
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

1. BASIC INFORMATION 

 a. Basic project data 

Project title: NELSAP Interconnection Project (Interconnection of Electric Grids of the Nile 

Equatorial Lakes Countries) - Uganda Scope 

Project code: P-Z1-FA0-033 Instrument number(s): 2100150022696 ; 6550655000651 

Project type: Public 

Investment 
Sector: Power 

Country: Multinational Environmental categorization (1-3) : 

Processing Milestones Key Events Disbursement and Closing date 

Date approved:  

27/11/ 2008 
26/03/2010 

Cancelled amount: Original disbursement deadline: 

31/12/ 2014 

Date signed: 

13/05/2009 

26/03/2010 

Supplementary financing: Original closing date:  

31/12/ 2014 

01/12/2017 

Date of entry into force : 

04/07/2011 
Restructuring: Revised disbursement deadline: 

31/12/2015 

31 /10/ 2016 

Date effective for 1st 

disbursement: 04/07/2011 
Extensions (specify dates): Revised closing date: 

31 /12/ 2015 

31 /10/2016 

Date of actual 

1st disbursement: 

25 /10/2011 
26 /03/ 2013 

  

b. Financing sources 

Financing source/ instrument 

(MUA) 
Approved amount 

(MUA) : 
Disbursed amount 

(MUA) : 
Percentage disbursed 

(%): 

  Loan: 7590000 7590000 100% 

  ADF Supplementary Loan 5,840,000 1,627,952.74 27.88% 

  Government: 3,070,000 19,426,386 63% 
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  Other (ex. Co-financiers): 38,712,726.60 38,712,726.60 100% 

  TOTAL :    

  Co-financiers and other external partners: Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) 

 Execution and implementation agencies: Uganda Electricity Transmission Company Limited 

(UETCL) 

c. Responsible Bank staff 

Position At approval  At completion 

  Regional Director A. Ordu Nnenna Nwabufo 

  Sector Director G. Mbesherubusa Batchi Baldeh 

  Sector Manager A. T. Diallo Humphrey N. Richard 

  Task Manager V. Zongo Alemayehu Wubeshet Zegeye 

  Alternate Task Manager   

  PCR Team Leader  Alemayehu Wubeshet Zegeye 

  PCR Team Members  Jason Seung-Soo Jin 

Kamu R. Karekaho 

Chimwemwe R. Mhango 

d. Report data 

  PCR Date : October 2019 

  PCR Mission Date: From: July 15, 2019 To: July 19, 2019 

  PCR-EN Date: 

  Evaluator/consultant : P Copinschi / S Cunningham Peer Reviewer/Task Manager:  

 

 
 
 
 
2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Summary from Appraisal Report including addendum/corrigendum or loan agreement, and taking into account any modification 

that occurred during the implementation phase. 

 

NELSAP Interconnection Project (Interconnection of Electric Grids of the Nile Equatorial Lakes 

Countries) is a large regional project which consist of the construction and upgrading of 769 km of 220 

kV and 110 kV power lines and 17 transformer stations to interconnect the electric grids of the five Nile 

Basin Initiative (NBI) countries: Burundi, Kenya, Uganda, DR Congo and Rwanda. The overall project 

seeks to increase the cross-border energy and power trade between these five countries and to improve the 



 

 

transient stability of the systems, their safety and the affordability of supply. By doing so, it aims to 

improve the living conditions of the people, as well as the quality of the socioeconomic development 

environment of the region, through the availability of affordable electric energy and access for the 

communities to electricity through increased cross-border electric power trade.  

 

NELSAP Interconnection Project - Uganda Scope concerns the Ugandan part of the project. Its aim was 

to interconnect the Ugandan electric grid with Kenya and Rwanda through the construction of a 127 km-

long transmission line from Bujagali to the Kenyan border via Tororo and a 66 km-long line from 

Mbarara to the Rwandan border via Mirama. It also includes the extension of three existing substations in 

Tororo, Bujagali and Mbarara and the construction of a new substation in Mirama. Some changes were 

introduced in the scope of the project during implementation, including the decision to build a new 

substation in Mbarara instead of upgrading the existing one. 

 

The African Development Bank approved financing the project through an ADF loan in November 2008. 

The Government of Uganda and the Bank signed the loan agreement in May 2009, and committed to 

implementing it over a period of five years. The project’s estimated total cost at appraisal was UA 48.14 

million for the Uganda scope. Of these, the Bank financed UA 7.59 million (15.76%), the Japan 

International Cooperation Agency (JICA) UA 37.48 million (77.85%) and the Government of Uganda 

UA 3.07 million (6.37%). A supplementary ADF loan of UA 5.84 million was approved in November 

2016 to finance the funding gap resulting from the depreciation of loan currencies (UA and JPY) against 

the contract currencies of EUR and US Dollar, and from the variation orders due to changes in scope. The 

Government of Uganda also increased its contribution to UA 9.842 million. 

 

 

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.  

 

All the NBI countries are confronted with development challenges due to the size and lack of 

diversification of their respective economies, their landlocked nature (except for Kenya) and high energy 

costs which require subsidies from governments. The average per kWh electricity tariffs (USD) were 

around 10 cents (and up to 20 cents in Rwanda), compared to an average of 2.29 cents in Egypt and 6 

cents in Ethiopia in 2008 at the time of appraisal. Additionally, national electric energy access rates were 

low, ranging between 2% and 17%, due to availability constraints. A detailed analysis of the growth and 

distribution of electric energy in each of the countries pointed to the existence of unmet demand. The 

situation was characterized by load shedding and a cutback on the connection of new consumers.  

 

However, given all the production plants under construction at the time of appraisal (mostly 

hydroelectricity), it was forecasted that the region would have adequate supply by 2020 to cover their 

overall needs would the grids be in place to deliver the production to the consumers.  

 

The regionalization of electricity production had been identified as the least costly solution to meet the 

electric energy demand of these countries. By interconnecting the grids of the five countries, the NELSAP 

Interconnection Project was aiming to develop a regional energy market for production and domestic 

consumption.  

 

The expected impacts of the project were to increase availability and reliability of electric energy in order 

to increase access to electricity for the people, to reduce electric energy cost and technical losses, to 

improve planning of energy infrastructure, and to enhance regional integration by increasing cross-border 

transfers of power and energy across the countries.  



 

 

 

 

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 purpose of the Project was to improve the living conditions of the people, as well as the quality of the 

socioeconomic development environment, based on the availability of affordable electric energy and 

access by the communities to electricity through increased cross-border electric power trade.  

 

The two outcomes of the project were: 

 

Outcome 1: Reduced electric energy average cost per kWh from 20 cents (USD) in 2008 to 8 cents in 

2020. 

 

Outcome 2: Increased national access rate to electricity to 9% in 2015 and 13% in 2020. No specific 

baseline value was given for Uganda in the Appraisal report. 

 

The main beneficiaries of the project are the people of Uganda, local communities, enterprises and trading 

entities, private and governmental institutions, which should all have increased access to reliable and 

affordable electric energy for domestic, industrial and commercial use. 

 

 

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.   

 

The following were the key outputs expected to contribute to the expected outcomes:  

 

Output 1: Construction of 197.7 km of transmission line by 2015, consisting of 5 conductors, including 

one in optic fiber (OPGW for Optical Ground Wire) for communications and tele-control; 

 

Output 2: Construction and upgrading of 4 substations by 2015; 

 

Output 3: Supply of logistical and operating equipment; 

 

Output 4: Implementation of an Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP) and a Resettlement 

Action Plan (RAP) by 2010; 

 

Output 5: Implementation of a training program in 2010. 

 

The beneficiaries of the outputs are the population of Uganda, the national socioeconomic sectors, the 

country itself as well as its electric company that will have energy to contribute to achieving its national 

development objectives, and the people living along the line route, who were employed or provided 

services during construction. 

 

 

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

 

The project was initially designed to achieve its expected outputs, outcomes and project objectives 

through the following components: 



 

 

 

1. Construction of a 220 kV double circuit transmission line from Bujagali via Tororo to the Uganda-

Kenya border, over a distance of 127.7 km, and the construction of a 220kV double circuit transmission 

line from Mbarara via Mirama to the Uganda-Rwanda border over a distance of 66 km; 

 

2. Extension of substations of 220 kV at Bujagali, Tororo and Mbarara and construction of a new 220/132 

kV substation at Mirama; 

 

3. Operation and maintenance equipment; 

 

4. Environmental and Social Impact Plan (ESMP) and Relocation and Compensation Plan (RCP); 

 

5. Studies, including Guidelines for the operation of an interconnected system; 

 

6. Project administration and management. 

 

In the course of implementation, after the Bank’s approval of the financing, several design changes were 

introduced by the countries (i) to align the project with the agreed Eastern Africa Power Pool requirement 

that 220 kV be the lowest level of cross-border interconnection voltage, and (ii) to increase cross-border 

power transfers to meet higher projected national demands. Additionally, several diversions along the line 

route were introduced during implementation due to Right of Way (ROW) challenges. Due to these 

design changes, the original 193.7 km of transmission line has increased to 197.75 km (131.2 km from 

Bujagali to the Kenyan border and 66.55 km from Mbarara to the Rwandan border). 

