  Project code: P-Z1-F00-043 Instrument number(s): 5150155000601 

  Project type: Study Sector: Power 

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

Processing Milestones Key Events Disbursement and Closing date 

  Date approved: 18/12/2012 Cancelled amount: Original disbursement deadline:  

30/06/16 

  Date signed: 25/02/2013 Supplementary financing: Original closing date: 30/06/16 

  Date of entry into force : 

25/02/2013 
Restructuring: Revised disbursement deadline: 

30/12/2017 

  Date effective for 1st disburse-

ment: 18/11/2014 
Extensions (specify dates): Revised closing date: 30/12/2017 

  Date of actual 1st disburse-

ment:  
  

b. Financing sources 

Financing source/ instrument 

(MUA) 
Approved amount 

(MUA) : 
Disbursed amount 

(MUA) : 
Percentage disbursed 

(%): 

  Loan: 1995000 1443271,42 72.34% 

  Grant:    

  Government:    

  Other (ex. Co-financiers):    

  TOTAL : 1995000 1443271,42 72.34% 

  Co-financiers and other external partners: DBSA PPF (USD 500,000) ; NORWAY/SIDA (USD 500,000); 

Member Utilities (USD 184,000) 

 Execution and implementation agencies: SAPP 
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c. Responsible Bank staff 

Position At approval  At completion 

  Regional Director Ebrima Fall Kapil Kapoor 

  Sector Director Alex Rugamba Amadou Oumarou 

  Sector Manager Bamory Traore Mike Salawou 

  Task Manager Jaques Moulot Epifanio C. Melo 

  Alternate Task Manager   

  PCR Team Leader  Guy Manouan 

  PCR Team Members  Pamphile Codo, Epifanio C Melo 

And Guy Manouan 

d. Report data 

  PCR Date : 22-09-2018 

  PCR Mission Date: From: 17-09-2018 To: 19-09-2018 

  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 Southern African Power Pool (SAPP), created in 1995, has been mandated by Southern African De-

velopment Community (SADC) to stimulate electricity trading amongst its 16 Member States so that all 

Members share the available energy resources in the region. The SAPP intends to increase power trade 

between its northern and southern countries in accordance with the SAPP vision of facilitating the devel-

opment of a competitive electricity market in the entire SADC region, and at the same time ensuring sus-

tainable energy development through sound economic, environmental and social practices. The construc-

tion of the Zimbabwe-Zambia-Botswana-Namibia (ZIZABONA) project has been identified by SADC as 

a regional priority project. The four members of ZIZABONA have agreed to form a Special Purpose Ve-

hicle (SPV) that will spearhead the development and implementation of the project.  

 

The African Development Bank approved financing preparatory activities for the ZIZABONA project in 

December 2012, through a US$1.995 million NEPAD-IPPF grant. Other financiers included the Govern-

ment of Norway and SIDA (US$0.5 million), DBSA-PPFs (US$0.5 million) and ZIZABONA Member 

Utilities (US$0.184 million). The estimated overall cost to prepare the project was US$3.179 million. The 



 

 

duration of preparatory works was initially estimated to be 3 years from the date of contract signature in 

February 2013, but the actual closing date was December 2017.  

 

 

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.  

 

The goal of the Southern African regional integration agenda is to create a fully integrated and interna-

tionally competitive region with the overarching objective of poverty reduction. In this context, the devel-

opment of electricity interconnection network between Zimbabwe, Zambia, Botswana and Namibia 

thanks to the ZIZABONA project would help to increase and promote trade between the north and the 

south and would also decongest the Central Transmission Corridor (CTC) through Zimbabwe, which is 

currently congested resulting in reduced power trade between northern and southern countries of the 

SAPP. As a result, cheaper hydroelectricity would be accessible to south SADC members, and at the 

same time, the drought resilience of electricity supply for north SADC members would be improved, 

which would lower the overall electricity costs for end customers, thereby offering opportunities to in-

crease access to electricity within the region.  

 

 

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 objective of the preparatory activities for which the NEPAD-IPPF funding was requested, was to sup-

port the SAPP Coordination Centre (as the Project Coordinator for ZIZABONA) in engaging suitable 

firms to undertake further work on legal advisory services; project documentation and financial advisory 

services; and Project packaging including the proposed SPV arrangements, shareholders agreements; and 

supervision and coordination of the project.  

 

The four main expected outcomes are: 

1. To update the environmental impact assessment (EIA) of the project; 

2. To assess the economic and financial viability of the project; 

3. To improve the design and structure of the project; 

4. To improve project supervision and administration capacity of the SAPP. 

 

The target beneficiaries of the project would be the populations in SADC member countries, including 

Zambia, Zimbabwe, Botswana, Namibia, the SAPP Coordination Centre and the SAPP utilities members.  
 

