
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1. BASIC INFORMATION 

 a. Basic project data 

  Project title: Support to the National Commission for Higher Education (NCHE) Project 

  Project code: P-NA-IAD-004 Instrument number(s): 5500155009951 

  Project type:  

Investment Project 

Sector: Social 

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

Processing Milestones Key Events Disbursement and Closing date 

  Date approved: 3 February 

2016 

Cancelled amount: 0 Original disbursement deadline:  

30 September 2018 

  Date signed: 10 May 2016 Supplementary financing: None Original closing date:  

30 June 2018 

  Date of entry into force :  

10 May 2016 

Restructuring: None Revised disbursement deadline:  

30 September 2019 

  Date effective for 1st 

disbursement: 10 May 2016 

Extensions (specify dates): May 2018 Revised closing date:  

30 December 2019 

  Date of actual 
1st disbursement:  

27 Oct. 2016 

  

b. Financing sources 

Financing source/ instrument 

(MUA) 

Approved 

amount (MUA) : 

Disbursed amount 

(MUA) : 

Percentage disbursed 

(%): 

  Loan:    

ADB MIC-TAF Grant UA 396,985 372 538.63 93.84% 

  Government:    

  Other (ex. Co-financiers):    

  TOTAL : UA 396,985 372 538.63 93.84% 

  Co-financiers and other external partners: 

 Execution and implementation agencies:  

Ministry of Higher Education and Training and the National Council for Higher Education (NCHE) 

Secretariat. 

c. Responsible Bank staff 

Position At approval  At completion 

  Regional Director Mr. Kennedy Mbekeani, Officer-In-

Charge, SARC 

Josephine Ngure (Ag. Director 

General) 

  Sector Director Ms. Sunita Pitamber, Acting Director, 

OSHD 

Pierre Justin Kouka (OIC 

  Sector Manager Mr. E. Porgo, Officer-In-Charge, 

OSHD.2 

Motselisi Lebesa (OIC, RDGS.4) 

Hendrina Doroba (AHHD.1) 

  Task Manager Raymond Besong Raymond Besong 

  Alternate Task Manager  François Docgne Wongue 

  PCR Team Leader  Raymond Besong 
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  PCR Team Members  Ayany Otieno, Consultant 

Financial Management 

Specialist. 

d. Report data 

  PCR Date : March 2020 

  PCR Mission Date: From: 03 February 2020 To: 10February 2020 

  PCR-EN Date: 11 April 2021 

  Evaluator/consultant : TESFAYE T. Peer Reviewer/Task Manager: Judith OFORI 

 
 
 
 
 
 

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The African Development Bank approved the financing of the Support to the National Commission for Higher 
Education in February 2016. The Government of Namibia (GON) and the Bank signed the grant agreement in May 

2016, and committed to implement it over a period of two years. The thrust of the agreement was to improve the 

quality of the higher education and training system in Namibia by strengthening the capacity of NCHE in the 
implementation of the Quality Assurance system for higher education in the country. The project closed in 

December 2019, after a nearly two-year extension. 

a. Rationale and expected impacts: 

Namibia faces high structural unemployment related to mismatch in skills in labor market, particularly true for the 
sciences, ICTs and engineering. The corporate executive in Namibia considers inadequately educated workforce as 

the most important problematic factor for doing business in the country. The skills mismatch is characteristic of an 

education and training system that is not effectively responding to the needs of labor market.  

The thrust of the project is to improve the quality of the higher education and training system in Namibia by 
strengthening the capacity of NCHE in the implementation of the Quality Assurance system for higher education in 

the country. 

Expected impact: Reduce unemployment in skilled labor and thereby foster knowledge-based competitiveness and 

structural economic transformation.  

b. Objectives/Expected Outcomes: 

The specific objective of the project is to strengthen the capacity of the NCHE (National Commission for Higher 

Education) in the implementation of the quality assurance (QA) system for higher education in Namibia.  