 

 

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 development objective of the NELSAP Interconnection Project - Uganda scope was to improve the 

rate of access of electrical power for the population of Uganda and to foster regional power trade through 

interconnection of Ugandan electrical networks with Kenya and Rwanda. This project was part of a wider 

project aiming at interconnecting the power grids of the five countries of the NBI. 

 

The project was included in the NEPAD infrastructure Short-Term Action Plan (STAP) which lays 

special emphasis on the interconnection of power grids as a key option for increasing access to electricity 

on the continent.  

 

The project also fell within the priorities of Uganda as reflected in several reference documents regarding 

the government’s development strategy, notably the Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) 2005-

2009, underlining the importance of supporting the infrastructure development in the energy sector, which 

is critical for enhancing the efficient functioning of the economy. In 2006, the Ugandan government had 

adopted a plan for meeting the country’s electricity supply needs in the short, medium and long terms, (i) 

by enhancing public private partnerships in power generation and supply, (ii) by enhancing the financial 



 

 

sustainability of the power sector, (iii) by increasing inter regional power trade and (iv) by addressing the 

declining Lake Victoria net basin supply by diversifying the sources of power supply.  

 

The project was also well aligned with the Bank's operational strategy in Uganda, as articulated in the 

Country Joint Assistance Strategy Paper (CSP) for the 2008-2011. The CSP  lays emphasis on the support 

needed in the energy sector to boost economic growth and reduce poverty, since adequate electricity 

supply is indispensable for improving the economic competitiveness and social development of the 

country. By increasing the availability of affordable and sustainable energy services, the project should 

improve the living conditions of the people, as well as the quality of their socioeconomic development 

framework.  

 

Moreover, the project was in line with the Bank’s operational policies, strategies and priorities, notably its 

Energy Policy (1994) and its support for selective implementation of priority regional infrastructures of 

Regional Member Countries (RMCs). The project was also consistent with the criteria of the policy paper 

on regional operations approved by the Board in March 2008, as well as with the Bank’s procedures and 

conditions for regional integration projects.  

 

In view of these considerations, 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 

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 PCR rated the relevance of project design Unsatisfactory (2) and this validation concurs with 

the rating. Several major design changes were made on the Uganda scope of the project during 

implementation, leading to significant additional costs and huge delays resulting in cancellation of the co-

financier (JICA) loan and the ADF Supplementary loan.   

 

As the PCR noted, the main factors that propelled these changes should have been foreseen by the 

consultant who prepared the feasibility study, the project supervision consultant and the Uganda 

Electricity Transmission Company Limited (UETCL) which is responsible for the implementation of the 

project in Uganda.  

 

As already mentioned, the project was redesigned after the Bank’s approval to align with the agreed 

Eastern Africa Power Pool requirement that 220 kV be the lowest level of cross-border interconnection 

voltage. It was also decided that cross-border power transfer capacities should be increased to meet higher 

projected national demands, and that the Optical Ground Wire (OPGW) should be upgraded from 24 to 

48 fibers to harmonize the specifications with the neighboring countries. It was also decided that a new 

substation in Mbarara should be built instead of upgrading the existing one. 

 

Some changes resulted directly from a poor feasibility study and ineffective project management, such as 

the fact that additional special foundations were required in swampy areas, and that several diversions 

along the line route were made necessary because of Right of Way (ROW) challenges.  

 



 

 

Also, the project was originally designed as a multinational project to be centrally implemented by the 

NELSAP Regional Project Coordination Unit (RPCU) but was later fragmented into different 

components implemented at country level, so each country was left to manage the part in its territory.  

 

And finally, the overall project was designed without addressing a requirement to develop Power 

Purchase Agreements (PPAs) and Wheeling Agreements among the five countries involved, although the 

conclusion and signing of the PPAs and Wheeling Agreements should have been included in the 

conditions of Loans and Grants agreements.  

 

 

EFFECTIVENESS 
 

c. Effectiveness in delivering outputs: 
Evaluation of the extent to which the project achieved its stated outputs (obtained from the logical framework) based on 

the last Implementation Progress and Results Report (IPR) and by considering accurate reporting of direct or indirect 

evidence on intended and unanticipated outputs. In the absence of sufficient data (as direct evidence), indirect evidence 

(such as project outcomes and other pertinent processes/elements of the causal chain) should be used particularly in the 

evaluation of the extent to which the project is expected to achieve its stated results/ objectives. The absence of sufficient 

data to assess the effectiveness should be indicated (and clearly detailed in the PCR quality evaluation section).  

 

The PCR rated the effectiveness in delivering outputs Unsatisfactory (2) and this validation agrees 

with the rating. Out of the 5 target outputs, only one was fully realized, two were nearly achieved and 

two (including the most important one) only realised at 50% or less.  The main causes for not achieving 

the outputs, eleven years after the Bank’s approval of the project, include: challenges on acquisition of 

ROW, on-going litigation related to compensation payments, poor project management, poor performance 

of contractors and finally both contractors declaring bankruptcy 2 years beyond the initial Engineering 

Procurement and Construction (EPC) contracts completion dates. As noted in the PCR, if there had been 

proper project management, the project could have been completed before both contractors declared 

bankruptcy. 

 

The effectiveness of output delivery is summarized below: 

 

Output 1: Only 95.7 out of 197.7 km of transmission line were constructed (48.5%). This includes the 

Mbarara-Mirama-Rwandan border line, which was completed. 

 

Output 2: The construction and upgrading of the 4 substations was only partially achieved at 85.6% due 

to the poor performance of the contractor. The Bujagali substation was completed at 82.3%, the Tororo 

one at 87%, the Mbarara at 98% and the Mirama one at 75.3%. There was no activity on the sites because 

of the bankruptcy of the contractors. 

 

Output 3: Supply of logistical and operating equipment was achieved at 50%. 

 

Output 4: The implementation of the Environmental and Social Management Plan (ESMP) and the 

Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) was nearly (97%) completed. 

 

Output 5: The training program was conducted in 2010 (100%). 

 

 

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 1 (Reduced electric energy cost from 20 US cents per kWh to 8 cents in 2020) hasn’t been 

achieved yet. The most recent value (2018) was 15 cents (42% of the target). However, the project hasn’t 

made any contribution to this evolution as the Bujagali-Tororo-Kenyan border line hasn’t been completed 

and the Mbarara-Mirama-Rwandan border line, although completed, cannot be used yet because the 

substation in Rwanda is still incomplete.  

 

Although Outcome 2 (Increased national access rate to electricity to 13% in 2020) has been largely 

surpassed (the rate reached 20% in 2018 according to the PCR), it was without the contribution of the 

project as the outputs haven’t been delivered yet.  

 

The PCR rated the effectiveness in realizing the outcomes Satisfactory (3) considering that there is 

likelihood of partial achievement of the outcomes, as the power interconnection lines between Uganda 

and Rwanda are completed and are awaiting the completion of the substation works in Rwanda to start the 

cross-border exchange. Considering, however, that at the moment the outcomes are far from being 

realized (or have been realized without the contribution of the project), the PCREN rates the sub-

criterion Unsatisfactory (2), a downgrading of the rating in the PCR.  

 

 

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).   

 

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

and rating, the PCREN rates the development objective of the project Unsatisfactory (2) since it rates 

both the output performance and the outcome performance Unsatisfactory (2). This rating is in line with 

the rating in the PCR. This means that the project is unlikely to achieve its development objective in a 

near future. 

 

 

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. 

 

As noted in the PCR, all categories will benefit from cross-border exchange of energy and power after the 

completion of the project. For the time being the progress towards target is still at 0%. 

 

 

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 lists 3 unanticipated additional outcomes which with this validation doesn’t concur.  

 

The first unanticipated additional outcome listed in the PCR states that the main and more sustainable 

impact of the project on women will be through the provision of reliable and affordable electricity. 



 

 

According to the PCREN, this outcome was already anticipated and mentioned in the Appraisal report 

(paragraph 3.2.4 on Gender). 

 

The two other additional outcomes mentioned by the PCR (Unanticipated financial gaps occurred during 

implementation, and the bankruptcy of the EPC contractors and the cancellation of the loans by both 

financiers JICA and AfDB) are actually not outcomes.  

 

 

EFFICIENCY 

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

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

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

 

The PCR rated timeliness Highly Unsatisfactory (1) and this validation concurs with the rating. 

 

The loan agreement was signed in May 2009 but only became effective in July 2011, more than 2 years 

afterwards. From the date of effectiveness for the first disbursement to the date of the PCR (October 

2019), the project already lasted for more than 126 months (without being fully completed), as opposed to  

56 months as originally planned.  It is not yet known when this Project will be completed and the ratio of 

planned and actual implementation time is 0.44, hence the rating of Highly Unsatisfactory. 

 

The reasons for the immense delays include: 

 

- Decentralized procurement led by countries resulted in engagement of the same contractor for 

substations without adequate due diligence and contributed to the poor delivery and finally to contract 

termination. Contract terminations have added further delays as contracts had to be closed out before the 

procurement of new contractors. 

 

- Change in the design of the project led to important delays. 

 

- The lack of adequate planning for project site land acquisition, compensation and relocation including 

inadequate use of tools like Stakeholder Engagement and Grievance Redress Mechanisms (GRM) led to 

Right of Way (ROW) issues that are still outstanding in the transmission line corridors. The ROW issues 

delayed the project completion date and extended the Loan Disbursement deadline several times. 

