
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

1. BASIC INFORMATION 

 a. Basic project data 

  Project title: Support to the One Water, Sanitation and Hygiene National Program (OWNP) 

  Project code: P-ET-E00-014 & 

P-ET-E00-007 

Instrument number(s): 

ADF LOAN 

ADF GRANT : RWSSI TRUST FUND 

ADF LOAN : SUPPLEMENTARY FINANCING 

ADF GRANT : SUPPLEMENTARY FINANCING 

  Project type:  

Public Investment 

Sector: Water and Sanitation 

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

Processing Milestones Key Events Disbursement and Closing date 

  Date approved: 08/09/2014 Cancelled amount: 0  Original disbursement deadline:  

30/07/2019 

  Date signed: 28/11/2014 Supplementary financing: NA  Original closing date: 30/07/2019 

  Date of entry into force :  

09/06/ 2015 

Restructuring: NA  Revised disbursement deadline: 

31/12/2020 

  Date effective for 1st 

disbursement: 01/07/2015 

Extensions (specify dates): NA Revised closing date: 31/12/2020 

  Date of actual 

1st disbursement:  30/07/ 2015 

  

b. Financing sources 

Financing source/ instrument 

(MUA) 

Approved amount 

(MUA) : 

Disbursed amount 

(MUA) : 

Percentage disbursed 

(%): 

 ADF LOAN 60.00 Million 60.00 Million 100% 

ADF GRANT : RWSSI 

TRUST FUND 

 6.81 Million 76.6 % 

ADF LOAN : 

SUPPLEMENTARY 

FINANCING 

2.28 Million 

 

2.28 Million 

 

100% 

 

ADF GRANT :  

SUPPLEMENTARY 

FINANCING 

1.84 Million 

 

1.84 Million 

 

100% 

 

  Government: 6.68 Million 6.68 Million 100% 

  Other (ex. Co-financiers): 3.34 Million 3.34 Million 100% 

  TOTAL :  80.95 Million  

  Co-financiers and other external partners: AfDB, WB, UNICEF, DFID and Finland Embassy: Total USD 461 

Million 

 Execution and implementation agencies: Ministry of Water, Irrigation and Electricity 

c. Responsible Bank staff 

Position At approval  At completion 

  Regional Director Josephine Ngure Abdul Kamara 

  Sector Director Mohamed Elaziz Gichuri, Gladys Wambui 

  Sector Manager Osward M. Chanda Osward M. Chanda 
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  Task Manager Teferi Menkir Teferi Menkir 

  Alternate Task Manager Mutasa Christopher Hikaru Shoji 

  PCR Team Leader  Teferi Menkir 

  PCR Team Members  Yohannes (consultant) Team 

Member 

Andrew Mbiro and Anne 

Mukudi peer reviewers 

d. Report data 

  PCR Date : 01/06/2020 

  PCR Mission Date: From: 24/04/ 2020 To: 27/04/2020 

  PCR-EN Date: 31/03/2021 

  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 One Water, Sanitation and Hygiene 

National Program (OWNP) in September 2014. The Government of Ethiopia (GoE) and the Bank signed the loan 
and grant protocol in November 2014, and committed to implement it over a period of five years. The purpose of 

the program was to finance and provide technical assistance to improve access to water, sanitation and hygiene 

(WASH) services in rural and urban areas. The project closed in December 2020, after a one year extension. 

 

a. Rationale and expected impacts: 

In recognition of the low access to improved water, sanitation and hygiene (WASH) services and attendant 

consequences on health and economic wellbeing, the Government of Ethiopia adopted the One WASH National 
Program (OWNP) in 2013. OWNP was the joint scheme between the Government of Ethiopia and donors including 

the African Development Bank.  

The expected impacts would include better health (reduced morbidity and mortality) and improved livelihoods 

among the population nationwide.   

b. Objectives/Expected Outcomes: 

The specific objective of OWNP was to increase access to improved water and sanitation services, and promote 

hygienic practices in households, communities and institutions. 

The expected outcomes would include: (i) access to safe water supply (contingent on affordability); (ii) increased 

utilization of improved sanitary facilities (at institutions, community facilities, and household facilities); and (iii) 

health gains associated with improved health environment and practices.  