Expected outcome (as per the APR): Strengthened national capacity for QA, i.e. increase in percentage of quality 

assurance experts at national level  

Intended beneficiaries: HEIs   

c. Outputs and intended beneficiaries: 

The following are the key outputs expected to contribute to the expected outcome by component 

Component 1: Strengthened capacity of NCHE (number of programs accredited, number of institutions audited, 

number of NCHE Secretariat staff trained) 



 

 

 

 

Component 2: Institutionalization of tracer studies in Higher Education Institution (HEI) (number of HEIs trained 

on tracer studies; and standardized tool for tracer data collection agreed and adopted) 

Intended beneficiaries: HEI institutions and NCHE Secretariat staff   

d. Principal activities/Components: 

The project was designed to achieve its expected outputs, outcome and project objective through the following 

components and associated activities: 

Component 1: Strengthened capacity of NCHE (training of NCHE staff on quality assurance, training HEI staff on 

programme accreditation and institutional Audit, and engagement of select panel (international & local) to conduct 

programme review and institutional audit) 

Component 2: Institutionalization of tracer studies in Higher Education Institution (HEI) (conduct training of more 

HEIs on tracer studies, standardize tracer study instrument for all HEIs) 

Component 3: Project management (monitoring & evaluation (M&E), prepare quarterly progress reports, audit, and 

day-to-day Operations) 

 

3. PROJECT PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT  

RELEVANCE 

a. Relevance of the project development objective:  

PCR rates highly satisfactory (4) and the PCREN agrees.  

The project seeks to strengthen the capacity of the NCHE (National Commission for Higher Education) to 

implement quality assurance (QA) system for higher education in Namibia. This objective was aligned to the 
Government’s efforts to improve the quality of higher education and training in the country; (i) improve the quality 

of skills development to address the skills shortage and mismatch between the supply of and demand for skills in 

the labour market, and (ii) develop the National Qualifications Framework and the accreditation system for higher 

education in order to enhance access, quality and efficiency of the educational system. Broadly, the Project was 
also aligned with Namibia’s Vision 2030, which envisages the country becoming a knowledge-based economy, 

achieving high income levels, and greater social equity through further development of its human and natural 

resources.  

The project was also in line with the Bank’s Ten Year Strategy (TYS), 2013 – 2022. It was also aligned to Pillar II 

of the Bank’s Country Strategy Paper (CSP) for Namibia (2014-2018) that calls for private sector development 

through skills development and improving the regulatory environment. It further aligns to the Bank’s Gender 
Strategy, i.e. it would ensure that the training of the NCHE staff and HEIs as well as the mechanism for conducting 

education programme reviews and institutional audits put gender issues at the forefront. 

The project objective was relevant throughout the implementation cycle and ex post. 

b. Relevance of project design (from approval to completion): 

PCR rated design relevance highly satisfactory (4). PCREN rates satisfactory (3), i.e. the design was consistently 

conducive to achieving the project results. 

The appraisal report establishes the origin and rationale of the project; strengthen the capacity of the National 
Commission for Higher Education (NCHE) to improve the quality of higher education and training system to 

produce skilled labor that is demand in the labor market. The design of the project involved consultations with 

relevant stakeholders including the targeted higher education institutions. The design also incorporated lessons 

from the Bank’s experience in related projects in the past.  



 

 

 

 

The logical framework that characterizes the design of the project shows the results chain connecting the activities 

identified in the three project’s components (i.e. strengthened capacity of NCHE, institutionalization of tracer 
studies in Higher Education Institution, and project management), the expected outputs (shown above in 2C), and 

the project’s objective (improved quality of higher education). The framework specifies key assumptions and risks, 

and some mitigation measures. The project’s M&E system identifies various indicators to monitor and report on 

progress on implementation of the planned activities, and delivery of planned outputs and outcome.  

 

EFFECTIVENESS 

c. Effectiveness in delivering outputs: 

PCR rates satisfactory (3). PCREN concurs.  