Eventually, the Bank decided to close the balance of the loan before completion of the Bujagali-Tororo-

Kenyan border transmission line and all the associated substations.  

 

 

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). 

 

The PCR’s estimated ratio of the median percentage physical implementation and commitment rate 

is 0.625, meaning that the resource use efficiency was Highly Unsatisfactory (1). This validation 

concurs with the rating, based on the following evidence: 

 

(i) Substantial increases in price for various project items; 



 

 

(ii) Depreciation of loan currencies; 

(iii) Changes in scope; 

(iv) ROW land acquisition challenges with some issues unresolved and in the courts of law;  

(v) Poor project management; 

(vi) Poor performance of some Contractors and the Consultant. 

 

As a consequence, the Bank and the co-financier (JICA) have cancelled the balance of the committed 

funds for the project, which means that it is difficult at this stage to establish the total Project cost at 

completion given that new Contractors have to be engaged to complete the Bujagali-Tororo-Kenyan 

border transmission line and there is on-going litigation. 

 

 

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.  

 

Given that the project is still not completed and that some components haven’t been commissioned yet, it 

is clear that the Economic Rate of Return will have to be reassessed at completion.  

 

The PCR rating for the Cost-benefit analysis Satisfactory (3) is therefore not confirmed by the 

PCREN which rates the CBA as Highly Unsatisfactory (1) 

 

 

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

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

environmental and social safeguards and audit compliance), ii) Compliance with project systems and procedures 

(procurement, financial management and monitoring and evaluation), and iii) Compliance with project execution and 

financing (disbursement, budget commitments, counterpart funding and co-financing). 

 

The PCR rated the IP Satisfactory (3). This rating is not confirmed by the PCREN which rates the 

IP as Unsatisfactory (2), based on the following evidence: 

 

Compliance with the clauses was satisfactory as all project covenants were complied with. However, 

there have been many challenges during project implementation, including delayed project start-up due to 

significant design changes, delay in land acquisition and poor performance by some Contractors and 

Consultants. The delay in releasing the counterpart fund for compensation payments and implementation 

of Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) has also contributed to delays in compensation payments and creating 

on-site implementation slippages. The fact that the readiness assessment didn’t include ROW acquisition 

also contributed to the difficulties of the project implementation.  

 

The monitoring and evaluation mechanism by the Executing Agency (UETCL), the Borrower and the line 

ministry (Ministry of Energy and Minerals Development) was weak. Despite the Bank’s several reminders 

to both the Borrower and the Executing Agency to closely monitor the project and address the challenges, 

at the end there was no monitoring and evaluation system established and implemented to complete the 

project. Challenges were experienced in terms of ensuring that adequate technical, human and financial 



 

 

resources were available to monitor and implement corrective and remedial measures to avoid escalation 

of issues. The fact that the contractors filed for bankruptcy two years after the initial completion dates 

could probably have been detected if an effective monitoring was in place. 

 

In terms of disbursement from the loan, there were no delays. However, there were several delays in 

certifying and releasing the invoices of Engineering, Procurement and Construction (EPC) contractors 

and supervision consultant. Delayed payments of invoices resulted in unnecessary additional costs due to 

interest on claims and extensions of time for their completion.  

 

 

SUSTAINABILITY 

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

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

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

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

reforms.  

 

There were different types of infrastructural assets created through the project. However, two 

transmission lines are not operational yet. The Bujagali-Tororo-Kenyan border line is not even completed 

yet after spending nearly US$ 20 million. In addition, although the Mbarara-Mirama-Rwandan border line 

has been completed, the transmission line is not operational due to the uncompleted work on the Rwanda 

side. The huge project implementation delay will certainly have negative impact on the UETCL’s Balance 

sheet, especially as it has contributed to increasing the gearing ratio without huge positive financial 

impacts from the project.  

 

The PCR suggests that once the transmission lines are operational, the transmission will contribute to 

generating positive cash flow to UETCL based on the current PPA selling price with Kenya (US$ 

0.23/KWh) and Rwanda (US$ 0.083/ KWh). This, however, remains hypothetical.  

 

Additionally, following the change in the project scope and as none of the interconnection has been 

completed and commissioned, the Financial Rate of Return will have to be reassessed at completion. The 

actual disbursement of the project is more than UA 60 million, against UA 48 million initially planned.  

 

For all these reasons, the PCREN rates financial sustainability Unsatisfactory (2), a downgrading of 

the PCR rating of 3 (Satisfactory). 

 

 

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 rated institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities Unsatisfactory (2) and 

this validation agrees with the rating. 

 



 

 

Although some UETCL staff benefitted from the on-job training programs and were embedded in the 

EPC and Consultancy services ’contracts, both the capacity of Uganda and UETCL (as the Executing 

Agency) remained weak. This weakness was demonstrated during the implementation of the project. In 

fact, the weakness led the Bank and the co-financier to close the project before reaching completion.  

 

 

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

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

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

maintenance of the project outputs. For PBOs, the assessment should measure the extent to which the Government’s 

capacity to conduct consultations during policy dialogue and the extent to which the Bank supported the Government in 

deepening the consultation processes. 

 

The PCR rated this sub-criterion Unsatisfactory (2) and this validation agrees with the rating citing 

the following evidence: 

 

On the one hand, a participatory approach was used throughout the preparation of the project. In 

conducting the studies, socioeconomic surveys were carried out in the communities and with the 

Government of Uganda. These were followed by validation seminars that brought together all the 

stakeholders, especially the affected communities. Furthermore, during the identification, preparation and 

appraisal missions, workshops were organized with the relevant stakeholders as well as donors interested 

in the sector. 

 

On the other hand however, as already mentioned, the implementation of the project was unsatisfactory 

mainly due to challenges associated with ROW issues, which was the responsibility of UETCL as the 

Executing and Implementing Agency. UETCL didn’t involve some of the key stakeholders such as the 

Chief Government Valuer (CGV) or the local communities. The involvement of the CGV would have 

allowed the timely approval of the assets valuation reports which in turn would have allowed to effect the 

compensation payment to the Project Affected Persons (PAP). The involvement of the local communities 

would have helped to protect the towers from vandalism. UETCL didn’t escalate the challenges of ROW 

issues to a high level of Government for an early stage intervention that could have solved the problem. 

 

As neither the Executing Agency, nor the Ministry of Energy and Minerals Development and the 

Borrower appeared to have a clear road map as to when to complete the project, the co-financier (JICA) 

decided to not extend the loan disbursement deadline and cancelled the balance of its loan (equivalent to 

US$ 5 million). 

 

On a larger scale it can be noted that eleven years after the Bank approved the project, none of the five 

countries involved in the NELSAP Interconnection project has been able to complete their project scope 

which can be seen as a clear indication of limited ownership of the project amongst the beneficiary 

countries. 

 

 

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 rated the Environmental and social sustainability Unsatisfactory (2) and this validation 

agrees with the rating citing the following evidence: 



 

 

 

The project complied with the environmental and social safeguard requirements of the Government of 

Uganda and the African Development Bank. The project obtained all the necessary approvals and permits 

(Environmental and Social Assessment Approval, Wetlands Permit; Roads Permit; Park Entry Permit and 

Forest Permits). The EPC Contractor prepared and submitted a Contractor-social and environmental 

action plan (SEAP) and assembled a Health, Safety & Environment (HSE) team. UETCL nominated HSE 

supervisors who supervised the Contractors HSE team and the implementation of the Contractor-SEAP. 

 

In addition to the preparation of Environmental and Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) studies and 

Environmental and Social Management Plans (ESMP), the project avoided environmentally sensitive 

areas, and where avoidance was not possible, payments for Offsets and Benefits Streams Foregone were 

made. 

 

The Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) was implemented at 98%, which means that even though the project 

has been completed there are still a few PAPs that are yet to be compensated because the courts are yet to 

resolve their cases. This has made the project fail to comply with the requirement of compensation and 

relocation of PAPs before start of works. 

 

Though not initially well coordinated project community and stakeholder participation mechanisms, 

including grievance mechanisms and feedback platforms, were in place. As noted in the PCR, UETCL 

should have taken a leading role in engagement and grievance handling and resolution rather than relying 

on the resettlement consultants to ensure that PAPs and other stakeholders are correctly informed about 

project impacts and mitigation measures in place, and to make sure that issues are resolved before things 

get out of hand.  

 

The ESMP was largely implemented albeit with some delays especially with respect to compensation of 

PAPs on the Mbarara-Mirama-Rwandan border transmission line. However, as the Bujagali-Tororo-

Kenyan border transmission line is not fully completed, the ESMP was not fully implemented. 

 

 

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.    

 

Based on evidence drawn from the 7 key indicators used in this PCREN template, the PCREN rates the 

Bank performance Unsatisfactory (2), a downgrading of the PCR rating of 3 (Satisfactory): 

 

The Bank appeared to be proactive in the identification and resolution of the problems at different stages 

of the project cycle. Especially, the Bank’s country office in Uganda played a major role in facilitating 

implementation of project activities and ensuring that the process was compliant with the Bank’s Rules of  

Procedures and that the GoU would correctly address the challenges of the project.  