OWNP’s primary beneficiaries were households, communities and institutions in participating geographical areas.  

c. Outputs and intended beneficiaries: 

The key outputs of OWNP would include: (i) expanded water supply facilities for households; (ii) increased 

household sanitation facilities and better hygiene; (iii) Rehabilitated and new water supply systems for institutions 
(schools and health facilities); (iv) Rehabilitated and new sanitation facilities for institutions (schools and health 

facilities); (v) newly formed WASH communities; (f) project staff trained at all administrative in different relevant 

skills and (vi) numbers of schools engaged in hygiene and health education. 

The beneficiaries associated with the generation outputs include WASH service providers and institutions/facilities. 

   



 

 

 

 

d. Principal activities/Components: 

The program was designed to achieve its expected outputs, outcomes and project objectives through the following 
components:  

Component 1: Rural and Pastoral WASH – (i) expanded water supply schemes as well as (ii) increased 

household sanitation facilities in rural and pastoral areas.  

Component 2: Institutional (schools and health Centers)WASH, i.e.,  rehabilitated and new (i) water supply 

systems, and (ii) sanitation facilities in institutions (for schools and health centers).  

Component 3: Sector Governance and Capacity Building – (i) enabling legal and regulatory environment 

and governance strengthened; (ii) capacity development (build capacity of WASH service providers at all 

levels, curriculum development and teaching hygiene and sanitation, sector M&E systems strengthened) 

Note that the various activities embedded in these project components are detailed in the APR results framework 

3. PROJECT PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT  

 

RELEVANCE 

a. Relevance of the project development objective:  

The sector goal was to improve the health of the population (i.e. reduction in disease burden and mortality). The 

specific objective of OWNP was to improve the health of its target population through improved access and 

utilization of WASH services. OWNP’s objective remained consistent from appraisal to completion.  

The objective was aligned with the National Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP) of 2011-15, which provided 

the impetus to adopt the One WASH National Program (OWNP: 2013-2020) in 2013 as the new policy framework 
document that describes the national strategy and action plan for achieving WASH GTP targets. OWNP was also 

aligned with the Bank’s Country Strategy Paper (CSP, 2011 – 2015), which was aligned with the priorities of the 

GTP, and the Bank’s Ten Year Strategy (TYS) 2013-2022.  

In agreement with the PCR, the PCREN rates the relevance of the OWNP objective highly satisfactory (4) -- it was 
aligned with Ethiopia’s development policies and strategies, the Bank’s sector strategies and the beneficiary needs 

throughout of the program cycle.     

 

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

The program defines the key problems (or, concerns) and thrusts to find solutions that are expressed in the stated 

objective of OWNE -- increased access to safe water, and improved sanitation and hygiene practices. OWNE was 

particularly designed within the context of the Country’s Growth and Transformation Plan (GTP)  2011-15. The 

Bank’s engagement in the joint Government of Ethiopia and Donor supported OWNP was informed by the 

country’s need assessment and lessons from its experience in similar WASH interventions.  

The results chain presented in the APR shows the internal logic of the program. The core components of the project 

(i.e. the strategic paths to achieve the project objectives) were centered on: (1) rehabilitation and expansion of water 
supply and sanitation (WSS) infrastructure and facilities – at household, community and institutions such as 

education and health centers (AfDB’s focus was on rural and pastoral areas); (2) capacity building such as formation 

of WASH committees, and technical assistance to project staff and private contractors; and (3) hygiene and health 
education – through sensitization and training. The activities enumerated under their respective components convert 

into sets of linked outputs and outcomes with their means of verification (as shown in the APR’s RLF). Incorporated 

in the RLF were key assumptions as well as the risks and associated mitigation measures.  

The program design as per the appraisal report is reasonably specified as shown in the results chain. Notable about 
the design is the integration of provision of safe water supply, improved sanitary facilities, and health education 



 

 

 

 

(Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH)). The PCREN was not able to assess any significant change in scope and 

activities of the program during its implementation cycle. 

The PCREN rates the relevance of the project design highly satisfactory (4), in line with PCR.  