The project achieved the following key outputs by component with ratings of their performance (relative to the 

targets set at appraisal): 

Component 1: Strengthened capacity of NCHE 

• 34 programmes accredited, 125% (core) 

• 1 institution audited, 33% (core)  

• 3 NCHE Staff were trained, 60% (non-core) 

Component 2:Institutionalization of tracer studies in Higher Education Institution (HEI) 

• 4 training workshops conducted on tracer studies, 133% (non-core) 

• 1  standardize tracer study instrument for all HEIs (integrated questionnaire), 100% (core) 

Overall, largely achieved the planned outputs. However, the project underperformed in number of programmes 

audited and NCHE staff trained (relative to the targets set at appraisal).  

d. Effectiveness in realizing outcomes: 

PCR rates satisfactory (3). PCREN agrees  

110 quality assurance experts trained at national level, 275% (core) 

e. Project development outcome:   

PCR rates satisfactory (3). PCREN concurs.  

As per the rating methodology recommended in the Staff Guidance Note on project completion reporting and rating, 

the PCREN rates the development objective of the project satisfactory (3) since both the outcome and output 

performance are rated satisfactory. The project was very likely to achieve its development objective – matching 

skilled labor in market place.  

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. 

Category  Progress toward target (%) % women  

Training of QA experts at national level. 275 57  

Training of NCHE Staff (Qualifying Training) in quality 

assurance 

60 67  



 

 

 

 

Training of local peer reviewers on matters pertaining to 

quality assurance in higher education 

112 54  

Participation in the International Conference on Quality 
assurance in Higher Education in Africa (ICQAHEA) with 

UNAM 

127 52  

 

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

framework):  

The Project enable the strengthening of capacity through the identification of a good number of experts that can 

serve as Peer Reviewers of programmes for accreditation. Medium positive capacity building (UAO 1). 

NCHE has taken over the hosting of the Southern African Quality Assurance Network (SAQAN). Medium positive 

capacity building (UAO 2). 

Other unanticipated benefits of the Project include strengthened collaboration between NCHE and other 

Institutions. Medium positive social (UAO 3). 

Development of partnerships between Namibian Institutions and other foreign QA institutions. Medium positive 

social (UAO 4). 

Exposure the project  gave to university staff in Namibia. Medium positive capacity building (UAO 5). 

PCREN accepts all the 5 UAOs.  

 

EFFICIENCY 

h. Timeliness: 

PCR rates timeliness unsatisfactory (2). PCREN concurs. 

The project became effective for disbursement on May 2016 and its implementation ended in December 2019. That 

is, it took a period of 3.65 years. The ratio of planned (2.4 years) and actual implementation time (3.65) is 0.66, 

which, as per the PCR guidance is rated unsatisfactory (2). 

i. Resource use efficiency: 

PCR rates RUE highly satisfactory (4). PCREN rates satisfactory (3) 

The PCR rating suggests the project delivered all or more outputs than expected within the available budget. 

However, the project underperformed in two core outputs (i.e. number of programmes audited and NCHE staff 

trained). Hence, the PCREN rates RUE satisfactory (3).  

 j.  Cost-benefit analysis: 

No CBA reported  

 

k. Implementation progress: 

PCR rates IP satisfactory (3). PCREN concurs (3) 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

SUSTAINABILITY 

l. Financial sustainability: 

PCR rates financial sustainability highly satisfactory (4). PCREN rates unsatisfactory (2) 

The PCR identifies the various modalities that NCHE has deployed to mobilize resources to continue the quality 

assurance system in the short term (2010 and 2021). However, the unknown is whether these modalities would be 

sufficient to sustain the benefits of the project beyond the short-term time frame.  

The PCREN is unable to confirm that funding mechanisms have been in place to sustain quality assurance system 

after project completion; i.e., sustaining QA expertise, and continuation of program accreditation, institution 

auditing and tracer studies in higher education. 

 

m. Institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities: 

The PCR rates institutional sustainability and strengthening capacities highly satisfactory (4), which, as per the 
PCR evaluation guidance, means “the project was critical in building or strengthening institutional capacities in 

higher education and the capacities are excellent and sufficient to ensure the continued flow of benefits associated 

with the project after completion”. 