 

During design and implementation, the Bank didn’t take enough advantage of lessons learned from 

previous experiences in regional projects, especially the need to take into consideration the increased 

level of risks in the implementation of projects of this kind that are more complex than country projects, 

and the need to solve ROW issues prior to the beginning of the implementation.  

 



 

 

The Bank involved key stakeholders in the project implementation. However, PAPs should have been 

engaged earlier to minimize grievances and complaints that delayed clearance of ROW. 

 

Requests for disbursements were usually treated within the timeframe allocated in the contracts by 

UETCL, consultant and Contractors to meet deadlines. However, when the Bank’s safeguard 

requirements were violated, the Bank should have immediately enforced the required measures, including 

the suspension of the fund’s disbursement until the Borrower and executing Agency fulfil the 

requirements. 

 

Despite the Bank’s several reminders to both the Borrower and the Executing Agency to closely monitor 

the project and addresses the challenges, at the end there was no monitoring and evaluation system 

established and implemented to complete the project at least within the extended loan disbursement 

deadline.  

 

The Bank provided close and extensive project supervision and review missions throughout the period of 

implementation of the project. The Bank supervised the project twice a year and provided advice to the 

Executing Agency and the Government in order to address critical challenges (the ROW issues, 

compensation payment and timely allocation of counterpart fund). However, the Bank was weak on 

enforcing the safeguard requirements where construction works were carried out prior to the full 

acquisition of the ROW and compensation payments. 

 

The services offered by the Bank were overall of a good standard and the officers had a good grasp of 

their relative sphere of activities. The Bank was always receptive to UETCL’s and GoU’s queries and 

requests for information and explanation, although, on some occasions, UETCL had to intervene more 

persuasively through repeated mails and letters to have a response from the Bank on some issues like 

extension of loan disbursement deadlines and no-objection for procurement related issues. Even after the 

co-financier pulled out from financing the project, the Bank remained committed to supporting the project 

until it realized that the project will not be completed in the coming one or two years due to bankruptcy of 

the EPC contractors and unresolved ROW issues. The Bank finally decided to cancel the balance of the 

ADF supplementary loan. 

 

 

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 rated the Borrower performance Unsatisfactory (2) and this validation agrees with the 

rating noting the following evidence: 

 

The performance of the GoU, through the Ministry of Finance, Planning and Economic Development 

(MoFPED), the Ministry of Energy and Minerals Development (MEMD) and UETCL (as the 

Implementing Agency), has been unsatisfactory in ensuring the proper implementation and achievement 

of the project. When the 24-month EPC contracts were not fully completed even by 70 months due to the 

ROW issues and compensation payments (there are still unresolved compensation payments to the PAPs, 

due to disagreement on the determined values and pending court cases), the government and the 

Executing Agency’s willingness to tackle the challenges became questionable.  

 

During the implementation of the project there was a delay in releasing the counterpart fund for 

compensation payment, as well as a delay on certifying Contractor’s invoices and submission of 



 

 

disbursement application to the Bank. This greatly undermined their capacity to deliver and gave rise to 

claims of costs and time extensions.  

 

Furthermore, the project suffered from delay on startup of about two years due to the fact that the 

Government took a long time to sign and meet loan conditions.  

 

 

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 PCR rated the performance of the other stakeholders Unsatisfactory (2) and this validation 

agrees with the rating noting the following evidence: 

 

The performance of the co-financer (JICA) was good. JICA’s disbursement was smooth and without 

delay until it  became frustrated with the slow progress of the project and finally decided not to extend the 

disbursement deadline of its loan and cancelled the balance of the loan.  

 

However, the performance of the other stakeholders  (contractor, Chief Government Valuer, supervision 

consultant) was generally poor. 

 

The performance of the project supervision consultant was unsatisfactory due to a general reluctance to 

act on time to advise the Executing Agency on construction site challenges so that they may be resolved 

promptly, and to forecast the financial position of the two EPC contractors.  

 

The performance of the EPC contractors was unsatisfactory, particularly the transmission line contractor, 

as evidenced by keeping the construction of the Bujagali-Tororo line idle for two years without any 

construction works.  

 

The performance of the Chief Government Valuer was not satisfactory as there was a delay in approving 

the assets valuation reports submitted by UETCL.  

 

 

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 PCR rates the project as Unsatisfactory overall with an average score of 2.31. The PCREN 

confirms the Unsatisfactory rating but its overall average score is lower at 2.06. 

 

The Evaluation agrees with the PCR that the project was relevant overall (although poorly designed) and 

that the development objective was satisfactory. 

 

The PCREN is however far more skeptical than the PCR regarding the efficiency dimension, especially 

the Cost-Benefit Analysis. The PCR is also more nuanced concerning the sustainability of the project, 

especially from a financial and institutional viewpoint.  



 

 

 

 

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. 

 

The Borrower and the Executing Agency, including the line/sector Ministry (Ministry of Energy and 

Minerals Development), failed to put in place a proper Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) mechanism to 

monitor progress on implementation, address the challenges in a timely manner and enforce 

accountability. 

 

 

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 The performance of the project supervision consultant was 

unsatisfactory due to a general reluctance to act on time in 

advising the project-executing agency on construction site 

challenges so that they may be resolved promptly and 

forecasting the financial position of the two EPC contractors. 

The performance of the EPC contractor was unsatisfactory, 

particularly the transmission line contractor, as evidenced by 

keeping idle the construction of the Bujagali – Tororo line 

for two years without any construction works. The 

performance of the Chief Government Valuer was not 

satisfactory as there was a delay in approving the assets 

valuation reports submitted by UETCL. The co-financer 

(JICA) came in time to finance the project and its 

disbursement was smooth and without delay until it became 

frustrated on the progress of the project and finally decided 

to not extend the disbursement deadline of its loan and 

cancelled the balance of the loan. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 
 

Reviewer 

Comment 
This is just a description of the problem. Distill the lesson learnt.   

 

 

 



 

 

Original The Project was designed to be coordinated at a regional 

level by NELSAP. However, due to various reasons this was 

not realized, and each country was let to implement its 

component individually.  This fragmented approach did not 

only raise implementation challenges and deny the Project 

the benefit of economies of scale but also did not promote the 

attainment of two key long-term outcomes namely improved 

planning of infrastructure and regional integration. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 
 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Why did the coordination at the regional level fail and what are the lessons learnt from the failure.   

 

 

 

Original In the past for infrastructure projects (power, road, etc.), 

several mechanisms for handling acquisition of land and 

compensation payments were put in place for smooth 

implementation of projects like maintaining escrow accounts 

and implementation of compensation of PAPs in segments. 

However, as evidenced by the PAPs complaints and 

disagreement, these mechanisms have not been successful, 

and projects have suffered implementation delays. This has 

consequently affected the country’s development program. 

Therefore, the Government considering several measures to 

reduce the compensation of PAPs, including amending the 

relevant legislation for the acquisition of right-of-way and 

compensations payments. In addition, the Government could 

consider gazetting infrastructure corridors in advance of 

project resource mobilization to avoid implementation 

delays. Other measures include indexing compensation 

payments for inflation and standardizing payment rates 

across projects and sectors. Additionally, the terms of 

valuation and relevant milestones, durations and cut-off dates 

should be clearly agreed, publicized and documented. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 
 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Streamline the lessons learnt by focusing on one or two key issues.  

 

 

 

Original The current capacity of UETCL to implement its 

infrastructure investment plans is inadequate, which is 

caused by its existing structure focusing only on Operation 

and maintenance (O&M) of the existing transmission system 

and insufficient attention given to the existing PIU. This has 

contributed to UETCL’s inefficiency and ineffectiveness in 

project and contract management. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 
 

Reviewer 

Comment 
  



 

 

 

 

 

Original Prolonged delay in completion of projects can lead to either 

termination of contract by any part or huge financial claims, 

litigation and to unexpected serious consequences. This 

project was expected to be completed by January and 

February 2015 as per the EPC contract completion time. 

However, entered into prolonged delay and by July 2017 

both contractors declared bankruptcy before completing their 

respective EPC contract works leading to termination of 

contract. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 
 

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 Key recommendations are:• ROW should be secured before 

construction works begin;• Government should set up special 

courts to deal with land acquisition issues, and have specified 

timelines for dispute settlement to expeditiously deal with 

ROW issues;• Capacity of district land boards in RAP 

implementation and updating compensation rates should be 

enhanced;• Resettlement Action Plans should be reviewed and 

where possible special courts to deal with land issues set up;• 

Government should find measures to address speculation and 

unrealistic expectations amongst PAPs through early 

engagement and mitigation and continuous mass sensitization 

should be carried out in project areas to ensure that 

development projects are implemented.  • In the case of 

interconnectors, like is this Project, the conclusion and signing 

of the PPAs and Wheeling Agreements, before project 

implementation or six-month before project completion, 

should be included in the conditions of Loans and Grants 

agreements. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 
 

Recipient(s) Bank and Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Streamline the recommendations on the basis of priorities and practicality.   



 

 

 

 

 

Original The coordination role is very crucial for regional, 

multinational projects to track and harmonize progress and 

provide a platform for project implementers, financiers and 

other stakeholders to meet. In this regard and in order to ensure 

effective coordination of the implementation of activities, a 

Joint Project Coordinator (JPC) should have been considered. 