 

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

sion/amendment.   

 

The outputs of the project were: 

1. To update the environmental impact assessment (EIA) studies in Zambia and Zimbabwe and to review 

those already made in Namibia and Botswana; 

2. To perform market study and legal advisory services;  

3. To provide project documentation and financial advisory services;  

4. To provide all the documentation required for the creation of a Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV);  

5. To secure the services of a Project Coordinator to assist the SAPP-Coordination Center;  



 

 

6. To provide documentation for the hosting of the roundtable conference on ZIZABONA;  

7. To support the project packaging and administration.  

 

 

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

 

The scope of the preparatory activities included: 

1. Feasibility Study Update, with a more in-depth load flow analysis assessing the transmission capacity 

available which can be contracted out to potential customers ;  

2. Independent Technical Review of the design of the project;  

3. Environmental Impact Assessment;  

4. Market Study and legal advisory services;  

5. Project Documentation and Financial advisory services in order to draft the project documentation re-

quired for the mobilisation of financing from international lenders and investors;  

6. Project Packaging, coordination and supervision including the necessary arrangements of the SPV 

setup and documentation, in order to make it easier to raise funding for the project; 

7. Project Preparation Phase, which includes resourcing, operationalising and empowering the ZIZA-

BONA Project Team to manage the Project going forward; establishing and formalising the ZIZABONA 

SPV; preparing the Engineering Procurement Construction tender documentation; ensuring that all Envi-

ronmental and Social Impact Assessments (ESIA) are completed; negotiating a firm wheeling path across 

other parts of the regional transmission network necessary to give effect to power transfers from Zambia 

to Namibia and South Africa; supporting on-going engagement with financiers committed to support 

ZIZABONA; facilitating the Lenders due diligence. 

8. Project contracting and financing Phase, which includes the launch of EPC tender process; the contract 

negotiation with preferred contractor; the negotiation of detailed Project financing agreements and secu-

rity structures, and the financial close. 

 

 

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 prior-

ities 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 project at appraisal was consistant with the SADC regional integration agenda which is to create a 

fully integrated and internationally competitive region with the overarching objective of poverty reduc-

tion. It is also in line with the Bank’s policies and strategies as Regional Integration is a core mandate of 

the Bank as reflected in its 2008-2012 Medium Term Strategy (MTS), the Strategic and Operational 

Framework for Regional Operations (ROs), and the 2011-2015 Southern Africa Regional Integration 

Strategy (RIS). Moreover, the project is aligned with the Programme for Infrastructure Development in 

Africa - Priority Action Plan (PIDA-PAP) which aims at linking regional markets through investments in 

infrastructures, including energy.  

 

The project is also in line with NEPAD objectives in the energy sector where it seeks to foster co-opera-

tion and sharing of energy resources as well as effective means of utilising such resources within regions. 



 

 

The ZIZABONA project had been selected as a priority regional project under the AfDB regional integra-

tion strategy paper. It was also identified and included by the Common Market for Eastern and Southern 

Africa (COMESA) as one of the continental north-south corridor priority projects. 

 

The project objective was relevant throughout the implementation cycle, and the PCREN rates the 

relevance of the project development objective highly satisfactory (4), in line with the PCR. 

 

 

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 rele-

vance of the project design. The latter assesses the soundness and the timing of eventual adjustments, or technical solu-

tions to ensure the achievement of the intended results (outcomes and outputs), the adequacy of the risk assessment, envi-

ronmental and social protection measures, as well as the implementation arrangements. For Programme Based Opera-

tions (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 preparatory activities funded under the current NEPAD-IPPF grant were mainly studies whose feasi-

bility assessment report which included recommendations. These preparatory activities will enable the 

SAPP to take the necessary steps to have the project prepared for implementation and will facilitate ef-

forts to firm up financing for the physical project. Afterwards, the implementation and realisation of the 

project should promote regional cooperation for development and optimal utilisation of energy resources 

within the sub-region, and therefore benefit the four countries involved as well as their population. 

 

Unfortunately, the PCR did not have enough elements to evaluate the design and preparatory 

work and the PCREN is therefore unable to assess and evaluate the Relevance of the project design 

(UTS). 

 

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).  

 

According to the PCR, all the components of the project were successfully delivered in line with the ex-

pectations and estimates at appraisal. Unfortunately, the PCR doesn’t provide neither any detail about the 

specific outputs nor any evidence of the achievement of the outputs. It only mentioned that “the full scope 

of work could not be completed within the contract period due to the late start” and that, after the end of 

the initial contract, “a new scope of work was amended and significantly altered compared with the work 

conducted under the previous contract”. As a consequence, “the overall project structure has changed sig-

nificantly”, without giving any detail about the changes in the project and the actual achievements.  