The PCREN rates institutional sustainability satisfactory (3), i.e. the project has significantly contributed to 
strengthening institutional capacities such as training of quality assurance experts, program accreditation and 

institution auditing.  

Recall the core elements of the project were to: (i) strengthen the capacity of the National Council for Higher 
Education (NCHE) and other HEIs in conducting programme accreditation and institutional audits; and (ii) 

institutionalize Tracer Studies in Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) in order to determine the effectiveness of the 

various training programmes in meeting the needs of the labour market. The project has significantly contributed 

in these core areas, as evident from the output and outcome performance (rated satisfactory above).  

However, the PCREN is uncertain whether the institutional capacities built through the project are deemed 

sufficient to ensure the continued flow of benefits associated with the project after completion.  

n. Ownership and sustainability of partnerships: 

PCR rates ownership and partnerships satisfactory (3). PCREN concurs.  

The project has been effective at involving most stakeholders and promoting a sense of ownership amongst the 

beneficiaries (higher education institutions). The Government’s commitment as demonstrated in its counterpart 
funding indicates project ownership. With regard to the sustainability of partnerships, the project has put in place 

institutional links with a number of Quality Assurance institutions within Namibia, International Quality Assurance 

Networks, UNESCO and several universities within and outside Namibia. 

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 

PCR rates satisfactory (3). PCREN considers the evaluation of this criterion is not appliable since the project is 

category III.  

 



 

 

 

 

4. PERFORMANCE OF STAKEHOLDERS 

a. Bank performance: 

PCR rates satisfactory (3). PCREN concurs.  

The project design involved extensive stakeholder participation including targeted higher education institutions, 
and incorporated lessons learned from the Bank’s previous operations. The project as it was designed responded to 

the Government’s priorities for improving the quality of the higher education and training system in Namibia.  

The Bank team was proactive in handling fiduciary issues (procurement & disbursement). It conducted field 

supervisions to address project management issues including slow implementation progress. It worked closely with 
the Project Management Team to address implementation issues and mitigation measures. However, the 

implementation challenges of the project would have been limited if the project received proper support from the 

Bank in the areas of procurement and disbursement. In addition, communication of documents such as the project’s 
grant ledger to the NCHE Secretariat on a regular basis would have enabled a better financial planning and possibly 

a fuller utilization of the grant resources. In addition, delays in response to no objection such as request for procuring 

long-term Technical Assistants, and Task Manager instability diminished the implementation quality of the project.  

b. Borrower performance:  

PCR rates highly satisfactory (4). PCREN rates satisfactory (3) 

The Borrower involved several stakeholders from both the public and private sectors both in design and 

implementation. There were delays in meeting the grant conditions and starting the implementation of the project. 

However, it performed reasonably well in complying with the Bank’s fiduciary requirements. Audit reports and 

quarterly progress reports required by the Bank were generally submitted within the stipulated timeframe. On 

procurement, the quality of Request for Proposals (RfP) for services were generally well prepared and were 

approved by the Bank within acceptable time bounds. The Project Management Team played an effective role in 

coordinating all the stakeholders of the project and thereby contributed to improve the implementation. The 

Borrower met its counterpart funding in a timely manner.   

There were no adequately developed strategies and modalities for mitigating threats to sustainability.   

c. Performance of other stakeholders:  

PCR rates satisfactory (3). PCREN concurs.  

The short-term TAs recruited under the Project performed satisfactorily, while the long-term TA’s performance 

was unsatisfactory. The performance of the supplier of IT equipment was partially satisfactory with most of the 
equipment supplied being of good quality. Other stakeholders such as the higher education and training institutions; 

the other quality assurance institutions in Namibia; regional networks on quality assurance; and beneficiaries trained 

under the project generally performed satisfactorily and completed their tasks under the project. 

 

5. SUMMARY OF OVERALL PROJECT PERFORMANCE 

a. Overall assessment:  

The PCREN rates the overall performance of the project satisfactory (3).  