This JPC would have been responsible for the coordination of 

the countries’ common activities. In addition, this decision 

should have been taken after a comprehensive assessment. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 
 

Recipient(s) Bank and Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 
  

 

 

 

 

Original Government should consider several measures to reduce the 

compensation of PAPs, including amending the relevant 

legislation for the acquisition of right-of-way and 

compensations payments. In addition, the Government could 

consider gazetting infrastructure corridors in advance of 

project resource mobilization to avoid implementation delays. 

Other measures may include indexing compensation payments 

for inflation and standardizing payment rates across projects 

and sectors. In addition, the terms of valuation and relevant 

milestones, durations and cut-off dates should be clearly 

agreed, publicized and documented. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 
 

Recipient(s) Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 
 Streamline these recommendations.  

 

 



 

 

Original Government should take necessary actions to strengthen 

UETCL’s structure, technical and managerial capacity to 

manage future investments. In the meantime, all efforts should 

be made to ensure that this important Project is completedin 

order that the development objective can be attained. In this 

regard, the Project should consider acquiring Technical 

Assistance to advise on how best to restructure the Project to 

ensure delivery while maintaining a regional perspective and 

this should be conditional to the provision of additional 

funding. The Borrower and the project Executing Agency, 

including the line/sector Ministry (Ministry of Energy and 

Minerals Development), shoulddesign and put in place a 

proper monitoring and evaluation mechanism to monitor 

progress on implementation, address the challenges on timely 

manner and enforce accountability. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 
 

Recipient(s) Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 
  

 

 

Original The selection criteria for contractors should be well designed, 

covering all required dimensions, including financial 

sustainability, prior experience with similar projects in similar 

conditions, proven ability to comply with health and safety 

regulations, ability to manage project effectively and report 

project progress and planning according to international 

standards over and above the compliance to the technical 

specification. The Contractors must also have experience in 

sub-Saharan Africa, be able to comply with safety regulations 

and be able to communicate clearly in English and be 

financially stable to enable them to have access to funds to 

implement a project. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 
 

Recipient(s) Beneficiary 

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). 

 



 

 

Overall, the PCR quality is good (3). It is consistent with the PCR Guidelines, and complete in coverage 

of the dimensions of evaluation. The PCR was prepared on time and used the available information to 

address the standard questions. The PCR’s data generation  and analysis processes in support of PCR 

assessment are  good. Adequacy of the accessible evidence from the PCR including annexes and other 

data provided is fair. Inconsistencies between the rating and explanation are minimal. The report’s 

presentation and analysis of the issues, outputs, and outcomes is good. Identification of specific 

recommendations and lessons learnt is very good.  

 

 

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 3 3  

Relevance of project development 

objective 

4 4 

The development objective of the 

project was in line with the priorities 

of Uganda (including the Poverty 

Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) 

2005-2009). The project was also well 

aligned with the Bank's operational 

strategy in Uganda (CSP 2008-2011), 

and with the Bank’s operational 

policies, strategies and priorities.  

Relevance of project design  

2 2 

Several major design changes were 

made on the Uganda scope of the 

project during implementation, 

leading to significant additional costs 

and huge delays resulting in 

cancellation of the co-financier (JICA) 

loan and the ADF Supplementary 

loan. Some changes resulted directly 

from a poor feasibility study and 

ineffective project management.  

EFFECTIVENESS 2 2  

Delivery of outputs 

2 2 

Out of the 5 target outputs, only one 

was fully realized, two were nearly 

achieved and two (including the most 

important one) only realized at 50% or 

less.  



 

 

Realization of outcomes 

3 2 

Outcome 1 hasn’t been achieved yet 

(42% of the target) but the project 

hasn’t made any contribution to this 

evolution. Although Outcome 2 has 

been largely surpassed, it was without 

the contribution of the project as the 

outputs haven’t been delivered yet. 

The PCR rated the effectiveness in 

realizing the outcomes Satisfactory (3) 

considering that there is likelihood of 

partial achievement of the outcomes, 

as the power interconnection lines 

between Uganda and Rwanda are 

completed and are awaiting the 

completion of the substation works in 

Rwanda to start the cross-borer 

exchange. Considering, however, that 

at the moment the outcomes are far 

from being realized (or have been 

realized without the contribution of 

the project), the PCREN rates the sub-

criterion Unsatisfactory (2), a 

downgrading of the rating in the PCR.  

Development objective (DO) 

2 2 

The PCREN rates the development 

objective of the project Unsatisfactory 

(2) since it rates both the output 

performance and the outcome 

performance Unsatisfactory (2). 

EFFICIENCY 2 1.25  

Timeliness 

1 1 

The project already lasted for more 

than 126 months (without being fully 

completed), as opposed to 56 months 

as originally planned. It is not yet 

known when this Project will be 

completed and the ratio of planned 

and actual implementation time is 

0.44. 

Resource use efficiency 
1 1 

The ratio of the median percentage 

physical implementation and 

commitment rate is 0.625. 

Cost-benefit analysis 

3 1 

Given that the project is still not 

completed and that some components 

haven’t been commissioned yet, it is 

clear that the Economic Rate of 

Return will have to be reassessed at 

completion.  



 

 

Implementation progress 

(Compliance with (i) with 

covenants; (ii) project systems and 

procedures; (iii) project execution 

and financing) 
3 2 

Compliance with the clauses was 

satisfactory as all project covenants 

were complied with. However, there 

have been many challenges during 

project implementation, including 

unacceptable delays and weak 

monitoring and evaluation 

mechanism. 

SUSTAINABILITY 2.25 2  

Financial sustainability 

3 2 

The two transmission lines are not 

operational yet. The huge project 

implementation delay will certainly 

have negative impact on the UETCL’s 

balance sheet. The PCR suggests that 

once the transmission lines are 

operational, the transmission will 

contribute to generating positive cash 

flow to UETCL. This, however, 

remains hypothetical. Additionally, 

the Financial Rate of Return will have 

to be reassessed at completion. The 

actual disbursement of the project is 

more than UA 60 million, against UA 

48 million initially planned.  

Institutional sustainability and 

strengthening of capacities 

2 2 

Although some UETCL staff 

benefitted from the on-job training 

programs, both the country and 

UETCL (as the Executing Agency) 

capacity remained weak as 

demonstrated during the 

implementation of the project.  

Ownership and sustainability of 

partnerships 

2 2 

The implementation of the project was 

unsatisfactory mainly due to 

challenges associated with ROW 

issues. UETCL didn’t involve some of 

the key stakeholders such as the Chief 

Government Valuer (CGV) or the 

local communities. Neither the 

Executing Agency, nor the Ministry of 

Energy and Minerals Development 

and the Borrower appeared to have a 

clear road map as to when to complete 

the project. Eleven years after the 

Bank approved the project, none of 

the five countries involved in the 

NELSAP Interconnection project has 

been able to complete their project 

scope. This can be seen as a clear 

indication of limited ownership of the 

project amongst the beneficiary 

countries. 



 

 

Environmental and social 

sustainability 

2 2 

The project complied with the 

environmental and social safeguard 

requirements of the Government of 

Uganda and the African Development 

Bank. In addition to the preparation of 

Environmental and Social Impact 

Assessment (ESIA) studies and 

Environmental and Social 

Management Plans (ESMP), the 

project avoided environmentally 

sensitive areas. The project failed to 

comply with the requirement of 

compensation and relocation of PAPs 

before the start of works. As the 

Bujagali-Tororo-Kenyan border 

transmission line is not fully 

completed, the ESMP was not fully 

implemented. 

OVERALL PROJECT 

COMPLETION RATING 
2.31 2.06  

Bank performance: 

3 2 

The Bank appeared to be proactive in 

the identification and resolution of the 

problems at different stages of the 

project cycle. The Bank didn’t take 

enough advantage of lessons learned 

from previous experiences in regional 

projects. The Bank involved key 

stakeholders in the project 

implementation. Requests for 

disbursements were usually treated 

within the timeframe allocated in the 

contracts by UETCL, consultant and 

Contractors to meet deadlines. 

However, when the Bank’s safeguard 

requirements were violated, the Bank 

should have immediately enforced the 

required measures. There was no 

monitoring and evaluation system 

established and implemented to 

complete the project. The Bank 

provided close and extensive project 

supervision and review missions. The 

services offered by the Bank were 

overall of a good standard and the 

officers had a good grasp of their 

relative sphere of activities.  



 

 

Borrower performance: 

2 2 

The performance of the Borrower has 

been unsatisfactory in ensuring the 

proper implementation and 

achievement of the project.  

The 24-month EPC contracts were not 

fully completed even by 70 months 

due to the ROW issues and 

compensation payments and the 

government and the Executing 

Agency’s willingness to tackle the 

challenges became questionable.  

Furthermore, the project suffered from 

delay on startup of about two years 

due to the fact that the Government 

took a long time to sign and meet loan 

conditions.  

Performance of other stakeholders: 

2 2 

The performance of the co-financer 

(JICA) was good, but the performance 

of the other stakeholder (contractor, 

Chief Government Valuer, supervision 

consultant) was generally poor. 

Overall PCR quality: 

 3 

Overall, the PCR quality is good (3). 