 

In view of these considerations, the PCRN is unable to assess and evaluate the effectiveness of the 

delivery of the outputs (UTS).  

 

 

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 de-

gree to which project outcomes (intended and unanticipated) as well as reasons for any eventual gap were discussed in the 

PCR.  

 

As for the outputs, the PCR states that “all the studies and documents were carried out in accordance with 

the terms of reference and were accepted by the project proponents” but doesn’t provide any detail or evi-

dence.  

 

As a consequence, the PCRN is unable to assess and evaluate the effectiveness of the realisation of 

the outcomes (UTS). 

 

 

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 comple-

tion reporting and rating (see IPR Guidance Note for further instruction on development objective rating).   

 

Follow the rating methodology recommended in the Staff Guidance Note on project completion re-

porting and rating, the PCREN is unable to rate the development objective of the project (UTS).  

 

 

f. Beneficiaries: 
Using evidence, the evaluator should provide an assessment of the relevance of the total number of beneficiaries by cate-

gories and disaggregated by sex. 

 

The PCR doesn’t provide any assessment on the beneficiaries. 

 

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

ical 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 didn’t mention any unanticipated additional outcomes. 

 

 

EFFICIENCY 

 
h. Timeliness: 
The timeliness of project implementation is based on a comparison between the planned and actual period of implementa-

tion from the date of effectiveness for first disbursement. For Programme Based Operations (PBOs), the timely release of 

the tranche(s) are assessed through this same criterion.  

 

The project became effective for disbursement in November 2014. Project implementation ended in De-

cember 2017, meaning that it took 3 years and 1 month. This is 18 months more than what was initially 

planned, leading to a ratio of planned and actual implementation time. 

The PCR reports a ratio of 0.75 and rates timeliness Satisfactory (3). The PCREN’s estimate is 0.51, 

which suggests, as per the PCR rating guidelines, that the project’s timeliness was Highly Unsatis-

factory (1).  

 

 



 

 

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

tive commitments/disbursements) at completion for all contributors to the project (the Bank, Government, and others). 

This criterion would normally not apply to PBOs, as there is often no direct link between the outputs and the amount of 

contribution (in which case the rater would indicate N/A). 

 

N/A 

 

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

cal limitations. The review should indicate if an ERR was not estimated and any reason provided in the PCR. The evalua-

tor should verify whether the benefits of the project (achieved or expected) exceed its actual costs. To achieve this, evi-

dences 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 justi-

fying 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 suffi-

cient evidence, an appropriate rating should be assigned.  

 

 

N/A 

 

 

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

all applicable IP criteria assessed under the three categories : i) Compliance with covenants (project covenants, environ-

mental 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 (dis-

bursement, budget commitments, counterpart funding and co-financing). 

 

There is not enough evidence to assess the Implementation Progress (UTS) 

 

 

SUSTAINABILITY 

 
l. Financial sustainability: 
Provide an assessment of the extent to which funding mechanisms and modalities (eg. Tariffs, user fees, maintenance fees, 

budgetary allocations, other stakeholder contributions, aid flows, etc.) have been put in place to ensure the continued flow 

of benefits after completion, with particular emphasis on financial sustainability. For PBOs, the assessment should focus 

on financial sustainability of reforms, as well as the Bank’s policy dialogue to promote financial sustainability of the re-

forms.  

 

N/A 

 

 

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 oper-

ation. 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.  

 

N/A 



 

 

 

 

n. Ownership and sustainability of partnerships: 
Provide an assessment of  whether the project has effectively involved relevant stakeholders, promoted a sense of owner-

ship amongst the beneficiaries (both men and women) and put in place effective partnerships with relevant stakeholders 

(eg. local authorities, civil society organizations, private sector, donors) as required for the continued maintenance of the 

project outputs. For PBOs, the assessment should measure the extent to which the Government’s capacity to conduct con-

sultations during policy dialogue and the extent to which the Bank supported the Government in deepening the consulta-

tion processes. 

 

N/A 

 

 

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 sustaina-

bility of the operation. This criterion would normally only apply to Environmental Category I and II projects.   

 

N/A 

 

 

 

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 per-

formance throughout the project cycle (design, implementation, completion) by focusing on evidence from the PCR in 

relation to 7 criteria defined in the PCR Guidance Note.    

 

The PCREN had no access to relevant project documents to fully evaluate the Bank’s performance, and 

the PCR doesn’t provide much information. No comment from the Bank has been inserted in the report. 

Two points can nevertheless be mentioned: 

 

The Bank supervised the project thanks to staff of the Energy Infrastructure Department of the Bank, in 

collaboration with task manager from IPPF. As the task managers of the project changed several times, 

there were delays in the follow up and supervision of the project at its early stage. This was later im-

proved.  