Relevance is satisfactory in objective and design. Progress towards achieving the project’s development objective 

is satisfactory. Performance in proxy indicators such as timeliness and implementation progress indicate some scope 

for improvement. The project’s performance on sustainability is generally satisfactory except financial. 

 



 

 

 

 

b. Design, implementation and utilization of the M&E: 

PCR rates satisfactory (3)  

By design, the M&E focus was on monitoring I/O indicators (rated satisfactory in design). The data gathered and 

information generated was used to prepare reports on procurement and financial performance, and project inputs 

and outputs (rated M&E implementation satisfactory). Information contained in these reports influenced decisions 

affecting project operation and results (rated M&E in use satisfactory). 

 

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 design of the Project involved the implementation 
of a limited number of activities, which compared to 

the resources available enabled a focusing on the 

improvement of the higher education and training 

through programme accreditation and institutional 
audits. 

In future, projects should focus on limited number of 

interventions, which should be commensurate to the 
available resources in order to achieve high impact in 

the areas of focus. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
The evidence is not established to draw the lesson  

 

 

Original The project design could have included employer 

surveys alongside the graduate tracer studies in order 

to provide complementary information and enable 
better decision making in improving the training and 

employment environment. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
No issue with the claim. Again, relate the lesson learned to the project’s performance.   

 

 

Original The Implementing Agency remained unaware of the 

balance of the Project’s resources held at the Bank until 

near the end of the Project when it was difficult to 
commence new activities. The grant ledger should be 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 



 

 

 

 

submitted to the Implementing Agency regularly to 

improve the financial planning of the Project. 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
This assertion fits better under recommendation.  

 

 

Original The sustainability of the outputs and outcomes of the 

Project is improved by the Government’s ownership of 
the Project as demonstrated by the support it provided 

in the Project’s implementation – providing equipment 

and budgets for the continuation of key activities 
beyond the duration of the Project. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
A strong claim  

 

 

Original The Project Management Team considered that a 
speedy issuing of No Objections helped to reduce 

implementation delays in the Project. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
True with any project. Is this unique to the experience of this project?   

 

 

New lesson  

Reviewer 

comment 

 

 

 

b. Recommendations:  
Provide a brief description of any agreement/ disagreement with all or part of the recommendations from the PCR. List the main PCR and/or 
reformulated recommendations (required actions by the Borrower and/or the Bank).  
 
 

Original Further capacity development should be carried 

out in other HEI units such as Funding Framework and 
Institutional audit, which complement QA.  

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 



 

 

 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Promoting quality assurance system includes other HEIs.   

 
 

Original Further support should be provided to research 
in QA in order to improve the availability of research 

work in this area in the country. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Yes, a lot yet to learn on efficacy of the program accreditation, institution auditing and tracer 

studies.   

 
 

 

Original Support should be provided in the area of 

applied research in order to bridge the gap between HE 

and training institutions and the labour market. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 
This is a redundant recommendation. I recommend to combine this with the above 
recommendation to do further research on QA.   

 
 
 

 

Original Continue advocacy for additional government support 

to QA Institutions to make them strong and sustainable 

in the long-term. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary and Executing Agency 

Reviewer 

Comment 

  

 
 

Original In order to strengthen the gains of the project 

and foster sustainability of its outcomes as well 

as address some of the outstanding issues mentioned 
above, a follow-up project is hereby recommended. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 



 

 

 

 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Bank and Beneficiary 

Reviewer 

Comment 

  

 
 

New 

recommendation 

 

Recipient(s) 

Choose recipient(s) 

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). 

 

PCR quality is overall satisfactory but weak in quality of lessons learned    

 

8. SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION 
This is a summary of both the PCR and IDEV ratings with justification for deviations. Appropriate section of the PCR Evaluation should be 
indicated in the last column in order to avoid detailed comments. If the evaluator is unable to validate a PCR rating on one of the four 
evaluation criteria, s/he must provide an appropriate explanation for this.  

 

Criteria PCR PCREN Reason for disagreement/ 

Comments 

RELEVANCE 4 4  

Relevance of project development objective 4 4  

Relevance of project design  4 3 The design was consistently conducive to 

achieving the project results. 