It is consistent with the PCR 

Guidelines, and complete in coverage 

of the dimensions of evaluation. The 

PCR was prepared on time and used 

the available information to address 

the standard questions. The PCR’s 

data generating and analysis processes 

in support of PCR assessment is good. 

Adequacy of the accessible evidence 

from the PCR including annexes and 

other data provided is fair. 

Inconsistencies between the rating and 

explanation are minimal. The report’s 

presentation and analysis of the issues, 

outputs, and outcomes is good. 

Identification of specific 

recommendations and lessons learnt is 

very good.  

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

9. PRIORITY FOR FUTURE EVALUATIVE WORK: PROJECT FOR 

PERFORMANCE EVALUTION REPORT, IMPACT EVALUTION, 

COUNTRY/SECTOR REVIEWS OR THEMATIC EVALUATION STUDIES:     

         

- Project is part of a series and suitable for cluster evaluation        

- Project is a success story        

- High priority for impact evaluation  

- Performance evaluation is required to sector/country review  

- High priority for thematic or special evaluation studies (Country)  

- PPER is required because of incomplete validation rating  

 
Major areas of focus for future evaluation work: 

 
a) Performance evaluation is required for sector/ country review  

b) Cluster evaluation (institutional support) 

c) Sector evaluation (budgetary support or public finance management reforms) 

 
Follow up action by IDEV: 
Identify same cluster or sector operations; organize appropriate work or consultation mission to 

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

 

Division Manager clearance                                                       Director signing off  
 

 

 

 

 
 
Data source for validation: 

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

email) 

• Documents/ Database reports  

 

Attachment:  

• PCR evaluation note validation sheet of performance ratings 

• List of references  

 
 
 
  



 

 

Annex 

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

 

Score Description (see PCR preparation guidelines for details) 

4 Highly Satisfactory (HS)  

3 Satisfactory (S)  

2 Unsatisfactory (US)  

1 Highly Unsatisfactory (HUS) 

UTS Unable to score/rate 

NA Non Applicable 

 

 

 
 



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 



 

 

RELEVANCE Relevance of the 

project development 

objective (DO) 

during  

implementation   

4 4 

The development objective of the NELSAP 

Interconnection Project - Uganda scope was to 

improve the rate of access of electrical power for 

the population of Uganda and to foster regional 

power trade through interconnection of Ugandan 

electrical networks with Kenya and Rwanda. 

This project was part of a wider project aiming 

at interconnecting the power grids of the five 

countries of the Nile Basin Initiative (NBI): 

Burundi, Kenya, Uganda, DR Congo and 

Rwanda. 
The project was included in the NEPAD 

infrastructure Short-Term Action Plan (STAP) 

which lays special emphasis on the 

interconnection of power grids as a key option 

for increasing access to electricity on the 

continent.  
The project also fell within the priorities of 

Uganda as reflected in several reference 

documents regarding the government’s 

development strategy, notably the Poverty 

Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP) 2005-2009, 

underlining the importance of supporting the 

infrastructure development in the energy sector, 

which is critical for enhancing the efficient 

functioning of the economy. In 2006, the 

Ugandan government had adopted a plan for 

meeting the country’s electricity supply needs in 

the short, medium and long terms, (i) by 

enhancing public private partnerships in power 

generation and supply, (ii) by enhancing the 

financial sustainability of the power sector, (iii) 

by increasing inter regional power trade and (iv) 

by addressing the declining Lake Victoria net 

basin supply by diversifying the sources of 

power supply.  
The project was also well aligned with the 

Bank's operational strategy in Uganda, as 

articulated in the Country Joint Assistance 

Strategy Paper (CSP) for the 2008-2011. The 

document lays emphasis on the support needed 

in the energy sector to boost economic growth 

and reduce poverty, since adequate electricity 

supply is indispensable for improving the 

economic competitiveness and social 

development of the country. By increasing the 

availability of affordable and sustainable energy 

services, the project should improve the living 

conditions of the people, as well as the quality of 

their socioeconomic development framework.  
Moreover, the project was in line with the 

Bank’s operational policies, strategies and 

priorities, notably its support for selective 

implementation of priority regional 

infrastructures of Regional Member Countries 



 

 

(RMCs). The project was also consistent with 

the criteria of the policy paper on regional 

operations approved by the Board in March 

2008, as well as with the Bank’s procedures and 

conditions for regional integration projects.  



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Relevance of project 

design (from 

approval to 

completion)  

2 2 

Several major design changes were made on the 

Uganda scope of the project during implementation, 

leading to significant additional costs and huge delays 

resulting in cancellation of the co-financier (JICA) 

loan and the ADF Supplementary loan.   
The main factors that propelled these changes should 

have been foreseen by the consultant who prepared 

the feasibility study, the project supervision 

consultant and the Uganda Electricity Transmission 

Company Limited (UETCL) which is responsible for 

the implementation of the project in Uganda.  
The project was redesigned after the Bank’s approval 

to align with the agreed Eastern Africa Power Pool 

requirement that 220 kV be the lowest level of cross-

border interconnection voltage. It was also decided 

that cross-border power transfer capacities should be 

increased to meet higher projected national demands, 

and that the Optical Ground Wire (OPGW) should be 

upgraded from 24 to 48 fibers to harmonize the 

specifications with the neighboring countries. It was 

also decided that a new substation in Mbarara should 

be built instead of upgrading the existing one. 
Some changes resulted directly from a poor feasibility 

study and ineffective project management, such as the 

fact that additional special foundations were required 

in swampy areas, and that several diversions along the 

line route were made necessary because of Right of 

Way (ROW) challenges.  
Also, the project was originally designed as a 

multinational project to be centrally implemented by 

the NELSAP Regional Project Coordination Unit 

(RPCU) but was later fragmented into different 

components implemented at country level, so each 

country was left to manage the part in its territory.  
And finally, the overall project was designed without 

addressing a requirement to develop Power Purchase 

Agreements (PPAs) and Wheeling Agreements 

among the five countries involved, although the 

conclusion and signing of the PPAs and Wheeling 

Agreements should have been included in the 

conditions of Loans and Grants agreements.  

OVERALL RELEVANCE SCORE 3 3  

EFFECTIVENESS

* Effectiveness in delivering outcomes 

Outcome1: Reduced 

electric energy 

average cost per kWh 

from 20 cents (USD) 

in 2008 to 8 cents in 

2020. 

 2 

Outcome 1 hasn’t been achieved yet. The most 

recent value (2018) was 15 cents (42% of the 

target). However, the project hasn’t made any 

contribution to this evolution as the Bujagali-

Tororo-Kenyan border line hasn’t been 

completed and the Mbarara-Mirama-Rwandan 

border line, although completed, cannot be used 



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

yet because the substation in Rwanda is still 

incomplete. 

Outcome2:  Increased 

national access rate to 

electricity to 9% in 

2015 and 13% in 

2020.  

 2 

Outcome 2 has been largely surpassed (the rate 

reached 20% in 2018), it was without the 

contribution of the project as the outputs haven’t 

been delivered yet.  

Effectiveness in delivering output 

Output1: 

Construction of 197.7 

km of transmission 

line by 2015 

 2 

Only 95.7 out of 197.7 km of transmission line 

were constructed (48.5%). This includes the 

Mbarara-Mirama-Rwandan border line, which 

was completed. 

Output2: 

Construction and 

upgrading of 4 

substations by 2015 

 2 

The construction and upgrading of the 4 

substations was only partially achieved at 85.6% 

due to the poor performance of the contractor. 

The Bujagali substation was completed at 

82.3%, the Tororo one at 87%, the Mbarara at 

98% and the Mirama one at 75.3%. There was 

no activity on the sites because of the 

bankruptcy of the contractors. 

Output3: Supply of 

logistical and 

operating equipment 
 2 

Supply of logistical and operating equipment 

was achieved at 50%. 

Output4: 

Implementation of an 

Environmental and 

Social Management 

Plan (ESMP) and a 

Resettlement Action 

Plan (RAP) by 2010 

 3 

The implementation of the Environmental and 

Social Management Plan (ESMP) and the 

Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) was nearly 

(97%) completed. 

Output5: 

Implementation of a 

training program in 

2010 

 4 

The training program was conducted in 2010 

(100%). 

Development objective (DO) 



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Development 

objective rating 
2 2 

Following the rating methodology recommended 

in the Staff Guidance Note on project 

completion reporting and rating, the PCREN 

rates the development objective of the project 

Unsatisfactory (2) since it rates both the output 

performance and the outcome performance 

Unsatisfactory (2). This rating is in line with the 

rating in the PCR. This means that the project is 

unlikely to achieve its development objective in 

a near future. 

Beneficiaries   

Beneficiary1: the 

population of Uganda  1 

All categories will benefit from cross-border 

exchange of energy and power after the 

completion of the project. For the time being the 

progress towards target is still at 0%. 

Unanticipated outcomes (positive or negative not considered in the project 

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

Institutional 

development    

Gender    

Environment & 

climate change     

Poverty reduction    

Private sector 

development    

Regional integration    



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Other (specify)   

The PCR lists 3 unanticipated additional 

outcomes which with this validation doesn’t 

concur.  
The first unanticipated additional outcome listed 

in the PCR states that the main and more 

sustainable impact of the project on women will 

be through the provision of reliable and 

affordable electricity. According to the PCREN, 

this outcome was already anticipated and 

mentioned in the Appraisal report (paragraph 

3.2.4 on Gender). 
The two other additional outcomes mentioned 

by the PCR (Unanticipated financial gaps 

occurred during implementation, and the 

bankruptcy of the EPC contractors and the 

cancellation of the loans by both financiers JICA 

and AfDB) are actually not outcomes.  