 

As mentioned in the Progress Report (August 2015), the consultants hired for this project had to stop their 

work due to delays encountered with down payments by the AfDB.  

 

Overall, the PCREN rates the performance of the Bank Satisfactory (3), in line with the PCR. 

 

 

b. Borrower performance:  

Provide observations on the objectivity of the PCR ratings, and if necessary, re-assess the Borrower’s performance 

throughout the project cycle (design, implementation, completion) by focusing on evidence from the PCR in relation to 

questions defined in the PCR Guidance Note.    

 



 

 

The PCR provides very limited evidence to allow a clear evaluation of the Borrower’s performance. The 

PCR rates the Borrower’s performance Satisfactory (3) noting the following points: 

 

- Most of project convenants were duly fulfilled. 

 

- Given the obvious lack of capacity in the EA for the execution of feasibility studies, detail design and 

tender documents, IPPF co-funded the services of a Consultant in order to prepare a feasibility study and 

detailed design, and to draft all tender documents. 

 

- Shifting political commitments have delayed the advancement of financial closure for the project by 

several months.  

 

- The recipients generally agreed to the Bank's supervision mission findings, but did not adequately im-

plement the recommendations.  

 

In view of these considerations, the PCRN rates the performance of the Borrower Satisfactory (3), 

in line with the PCR. 

 

 

c. Performance of other stakeholders:  

Provide observations on the objectivity of the PCR ratings, and if necessary, re-assess the other shareholders’ perfor-

mance throughout the project cycle (design, implementation, completion) by focusing on evidence from the PCR in rela-

tion to relevant questions specific to each stakeholder (co-financiers, NGO, contractors and service providers).    

 

No mention of the co-financiers (DBSA PPF, Norway/SIDA, Member Utilities) and of their performance 

were given in the PCR; they only assessed the performance of the consultants. As the consultants had not 

been able to deliver their reports at the end of the contractual study time, an extension of contract was ap-

proved by the Bank. All the reports and documents were eventually delivered by the end of the extension.  

 

Hence, the PCREN rates the performance of other stakeholders Satisfactory (3), in line with the 

PCR. 

 

 

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 project is rated Highly Satisfactory (4) in relevant objectives and in design. It was nevertheless im-

possible to assess the effectiveness of the planned outputs and of the expected outcomes due to the poor 

quality of the PCR, and therefore impossible to evaluate the global effectiveness of the project. No infor-

mation of any kind was made available to evaluate the sustainability and the efficiency, apart from the 

performance of the timeliness, rated Highly Unsatisfactory (1), that suggests there is scope for improving 

efficiency. 

 

For all these reasons, the PCREN was unable to rate the overall project (UTS). 

 



 

 

 

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 ; Imple-

mentation: 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. 

 

Right from appraisal, it was clear that the SAPP Coordination Center (SAPP-CC) would be responsible 

for M&E of the implementation and performance of the project as they had established a Project Imple-

mentation Unit (PIU) whose role was, amongst other things, to ensure timely completion of the project, to 

produce regular reports to the Steering Committee and the donors, and to coordinate all project review 

meetings.  

 

However, the PCREN had no access to relevant project documents to fully assess the design, implementa-

tion and utilisation of the M&E, and the PCR doesn’t provide any information on the issue either. The 

PCREN is therefore unable to score (UTS). 

 

 

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 Sustain-

ability). 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. 

 

1 Original We noted that the project was very well led. At the level of governance, 

there has been the involvement of the highest authorities of each coun-

try.In terms of project management of the project on a day-to-day basis, 

the professionals who made up the ZIZABONA team created the condi-

tions for success. The recipient's capacity for managing and monitoring 

the implementation of project is crucial to having the funded activities 

completed timely and with a good quality. Thus, during the appraisal of 

envisaged grants, the NEPAD-IPPF shall systematically ensure that 

such a capacity is in place. Otherwise a component of capacity building 

(Technical Assistance) should be funded under the grant awarded. 

Validation 

Sign-

off 

 Reformulation (If ap-

plicable)   
   

 Reviewer Comment

  
   

     

2 Original Regional projects raise considerable challenges that require more focus 

on Indentification, Design, Preparation and Appraisal stages. Moreover, 

these projects require a closer supervision during the implementation 

phase to avoid or/and anticipate related impediments. It is also worth 

noting that there is a need of improvements in the procurement process 

of consultancy services in order to select within a reasonable timeframe 

firms wich have effective skills and capabilities to deliver useable re-

ports. 