EFFECTIVENESS 3 3  

Delivery of outputs 3 3  

Realization of outcomes 3 3  

Development objective (DO) 3 3  

EFFICIENCY 3 3  

Timeliness 2 2  

Resource use efficiency 4 3 The PCR rating suggests the project 

delivered all or more outputs than 

expected within the available budget. 

However, the project underperformed in 

two core outputs (i.e. number of 

programmes audited and NCHE staff 



 

 

 

 

trained). Hence, the PCREN rates RUE 

satisfactory (3). 

Cost-benefit analysis   No CBA 

Implementation progress (Compliance 

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

and procedures; (iii) project execution and 

financing) 

3 3  

SUSTAINABILITY 4 3  

Financial sustainability 4 2 The project has put in place some 

mechanisms for financial sustainability, 
but it was uncertain that they would be 

sufficient to ensure the continued  flow of 

benefits associated with the project after 

completion.   

Institutional sustainability and strengthening 

of capacities 

4 3 It was uncertain that the institutional 

capacities built through the project were 

deemed sufficient to ensure the continued 

flow of benefits.  

Ownership and sustainability of 

partnerships 

3 3  

Environmental and social sustainability 3 NA not applicable to type 3 project  

OVERALL PROJECT COMPLETION 

RATING 

4 3  

Bank performance: 3 3  

Borrower performance: 4 3 Delays in delays in meeting grant 

conditions and resolving implementation 

issues. In addition, there were no 
adequately developed exit strategies for 

mitigating threats to sustainability.   

Performance of other stakeholders: 3 3  

Overall PCR quality:  3  

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

9. PRIORITY FOR FUTURE EVALUATIVE WORK: PROJECT FOR PERFORMANCE 

EVALUTION REPORT, IMPACT EVALUTION, COUNTRY/SECTOR REVIEWS OR 

THEMATIC EVALUATION STUDIES:     

         

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

- Project is a success story        

- High priority for impact evaluation  

- Performance evaluation is required to sector/country review  

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

- PPER is required because of incomplete validation rating  

 
Major areas of focus for future evaluation work: 

 
a) Performance evaluation is required for sector/ country review  

b) Cluster evaluation (institutional support) 

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

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

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

 

Division Manager clearance                                                       Director signing off  
 

 

 

 

 

 
Data source for validation: 

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

email) 

 Documents/ Database reports  

 

Attachment:  

 PCR evaluation note validation sheet of performance ratings 

 List of references  
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

Annex 

 
 
PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT EVALUATION NOTE  
Validation of PCR performance ratings  
 
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  

Relevance of project 

design (from approval to 

completion)  

4 3 The design was consistently conducive to achieving the 
project results. 

OVERALL RELEVANCE SCORE 4 4  

EFFECTIVENESS* Effectiveness in delivering outcomes 

 
110 quality assurance 

experts trained at 

national level, 275% 

(core) 

 4  

Overall outcome rating  3 3 

Overall satisfactory combining satisfactory 

achievements in the output space and the strong 

performance in the training of quality assurance 

experts 

Effectiveness in delivering output 

34 programmes 

accredited, 125% (core) 

 4   

1 institution audited, 

33% (core) 

 1  

3 NCHE Staff were 

trained, 60% (non-core) 

 2  

4 training workshops 

conducted on tracer 
studies, 133% (non-core) 

 4  



 

 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 
work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

1  standardize tracer 

study instrument for all 

HEIs (integrated 

questionnaire), 100% 

(core) 

 4  

Overall output rating 
3 3 mixed but overall satisfactory  

 
   

Development objective (DO) 

Development objective 

rating 
3 3  

Beneficiaries   

Training of QA experts 

at national level. 
   