EFFECTIVENESS OVERALL SCORE 2 2  



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

EFFICIENCY 

Timeliness (based on 

the initial closing 

date) 
1 1 

The loan agreement was signed in May 2009 but 

only became effective in July 2011, more than 2 

years afterwards. From the date of effectiveness 

for the first disbursement to the date of the PCR 

(October 2019), the project already lasted for 

more than 126 months (without being fully 

completed), as opposed to  56 months as 

originally planned.  It is not yet known when 

this Project will be completed and the ratio of 

planned and actual implementation time is 0.44, 

hence the rating of Highly Unsatisfactory. 
The reasons for the immense delays include: 
- Decentralized procurement led by countries 

resulted in engagement of the same contractor 

for substations without adequate due diligence 

and contributed to the poor delivery and finally 

to contract termination. Contract terminations 

have added further delays as contracts had to be 

closed out before the procurement of new 

contractors. 
- Change in the design of the project led to 

important delays. 
- The lack of adequate planning for project site 

land acquisition, compensation and relocation 

including inadequate use of tools like 

Stakeholder Engagement and Grievance Redress 

Mechanisms (GRM) led to Right of Way 

(ROW) issues that are still outstanding in the 

transmission line corridors. The ROW issues 

delayed the project completion date and 

extended the Loan Disbursement deadline 

several times. Eventually, the Bank decided to 

close the balance of the loan before completion 

of the Bujagali-Tororo-Kenyan border 

transmission line and all the associated 

substations.  



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Resource used 

efficiency 
1 1 

The ratio of the median percentage physical 

implementation and commitment rate is 0.625, 

due to: 
(i) Substantial increases in price for various 

project items; 
(ii) Depreciation of loan currencies; 
(iii) Changes in scope; 
(iv) ROW land acquisition challenges with some 

issues unresolved and in the courts of law;  
(v) Poor project management; 
(vi) Poor performance of some Contractors and 

the Consultant. 
As a consequence, the Bank and the co-financier 

(JICA) have cancelled the balance of the 

committed funds for the project, which means 

that it is difficult at this stage to establish the 

total Project cost at completion given that new 

Contractors have to be engaged to complete the 

Bujagali-Tororo-Kenyan border transmission 

line and there is on-going litigation. 

Cost-benefit analysis 3 1 

Given that the project is still not completed and 

that some components haven’t been 

commissioned yet, it is clear that the Economic 

Rate of Return will have to be reassessed at 

completion.  
 
The PCR rating for the Cost-benefit analysis 

Satisfactory (3) is therefore not confirmed by the 

PCREN which rates the CBA as Highly 

Unsatisfactory (1) 



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Implementation 

progress (from the 

IPR) 
3 2 

Compliance with the clauses was satisfactory as 

all project covenants were complied with. 

However, there have been many challenges 

during project implementation, including 

delayed project start-up due to significant design 

changes, delay in land acquisition and poor 

performance by some Contractors and 

Consultants. The delay in releasing the 

counterpart fund for compensation payments 

and implementation of Resettlement Action Plan 

(RAP) has also contributed to delays in 

compensation payments and creating on-site 

implementation slippages. The fact that the 

readiness assessment didn’t include ROW 

acquisition also contributed to the difficulties of 

the project implementation.  
The monitoring and evaluation mechanism by 

the Executing Agency (UETCL), the Borrower 

and the line ministry (Ministry of Energy and 

Minerals Development) was weak. Despite the 

Bank’s several reminders to both the Borrower 

and the Executing Agency to closely monitor the 

project and address the challenges, at the end 

there was no monitoring and evaluation system 

established and implemented to complete the 

project. Challenges were experienced in terms of 

ensuring that adequate technical, human and 

financial resources were available to monitor 

and implement corrective and remedial 

measures to avoid escalation of issues. The fact 

that the contractors filed for bankruptcy two 

years after the initial completion dates could 

probably have been detected if an effective 

monitoring was in place. 
In terms of disbursement from the loan, there 

were no delays. However, there were several 

delays in certifying and releasing the invoices of 

Engineering, Procurement and Construction 

(EPC) contractors and supervision consultant. 

Delayed payments of invoices resulted in 

unnecessary additional costs due to interest on 

claims and extensions of time for their 

completion.  

Other (specify)    

OVERALL EFFICIENCY SCORE 2 1.25  



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

SUSTAINABILIT

Y 

Financial 

sustainability 
3 2 

There were different types of infrastructural 

assets created through the project. However, two 

transmission lines are not operational yet. The 

Bujagali-Tororo-Kenyan border line is not even 

completed yet after spending nearly US$ 20 

million. In addition, although the Mbarara-

Mirama-Rwandan border line has been 

completed, the transmission line is not 

operational due to the uncompleted work on the 

Rwanda side. The huge project implementation 

delay will certainly have negative impact on the 

UETCL’s balance sheet, especially as it has 

contributed to increasing the gearing ratio 

without huge positive financial impacts from the 

project.  
The PCR suggests that once the transmission 

lines are operational, the transmission will 

contribute to generating positive cash flow to 

UETCL based on the current PPA selling price 

with Kenya (US$ 0.23/KWh) and Rwanda (US$ 

0.083/ KWh). This, however, remains 

hypothetical.  
Additionally, following the change in the project 

scope and as none of the interconnection has 

been completed and commissioned, the 

Financial Rate of Return will have to be 

reassessed at completion. The actual 

disbursement of the project is more than UA 60 

million, against UA 48 million initially planned.  
For all these reasons, the PCREN rates financial 

sustainability Unsatisfactory (2), a downgrading 

of the PCR rating of 3 (Satisfactory). 

Institutional 

sustainability and 

strengthening of 

capacities 

2 2 

Although some UETCL staff benefitted from the 

on-job training programs and were embedded in 

the EPC and Consultancy services’ contracts, 

both the country and UETCL (as the Executing 

Agency) capacity remained weak as 

demonstrated during the implementation of the 

project, which led the Bank and the co-financier 

to close the project before reaching completion.  



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Ownership and 

sustainability of 

partnerships 

2 2 

On the one hand, a participatory approach was 

used throughout the preparation of the project. 

In conducting the studies, socioeconomic 

surveys were carried out in the communities and 

with the Government of Uganda. These were 

followed by validation seminars that brought 

together all the stakeholders. Furthermore, 

during the identification, preparation and 

appraisal missions, workshops were organized 

with the relevant stakeholders as well as donors 

interested in the sector. 
On the other hand however, as already 

mentioned, the implementation of the project 

was unsatisfactory mainly due to challenges 

associated with ROW issues, which was the 

responsibility of UETCL as the Executing and 

Implementing Agency. UETCL didn’t involve 

some of the key stakeholders such as the Chief 

Government Valuer (CGV) or the local 

communities. The involvement of the CGV 

would have allowed the timely approval of the 

assets valuation reports which in turn would 

have allowed to effect the compensation 

payment to the Project Affected Persons (PAP). 

The involvement of the local communities 

would have helped to protect the towers from 

vandalism. UETCL didn’t escalate the 

challenges of ROW issues to a high level of 

Government for an early stage intervention that 

could have solved the problem. 
As neither the Executing Agency, nor the 

Ministry of Energy and Minerals Development 

and the Borrower appeared to have a clear road 

map as to when to complete the project, the co-

financier (JICA) decided to not extend the loan 

disbursement deadline and cancelled the balance 

of its loan (equivalent to US$ 5 million). 
On a larger scale it should be noted that eleven 

years after the Bank approved the project, none 

of the five countries involved in the NELSAP 

Interconnection project has been able to 

complete their project scope. This can be seen as 

a clear indication of limited ownership of the 

project amongst the beneficiary countries. 



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Environmental and 

social sustainability 

2 2 

The project complied with the environmental 

and social safeguard requirements of the 

Government of Uganda and the African 

Development Bank. The project obtained all the 

necessary approvals and permits. The EPC 

Contractor prepared and submitted a Contractor-

social and environmental action plan (SEAP) 

and assembled a Health, Safety & Environment 

(HSE) team. UETCL nominated HSE 

supervisors who supervised the Contractors HSE 

team and the implementation of the Contractor-

SEAP. 
The Resettlement Action Plan (RAP) was 

implemented at 98%, which means that even 

though the project has been completed there are 

still a few PAPs that are yet to be compensated 

because the courts are yet to resolve their cases. 

This has made the project fail to comply with 

the requirement of compensation and relocation 

of PAPs before start of works. 
Though not initially well coordinated project 

community and stakeholder participation 

mechanisms, including grievance mechanisms 

and feedback platforms, were in place. As noted 

in the PCR, UETCL should have taken a leading 

role in engagement and grievance handling and 

resolution rather than relying on the resettlement 

consultants to ensure that PAPs and other 

stakeholders are correctly informed about 

project impacts and mitigation measures in 

place, and to make sure that issues are resolved 

before things get out of hand.  
The ESMP was largely implemented albeit with 

some delays especially with respect to 

compensation of PAPs on the Mbarara-Mirama-

Rwandan border transmission line. However, as 

the Bujagali-Tororo-Kenyan border transmission 

line is not fully completed, the ESMP was not 

fully implemented. 