Validation 

Sign-

off 



 

 

 Reformulation (If ap-

plicable)   
   

 Reviewer Comment

  
   

     

3 Original The extent in which regional projects are implemented satisfactorily de-

pends on the political commitment of beneficiaries and their willing-

ness to resolve the inherent institutional problems. It is therefore highly 

important to address these issues during the early stages of the project 

cycle. 

Validation 

Sign-

off 

 Reformulation (If ap-

plicable)   
   

 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).  

 

None 
 

 

 

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 was extremely minimalist, with very limited information, nearly no data or evidence to support 

the evaluation and the comments. Most of the dimensions were not covered. The PCR was not always 

consistent with the PCR Guidelines. The PCR was submitted 9 months after the end of the project. 

 

Overall the performance of the PCR is rated Highly Unsatisfactory (1). 

 

 

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 PCR

E

N 

Reason for disagreement/ 

Comments 

RELEVANCE 4 4  

Relevance of project development 

objective 
4 4 Development objectives consistant 

with the SADC regional integration 

agenda, with the Bank’s policies and 

strategies as reflected in its 2008-2012 

Medium Term Strategy (MTS), the 

Strategic and Operational Framework 

for Regional Operations (ROs), and the 

2011-2015 Southern Africa Regional 

Integration Strategy (RIS). Also 

aligned with the Programme for Infra-

structure Development in Africa - Pri-

ority Action Plan (PIDA-PAP), and 

with NEPAD objectives in the energy 

sector. The ZIZABONA project had 

been selected as a priority regional pro-

ject under the AfDB regional integra-

tion strategy paper. 

Relevance of project design  4 U

TS 
Unfortunately, the PCRN didn’t have 

enough elements to evaluate the design 

and preparatory work and is therefore 

unable to assess and evaluate the Rele-

vance of the project design (UTS). 

EFFECTIVENESS 4 U

TS 
 



 

 

Delivery of outputs 4 U

TS 
Unfortunately, the PCR doesn’t pro-

vide neither any detail about the spe-

cific outputs nor any evidence of the 

achievement of the outputs. It only 

mentioned that “the full scope of work 

could not be completed within the con-

tract period due to the late start” and 

that, after the end of the initial contract, 

“a new scope of work was amended 

and significantly altered compared 

with the work conducted under the pre-

vious contract”. As a consequence, 

“the overall project structure has 

changed significantly”, without giving 

any detail about the changes in the pro-

ject and the actual achievements.  

Realization of outcomes 4 U

TS 
The PCR doesn’t provide any detail or 

evidence about the realisation of the 

outcomes.  

Development objective (DO) 4 U

TS 
As it was impossible to rate both the 

delivery of outputs and the realisation 

of outcomes, the PCREN is unable to 

rate the development objective of the 

project. 

EFFICIENCY 3 1  

Timeliness 3 1 The PCR reports a ratio of 0.75 and 

rates timeliness Satisfactory (3). The 

PCREN’s estimate is 0.51, which 

means that the project’s timeliness was 

Highly Unsatisfactory (1).  

Resource use efficiency N/

A 
U

TS 
 

Cost-benefit analysis N/

A 
U

TS 
 

Implementation progress (Com-

pliance with (i) with covenants; (ii) 

project systems and procedures; (iii) 

project execution and financing) 

N/

A 
U

TS 
 

SUSTAINABILITY N/

A 
U

TS 
 

Financial sustainability N/

A 
U

TS 
 

Institutional sustainability and 

strengthening of capacities 
N/

A 
U

TS 
 

Ownership and sustainability of 

partnerships 
N/

A 
U

TS 
 



 

 

Environmental and social sustaina-

bility 
N/

A 
U

TS 
 

OVERALL PROJECT COM-

PLETION RATING 
3.7 U

TS 
 

Bank performance: 3 3 The Bank supervised the project thanks 

to staff of the Energy Infrastructure De-

partment of the Bank, in collaboration 

with task manager from IPPF. As the 

task managers of the project changed 

several times, there were delays in the 

follow up and supervision of the pro-

ject at its early stage. This was later im-

proved.  
As mentioned in the Progress Report 

(August 2015), the consultants hired 

for this project had to stop their work 

due to delays encountered with down 

payments by the AfDB.  

Borrower performance: 3 3 - Most of project convenants were duly 

fulfilled. 
- Given the obvious lack of capacity in 

the EA for the execution of feasibility 

studies, detail design and tender docu-

ments, IPPF co-funded the services of 

a Consultant in order to prepare a fea-

sibility study and detailed design, and 

to draft all tender documents. 
- Shifting political commitments have 

delayed the advancement of financial 

closure for the project by several 

months.  
- The recipients generally agreed to the 

Bank's supervision mission findings, 

but did not adequately implement the 

recommendations.  