Training of NCHE Staff 
(Qualifying Training) in 

quality assurance 

   

Training of local peer 

reviewers on matters 

pertaining to quality 

assurance in higher 

education 

   

Participation in the 

International Conference 

on Quality assurance in 

Higher Education in 

Africa (ICQAHEA) with 

UNAM 

   

 
   

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 
 N/R UAOs under capacity building  

Gender 
 N/A  

Environment & climate 
change  

 N/A  

Poverty reduction 
 N/A  

Private sector 

development 
 N/A  

Regional integration 
 N/A  

Other (specify) 
   

EFFECTIVENESS OVERALL SCORE    



 

 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 
work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

EFFICIENCY Timeliness (based on the 

initial closing date) 
2 2  

Resource used efficiency 

4 3 The PCR rating suggests the project delivered all or 

more outputs than expected within the available 

budget. However, the project underperformed in two 

core outputs (i.e. number of programmes audited and 

NCHE staff trained). Hence, the PCREN rates RUE 

satisfactory (3). 

Cost-benefit analysis 
  Not applicable  

Implementation progress 

(from the IPR) 
3 3  

Other (specify) 
   

OVERALL EFFICIENCY SCORE    

SUSTAINABILITY 

Financial sustainability 

4 2 The project has put in place some mechanisms for 
financial sustainability, but it was uncertain that they 

would be sufficient to ensure the continued  flow of 

benefits associated with the project after completion.   

Institutional 

sustainability and 

strengthening of 

capacities 

4 3 It was uncertain that the institutional capacities built 

through the project were deemed sufficient to ensure 

the continued flow of benefits. 

Ownership and 

sustainability of 

partnerships 

3 3  

Environmental and 

social sustainability 
3 NR Not applicable to environment category III project  

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

project (see Guidance Note on the IPR).  

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

overall development objective of the project (DO) is obtained by combining the ratings obtained for outputs and outcomes  
following the method defined in the IPR Guidance Note. The following method is applied: Highly satisfactory (4), Satisfactory 

(3), Unsatisfactory (2) and Highly unsatisfactory (1). 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 
Work 

score 

IDEV 
review 

Reasons for deviation/comments 

BANK 

PERFORMANCE  
Proactive identification and 

resolution of problems at different 

stage of the project cycle 

 3 The Bank was actively engaged in the 

project preparation and appraisal, and it 
worked closely with the Project 
Management Team to address 

implementation issues and mitigation 

measures.   

Use of previous lessons learned 

from previous operations during 

design and implementation 

 3 The Bank incorporated lessons learned 

from the Bank’s previous operations 



 

 

 

 

Promotion of stakeholder 

participation to strengthen 

ownership 

 3 The project design involved extensive 

stakeholder participation including targeted 

higher education institutions 

Enforcement of safeguard and 

fiduciary requirements  

 3 The Bank enforced safeguards and 

fiduciary requirements 

Design and implementation of 

Monitoring & Evaluation system 

 3 Contributed to M&E design, 

implementation and reporting; 

Quality of Bank supervision  (mix 
of skills in supervisory teams, etc) 

 2 The implementation challenges of the 

project would have been limited if the 

project received proper support from the 
Bank in the areas of procurement, financial 

planning and disbursement. In addition, 

Task Manager instability diminished the 

implementation quality of the project. 

Timeliness of responses to 

requests 

 2 Delays in response to no objection such as 

request for procuring long-term Technical 

Assistants.  

OVERALL BANK PERFORMANCE SCORE  3  

BORROWER 

PERFORMANCE 

Quality of preparation and 

implementation 
 3 The Borrower initiated and involved 

several stakeholders from both the public 
and private sectors both in design and 

implementation. 

Compliance with covenants, 

agreements and safeguards 
 3 The Borrower performed satisfactorily in 

complying with covenants, agreements and 

safeguards 

Provision of timely counterpart 

funding 
 3 The Borrower met its counterpart funding 

in a timely manner.   

Responsiveness to supervision 

recommendations 
 3 Responsiveness were slow as evident in 

slow implementation progress 

Measures taken to establish basis 

for project sustainability 
 2 There were no adequately developed 

strategies and modalities for mitigating 

threats to sustainability  

Timeliness of preparing requests  3 The quality of Request for Proposals (RfP) 

for services were generally well prepared 

and were approved by the Bank within 

acceptable time bounds. 