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

*The rating of the effectiveness component is obtained from the development objective (DO) rating in the latest IPR 

of the project (see Guidance Note on the IPR).  

The ratings for outputs and outcomes are determined based on the project’s progress towards realizing its targets, 

and the overall development objective of the project (DO) is obtained by combining the ratings obtained for outputs 

and outcomes  following the method defined in the IPR Guidance Note. The following method is applied: Highly 

satisfactory (4), Satisfactory (3), Unsatisfactory (2) and Highly unsatisfactory (1). 

 
 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 

Work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

BANK 

PERFORMANCE  

Proactive identification and 

resolution of problems at 

different stage of the project 

cycle 

 2 

The Bank appeared to be proactive in 

the identification and resolution of the 

problems at different stages of the 

project cycle. Especially, the Bank’s 

country office in Uganda played a 

major role in facilitating 

implementation of project activities 

and ensuring that the process was 

compliant with the Bank’s Rules of 

Procedures and that the GoU would 

correctly address the challenges of the 

project.  

Use of previous lessons 

learned from previous 

operations during design and 

implementation 

 2 

During design and implementation, the 

Bank didn’t take enough advantage of 

lessons learned from previous 

experiences in regional projects, 

especially the need to take into 

consideration the increased level of 

risks in the implementation of projects 

of this kind that are more complex than 

country projects, and the need to solve 

ROW issues prior to the beginning of 

the implementation.  

Promotion of stakeholder 

participation to strengthen 

ownership 
 3 

The Bank involved key stakeholders in 

the project implementation. However, 

PAPs should have been engaged earlier 

to minimize grievances and complaints 

that delayed clearance of ROW. 



 

 

Enforcement of safeguard and 

fiduciary requirements   3 

Requests for disbursements were 

usually treated within the timeframe 

allocated in the contracts by UETCL, 

consultant and Contractors to meet 

deadlines. However, when the Bank’s 

safeguard requirements were violated, 

the Bank should have immediately 

enforced the required measures, 

including the suspension of fund’s 

disbursement until the Borrower and 

executing Agency fulfil the 

requirements. 

Design and implementation of 

Monitoring & Evaluation 

system 
 2 

Despite the Bank’s several reminders 

to both the Borrower and the Executing 

Agency to closely monitor the project 

and addresses the challenges, at the end 

there was no monitoring and evaluation 

system established and implemented to 

complete the project at least within the 

extended loan disbursement deadline.  

Quality of Bank supervision  

(mix of skills in supervisory 

teams, etc) 
 3 

The Bank provided close and extensive 

project supervision and review 

missions throughout the period of 

implementation of the project. The 

Bank supervised the project twice a 

year and provided advice to the 

Executing Agency and the Government 

in order to address critical challenges 

(the ROW issues, compensation 

payment and timely allocation of 

counterpart fund). However, the Bank 

was weak on enforcing the safeguard 

requirements where construction works 

were carried out prior to the full 

acquisition of the ROW and 

compensation payments. 



 

 

Timeliness of responses to 

requests  3 

The services offered by the Bank were 

overall of a good standard and the 

officers had a good grasp of their 

relative sphere of activities. The Bank 

was always receptive to UETCL’s and 

GoU’s queries and requests for 

information and explanation, although, 

on some occasions, UETCL had to 

intervene more persuasively through 

repeated mails and letters to have a 

response from the Bank on some issues 

like extension of loan disbursement 

deadlines and no-objection for 

procurement related issues. Even after 

the co-financier pulled out from 

financing the project, the Bank 

remained committed to supporting the 

project until it realised that the project 

will not be completed in the coming 

one or two years due to bankruptcy of 

the EPC contractors and unresolved 

ROW issues. The Bank finally decided 

to cancel the balance of the ADF 

supplementary loan. 

OVERALL BANK PERFORMANCE SCORE 3 2  

BORROWER 

PERFORMANCE 
Quality of preparation and 

implementation 

 2 

The performance of the GoU, through 

the Ministry of Finance, Planning and 

Economic Development (MoFPED), 

the Ministry of Energy and Minerals 

Development (MEMD) and UETCL 

(as the Implementing Agency), has 

been unsatisfactory in ensuring the 

proper implementation and 

achievement of the project.  

Compliance with covenants, 

agreements and safeguards 

 2 

When the 24-month EPC contracts 

were not fully completed even by 70 

months due to the ROW issues and 

compensation payments (there are still 

unresolved compensation payments to 

the PAPs, due to disagreement on the 

determined values and pending court 

cases), the government and the 

Executing Agency’s willingness to 

tackle the challenges became 

questionable.  



 

 

Provision of timely counterpart 

funding 

 2 

During the implementation of the 

project there was a delay in releasing 

the counterpart fund for compensation 

payment, as well as a delay on 

certifying Contractor’s invoices and 

submission of disbursement application 

to the Bank. This greatly undermined 

their capacity to deliver and gave rise 

to claims of costs and time extensions.  

Responsiveness to supervision 

recommendations  2 
The Borrower’s response to 

supervision recommendations has been 

slow and not always adequate. 

Measures taken to establish 

basis for project sustainability  2  

Timeliness of preparing 

requests 
 2 

The project suffered from delay on 

startup of about two years due to the 

fact that the Government took a long 

time to sign and meet loan conditions.  

OVERALL BORROWER PERFORMANCE 

SCORE 
2 2  

 PERFORMANCE 

OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

Timeliness of disbursements 

by co-financiers 

 4 

The performance of the co-financer 

(JICA) was good. JICA’s disbursement 

was smooth and without delay until 

they became frustrated with the slow 

progress of the project and finally 

decided not to extend the disbursement 

deadline of their loan and cancelled the 

balance of the loan.  

Functioning of collaborative 

agreements 

 2 

The performance of the project 

supervision consultant was 

unsatisfactory due to a general 

reluctance to act on time to advise the 

Executing Agency on construction site 

challenges so that they may be 

resolved promptly, and to forecast the 

financial position of the two EPC 

contractors.  
The performance of the Chief 

Government Valuer was not 

satisfactory as there was a delay in 

approving the assets valuation reports 

submitted by UETCL.  

Quality of policy dialogue with 

co-financiers (for PBOs only)    



 

 

Quality of work by service 

providers  

 2 

The performance of the EPC 

contractors was unsatisfactory, 

particularly the transmission line 

contractor, as evidenced by keeping the 

construction of the Bujagali-Tororo 

line idle for two years without any 

construction works.  

Responsiveness to client 

demands   2  

OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 
2 2  

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  

Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan were duly approved 
1  

Existence of disaggregated gender 

indicator   

Baseline data were available or 

collected during the design    

Other, specify    

OVERALL M&E DESIGN SCORE 1  

M&E 

IMPLEMENTA-

TION 

The M&E function is adequately 

equipped and staffed  
1  

OVERALL M&E IMPLEMENTATION SCORE 1  



 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
IDEV 

Score 
Comments 

M&E 

UTILIZATION  
The borrower used the tracking 

information for decision  
1  

OVERALL M&E UTILIZATION SCORE 1  

OVERALL M&E PERFORMANCE SCORE 

1 

The Borrower and the Executing Agency, 

including the line/sector Ministry (Ministry of 

Energy and Minerals Development), failed to 

put in place a proper Monitoring and 

Evaluation (M&E) mechanism to monitor 

progress on implementation, address the 

challenges in a timely manner and enforce 

accountability. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PCR QUALITY EVALUATION 

 

Criteria 
PCR-EVN  

(1-4) 
Comments 

QUALITY OF PCR 



 

 

1. Extent of quality and completeness of the PCR 

evidence and analysis to substantiate the ratings of the 

various sections 
3 

Good 

2. Extent of objectivity of PCR assessment score 3 Good 

3. Extent of internal consistency of PCR assessment 

ratings; inaccuracies; inconsistencies; (in various 

sections; between text and ratings; consistency of 

overall rating with individual component ratings)  
3 

No major inconsistencies 

4. Extent of identification and assessment of key 

factors (internal and exogenous) and unintended 

effects (positive or negative) affecting design and 

implementation  

3 

Good 

5. Adequacy of treatment of safeguards, fiduciary 

issues, and alignment and harmonization 
3 

Good 

6. Extent of soundness of data generating and analysis 

process (including rates of returns) in support of PCR 

assessment 
3 

Good 

7. Overall adequacy of the accessible evidence (from 

PCR including annexure and other data provided) 3 
Good 

8. Extent to which lessons learned (and 

recommendations) are clear and based on the PCR 

assessment (evidence & analysis) 
4 

Very good lessons learned and recommendations 

9. Extent of overall clarity and completeness of the 

PCR  3 
Good 

Other (specify)   

PCR QUALITY SCORE  3.11  

PCR compliance with guidelines (PCR/OM ; IDEV) 

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

2. Extent of participation of borrower, Co-financiers & 

field offices in PCR preparation***  
No information 

3. Other aspect(s) (specify)   

PCR COMPLIANCE SCORE  4  

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