Performance of other stakeholders: 3 3 No mention of the co-financiers 

(DBSA PPF, Norway/SIDA, Member 

Utilities) and of their performance 

were given in the PCR; they only as-

sessed the performance of the consult-

ants. As the consultants had not been 

able to deliver their reports at the end 

of the contractual study time, an exten-

sion of contract was approved by the 

Bank. All the reports and documents 

were eventually delivered by the end of 

the extension.  



 

 

Overall PCR quality:  1 The PCR was extremely minimalist, 

with very limited information, nearly 

no data or evidence to support the eval-

uation and the comments. Most of the 

dimensions were not covered. The PCR 

was not always consistent with the 

PCR Guidelines. The PCR was submit-

ted 9 months after the end of the pro-

ject. 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

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 facil-

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

 

Division Manager clearance                                                       Director signing off  
 

 

 

 

 
 
Data source for validation: 

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

email) 

• Documents/ Database reports  

 

Attachment:  

• PCR evaluation note validation sheet of performance ratings 

• List of references  

 
 
 
  



 

 

Annex 

 
 
PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT EVALUATION NOTE  
Validation of PCR performance ratings  
 
PCR rating scale: 

 

Score Description (see PCR preparation guidelines for details) 

4 Highly Satisfactory (HS)  

3 Satisfactory (S)  

2 Unsatisfactory (US)  

1 Highly Unsatisfactory (HUS) 

UTS Unable to score/rate 

NA Non Applicable 

 

 

 
 



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

RELEVANCE Relevance of the pro-

ject development ob-

jective (DO) during  

implementation   

4 4 

The project at appraisal was consistant with the 

SADC regional integration agenda which is to 

create a fully integrated and internationally com-

petitive region with the overarching objective of 

poverty reduction. It is also in line with the 

Bank’s policies and strategies as Regional Inte-

gration is a core mandate of the Bank as reflected 

in its 2008-2012 Medium Term Strategy (MTS), 

the Strategic and Operational Framework for Re-

gional Operations (ROs), and the 2011-2015 

Southern Africa Regional Integration Strategy 

(RIS). Moreover, the project is aligned with the 

Programme for Infrastructure Development in 

Africa - Priority Action Plan (PIDA-PAP) which 

aims at linking regional markets through invest-

ments in infrastructures, including energy.  
The project is also in line with NEPAD objectives 

in the energy sector where it seeks to foster co-

operation and sharing of energy resources as well 

as effective means of utilising such resources 

within regions. The ZIZABONA project had 

been selected as a priority regional project under 

the AfDB regional integration strategy paper. It 

was also identified and included by the Common 

Market for Eastern and Southern Africa 

(COMESA) as one of the continental north-south 

corridor priority projects. 

Relevance of project 

design (from ap-

proval to completion)  

4 UTS 

The preparatory activities funded under the current 

NEPAD-IPPF grant were mainly studies whose feasi-

bility assessment report which included recommenda-

tions. These preparatory activities will enable the 

SAPP to take the necessary steps to have the project 

prepared for implementation and will facilitate efforts 

to firm up financing for the physical project. After-

wards, the implementation and realisation of the pro-

ject should promote regional cooperation for develop-

ment and optimal utilisation of energy resources within 

the sub-region, and therefore benefit the four countries 

involved as well as their population. 

Unfortunately, the PCRN didn’t have enough elements 

to evaluate the design and preparatory work and is 

therefore unable to assess and evaluate the Relevance 

of the project design (UTS). 

OVERALL RELEVANCE SCORE 4 4  

EFFECTIVE-

NESS* Effectiveness in delivering outcomes 



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Outcome1: To update 

the environmental 

impact assessment 

(EIA) of the project 

4 UTS 

The PCR states that “all the studies and docu-

ments were carried out in accordance with the 

terms of reference and were accepted by the pro-

ject proponents” but doesn’t provide any detail or 

evidence that would allow the PCREN to assess 

the outcomes have been effectively delivered.  

Outcome2: To assess 

the economic and fi-

nancial viability of 

the project 

4 UTS 

Outcome3: To im-

prove the design and 

structure of the pro-

ject 

4 UTS 

Outcome4: To im-

prove project super-

vision and admin-

istration capacity of 

the SAPP 

4 UTS 

Effectiveness in delivering output 

Output1: To update 

the environmental 

impact assessment 

(EIA) studies in Zam-

bia and Zimbabwe 

and to review those 

already made in Na-

mibia and Botswana 

4 UTS 
According to the PCR, all the components of the 

project were successfully delivered in line with 

the expectations and estimates at appraisal. Un-

fortunately, the PCR doesn’t provide neither any 

detail about the specific outputs nor any evi-

dence of the achievement of the outputs. It only 

mentioned that “the full scope of work could not 

be completed within the contract period due to 

the late start” and that, after the end of the initial 

contract, “a new scope of work was amended 

and significantly altered compared with the 

work conducted under the previous contract”. 