OVERALL BORROWER PERFORMANCE SCORE  3  

 PERFORMANCE 

OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

Timeliness of disbursements by 

co-financiers 
   

Functioning of collaborative 

agreements 
 3  

Quality of policy dialogue with co-

financiers (for PBOs only) 
   

Quality of work by service 

providers  
 3 Mixed but overall satisfactory.  

Responsiveness to client demands   UTS  

OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

 3  

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

 

(i) Highly satisfactory (HS) : 4 

(ii) Satisfactory  (S) :   3 

(iii) Unsatisfactory  (US) :   2 



 

 

 

 

(iv) Highly Unsatisfactory (HUS): 1 

 

  



 

 

 

 

DESIGN, IMPLEMENTAION AND UTILIZATION OF MONITIRING AND 

EVALUATION (M&E) 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
IDEV 

Score 
Comments 

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

appropriate and realistic 
3 

The M&E adopted was based on reasonably 
specfied results based logical framework (for more, 
go to the design section). 

Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan were duly 

approved 

3 
Focused on monitoring procurement performance, 
project activities and outputs, and financial 
performance 

Existence of disaggregated gender 

indicator 
3 Captured in selected indicators 

Baseline data were available or 

collected during the design  
 no information  

Other, specify    

OVERALL M&E DESIGN SCORE 3  

M&E 

IMPLEMENTA-

TION 

The M&E function is adequately 

equipped and staffed  
3 

Basic M&E system was in place focusing on 

monitoring project’s activities and outputs 

including procurement and financial 

performance.  

OVERALL M&E IMPLEMENTATION SCORE   

M&E 
UTILIZATION  

The borrower used the tracking 

information for decision  
3 

The data/ information generated through the  
M&E system is often used to prepare reports 

on procurement and financial performance, 

and project inputs and outputs. 

 

Information contained in these reports 

influenced decisions affecting project 

operation and results. 

OVERALL M&E UTILIZATION SCORE   

OVERALL M&E PERFORMANCE SCORE 
3  

 

  



 

 

 

 

PCR QUALITY EVALUATION 

 

Criteria 
PCR-EVN  

(1-4) 
Comments 

QUALITY OF PCR 

1. Extent of quality and completeness of the PCR 
evidence and analysis to substantiate the ratings of the 

various sections 

2 Complete in evaluation dimensions covered, but 
not consistently adhered to the Staff Guidance Note 

on project completion reporting and rating  

2. Extent of objectivity of PCR assessment score 3 Some empirical based and objective 

3. Extent of internal consistency of PCR assessment 

ratings; inaccuracies; inconsistencies; (in various 

sections; between text and ratings; consistency of 

overall rating with individual component ratings)  

3 Some gaps between the scoring and the text in the 

PCR evaluation guidance.   

4. Extent of identification and assessment of key 

factors (internal and exogenous) and unintended 

effects (positive or negative) affecting design and 

implementation  

2 No systematic identification and analysis of factors 

explaining performance 

5. Adequacy of treatment of safeguards, fiduciary 

issues, and alignment and harmonization 

3 Covered adequately 

6. Extent of soundness  of data generating and analysis 

process (including rates of returns) in support of PCR 

assessment 

3 The principal data sources were administrative 

records, which were relatively sound and reliable. 

7. Overall adequacy of the accessible evidence (from 

PCR including annexure and other data provided) 

3 The more accessible data sources were the project’s 

supervision reports 

8. Extent to which lessons learned (and 
recommendations) are clear and based on the PCR 

assessment (evidence & analysis) 

2 Few lessons mapped from the project’s experience. 

9. Extent of overall clarity and completeness of the 

PCR  

3  

Other (specify)   

PCR QUALITY SCORE  3 Overall satisfactory but weak in quality of lessons 

learned    

PCR compliance with guidelines (PCR/OM ; IDEV) 

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

2. Extent of participation of borrower, Co-financiers 

& field offices in PCR preparation*** 

3 There was Borrower’s assessment of the Bank’s 

performance. 

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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