As a consequence, “the overall project structure 

has changed significantly”, without giving any 

detail about the changes in the project and the 

actual achievements.  

Output2: To perform 

market study and le-

gal advisory services 
4 UTS 

Output3: To provide 

project documenta-

tion and financial ad-

visory services 

4 UTS 

Output4: To provide 

all the documentation 

required for the crea-

tion of a Special Pur-

pose Vehicle (SPV) 

4 UTS 



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Output5: To secure 

the services of a Pro-

ject Coordinator to 

assist the SAPP-Co-

ordination Center 

4 UTS 

Output6: To provide 

documentation for 

the hosting of the 

roundtable confer-

ence on ZIZABONA 

4 UTS 

Output7: To support 

the project packaging 

and administration 
4 UTS 

Development objective (DO) 

Development objec-

tive rating 
4 UTS 

As it was impossible to rate both the delivery of 

outputs and the realisation of outcomes, the 

PCREN is unable to rate the development objec-

tive of the project. 

Beneficiaries   

Beneficiary1 N/A UTS 
The PCR doesn’t provide any assessment on the 

beneficiaries. 

Unanticipated outcomes (positive or negative not considered in the project log-

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

Institutional develop-

ment 
N/A UTS 

The PCR didn’t mention any unanticipated addi-

tional outcomes. 

Gender N/A UTS 

Environment & cli-

mate change  N/A UTS 

Poverty reduction N/A UTS 

Private sector devel-

opment 
N/A UTS 

Regional integration N/A UTS 

Other (specify)    

EFFECTIVENESS OVERALL SCORE 4 UTS  



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

EFFICIENCY 

Timeliness (based on 

the initial closing 

date) 
3 1 

The project became effective for disbursement in 

November 2014. Project implementation ended 

in December 2017, meaning that it took 3 years 

and 1 month. This is 18 months more than what 

was initially planned, leading to a ratio of planned 

and actual implementation time. 
The PCR reports a ratio of 0.75 and rates timeli-

ness Satisfactory (3). The PCREN’s estimate is 

0.51, which suggests, as per the PCR rating 

guidelines, that the project’s timeliness was 

Highly Unsatisfactory (1).  

Resource used effi-

ciency N/A UTS  

Cost-benefit analysis N/A UTS  

Implementation pro-

gress (from the IPR) 
N/A UTS 

 

Other (specify)    

OVERALL EFFICIENCY SCORE 3 1  

SUSTAINABIL-

ITY 
Financial sustainabil-

ity 
N/A UTS  

Institutional sustaina-

bility and strengthen-

ing of capacities 
N/A UTS 

 

Ownership and sus-

tainability of partner-

ships 
N/A UTS 

 

Environmental and 

social sustainability 
N/A UTS  

*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 PERFOR-

MANCE  
Proactive identification and resolu-

tion of problems at different stage 

of the project cycle 

  

The PCREN had no access to relevant pro-

ject documents to fully evaluate the Bank’s 

performance, and the PCR doesn’t provide 

much information. No comment from the 

Bank has been inserted in the report. Two 

points can nevertheless be mentioned: 
 
The Bank supervised the project thanks to 

staff of the Energy Infrastructure Depart-

ment of the Bank, in collaboration with task 

manager from IPPF. As the task managers of 

the project changed several times, there 

were delays in the follow up and supervision 

of the project at its early stage. This was later 

improved.  
 
As mentioned in the Progress Report (Au-

gust 2015), the consultants hired for this pro-

ject had to stop their work due to delays en-

countered with down payments by the 

AfDB.  

Use of previous lessons learned 

from previous operations during 

design and implementation 

  

Promotion of stakeholder partici-

pation to strengthen ownership 

  

Enforcement of safeguard and fi-

duciary requirements  
  

Design and implementation of 

Monitoring & Evaluation system 

  

Quality of Bank supervision  (mix 

of skills in supervisory teams, etc) 

  

Timeliness of responses to re-

quests 
  

OVERALL BANK PERFORMANCE SCORE 3 3  

BORROWER PER-

FORMANCE 
Quality of preparation and imple-

mentation 
  Given the obvious lack of capacity in the EA 

for the execution of feasibility studies, detail 

design and tender documents, IPPF co-

funded the services of a Consultant in order 

to prepare a feasibility study and detailed de-

sign, and to draft all tender documents. 

Compliance with covenants, 

agreements and safeguards 
  Most of project convenants were duly ful-

filled. 

Provision of timely counterpart 

funding 
   

Responsiveness to supervision rec-

ommendations 
  The recipients generally agreed to the 

Bank's supervision mission findings, but did 

not adequately implement the recommenda-

tions. 

Measures taken to establish basis 

for project sustainability 
   

Timeliness of preparing requests   Shifting political commitments have de-

layed the advancement of financial closure 

for the project by several months. 



 

 

OVERALL BORROWER PERFORMANCE SCORE 3 3  

 PERFORMANCE 

OF OTHER STAKE-

HOLDERS 

Timeliness of disbursements by 

co-financiers 
  

No mention of the co-financiers (DBSA 

PPF, Norway/SIDA, Member Utilities) and 

of their performance were given in the PCR. 

Functioning of collaborative 

agreements 
  

Quality of policy dialogue with 

co-financiers (for PBOs only) 
  

Quality of work by service provid-

ers  
  As the consultants had not been able to de-

liver their reports at the end of the contrac-

tual study time, an extension of contract was 

approved by the Bank. All the reports and 

documents were eventually delivered by the 

end of the extension.  

Responsiveness to client demands     

OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF OTHER STAKE-

HOLDERS 
3 3  

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

 

(i) Highly satisfactory (HS) : 4 

(ii) Satisfactory  (S) :   3 

(iii) Unsatisfactory  (US) :   2 

(iv) Highly Unsatisfactory (HUS): 1 

 

 

 

 

DESIGN, IMPLEMENTAION AND UTILIZATION OF MONITIRING AND EVALUA-

TION (M&E) 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
IDEV 

Score 
Comments 

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

propriate and realistic 
UTS Right from appraisal, it was clear that the SAPP 

Coordination Center (SAPP-CC) would be re-

sponsible for M&E of the implementation and 

performance of the project as they had estab-

lished a Project Implementation Unit (PIU) 

whose role was, amongst other things, to ensure 

timely completion of the project, to produce 

regular reports to the Steering Committee and 

the donors, and to coordinate all project review 

meetings.  

Monitoring indicators and monitor-

ing plan were duly approved 
UTS 

Existence of disaggregated gender 

indicator 
UTS 

Baseline data were available or col-

lected during the design  
UTS 



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
IDEV 

Score 
Comments 

Other, specify    
However, the PCREN had no access to relevant 

project documents to fully assess the design, 

implementation and utilisation of the M&E, 

and the PCR doesn’t provide any information 

on the issue either. The PCREN is therefore un-

able to score (UTS). 

OVERALL M&E DESIGN SCORE UTS 

M&E IMPLE-

MENTA-TION 
The M&E function is adequately 

equipped and staffed  
UTS 

OVERALL M&E IMPLEMENTATION SCORE UTS 

M&E UTILIZA-

TION  
The borrower used the tracking in-

formation for decision  
UTS 

OVERALL M&E UTILIZATION SCORE UTS 

OVERALL M&E PERFORMANCE SCORE UTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PCR QUALITY EVALUATION 

 

Criteria 
PCR-EVN  

(1-4) 
Comments 

QUALITY OF PCR 

1. Extent of quality and completeness of the PCR 

evidence and analysis to substantiate the ratings of 

the various sections 
1 

The PCR was extremely minimalist, with very 

limited information, nearly no data or evidence 

to support the evaluation and the comments. 

Most of the dimensions were not covered. The 

PCR was not always consistent with the PCR 

Guidelines. The PCR was submitted 9 months af-

ter the end of the project. 

2. Extent of objectivity of PCR assessment score 3 Good 

3. Extent of internal consistency of PCR assess-

ment ratings; inaccuracies; inconsistencies; (in var-

ious sections; between text and ratings; consistency 

of overall rating with individual component rat-

ings)  

3 

Good 



 

 

4. Extent of identification and assessment of key 

factors (internal and exogenous) and unintended ef-

fects (positive or negative) affecting design and im-

plementation  

1 

Non existant 

5. Adequacy of treatment of safeguards, fiduciary 

issues, and alignment and harmonization 
1 

Non existant 

6. Extent of soundness of data generating and anal-

ysis process (including rates of returns) in support 

of PCR assessment 
1 

Absence of data 

7. Overall adequacy of the accessible evidence 

(from PCR including annexure and other data pro-

vided) 
1 

Nearly no evidence given 

8. Extent to which lessons learned (and recommen-

dations) are clear and based on the PCR assessment 

(evidence & analysis) 
2 

Lessons validated despite not being really based 

on evidence and analyses 

9. Extent of overall clarity and completeness of the 

PCR  
1 

Very poor 

Other (specify)   

PCR QUALITY SCORE  1  

PCR compliance with guidelines (PCR/OM ; IDEV) 

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

2. Extent of participation of borrower, Co-financi-

ers & field offices in PCR preparation***  
No information 

3. Other aspect(s) (specify)   

PCR COMPLIANCE SCORE    

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