 

EFFECTIVENESS 
 

c. Effectiveness in delivering outputs: 

The program achieved the key outputs at significant rate of execution: 

Component 1: Rural and Pastoral WASH  

(a) Expanded water supply schemes for households, 78.9% 

(b) Increased household sanitation facilities, 90%  

Component 2: Institutional (schools and health Centers)WASH 

(a)  Rehabilitated and new water supply systems for schools (41%) and health facilities (63%) 

(b) Rehabilitated and new sanitation facilities for schools (73%) and health (70%)  

Component 3: Sector Governance and Capacity Building  

(a) Newly legally formed WASH communities, 90%  

(b) Project staff trained at all administrative in different relevant skills, 95% 

(c) No of schools engaged in hygiene and health education, 95% 

OWNE achieved mixed results in outputs but most attained at least 70% execution rate. The PCREN concurs 

with the PCR satisfactory rating (3)  

 

d. Effectiveness in realizing outcomes: 

The PCR provides the following quantitative evidence on performance of outcome indicators: 

(a) Increase in percentage of population with access to safe water, 93% towards target (50% female) 

(b) Increase in percentage of people with access to sanitation facilities, 100% of target (50% female) 

Not reported in the PCR are outcomes such as, the effect of the program on health gains (such as lowered incidence 

water-borne diseases), improvement in school attendance, and productive time saved. There is also uncertainty on 

the quality of the outcome monitoring system.   

PCR rated 4 and PCREN rated 3 

e. Project development outcome:   

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. That is, progress is satisfactory towards achieving improved agricultural 

commercialization and income. 

The PCREN agrees with the PCR’s satisfactory (3) rating. 

f. Beneficiaries: 
 

The PCR lists the beneficiaries as below: 



 

 

 

 

 

Actual Planned Progress % Women 

4.5 million people with access to WASH 5.9 

million people 

 

76.2 % 50% 

3.91 million people with access to WASH in iural areas 3.8 million people  102.8% 50% 

    
 

 

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

framework):  
 

The PCR identified three unanticipated additional outcomes (UAOs): (i) the Bank developed communication 
package that enabled it to publicize its substantial contribution to OWNP and thereby help increase in number of 

development partners (DPs) particpating in the second phase of OWNP for positive socio-economic impact; (ii) 

household dominantly choose rural piped schemes that allow them behavioral change that fosters better hygiene; 

and (iii) provision of water supply to population settled in pastoral area lead a better socia/education/health 
outcomes. The PCREN accepts to some extent UAO (iii). 

 
 

EFFICIENCY 
 

h. Timeliness: 

The planned project duration as per PAR was 5 years and actual implementation took 6 years. Accordingly, the 

ratio of planned to actual duration is 0.85, which, as per the PCR guidance, is rated satisfactory (3).  

Rating: PCR rated 3 and PCREN rated 3 

i. Resource use efficiency: 

According to the PCR guidance methodology, a project is rated highly satisfactory if it delivered all or more outputs 
than expected within the available budget. The PCR rated the program’s resource use efficiency highly satisfactory 

(4). However, as noted above under the summary of output performance, OWNE delivered largely (not all or more) 

above 70% execution rate. The PCREN rates the RUE satisfactory (3) for largely delivering the planned outputs 

within the available budget.  

PCR rated 4 and PCREN rated 3 

j.  Cost-benefit analysis: 

N/R  

k. Implementation progress: 

The ten IPR criteria set the standards for consistently evaluating implementation effectiveness in three categories: 
(1) compliance with covenants (project covenants, environmental and social safeguards and audit compliance), (2) 

project systems and procedures (procurement, financial management and monitoring and evaluation), and (3) 

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

The overall IP rating of 4 reported in the PCR suggests the implementation processes of the program were for the 

most highly satisfactory. However, the review of the various sections of the PCR indicates some notable challenges 

in implementing the program: (i) delays in fulfillment of conditions for effectiveness, (ii) procurement difficulties 
(iii) disbursement challenges, (iv) slow counter part funding, and (v) weakness in M&E implementation and 

reporting.  



 

 

 

 

The PCR’s highly satisfactory (4) rating is not consistent with these cases of implementation difficulties. Therefore, 

the PCREN downgrades the PCR and rates IP performance satisfactory (3); the implementation processes for the 

most part was satisfactory. 

 

SUSTAINABILITY 
 

Whether the benefits accruing through OWNE (i.e. improved water supply and sanitary infrastructure, increased 

access to safe water and improved sanitation, and healthy practices) would continue after its closure depends on 
modalities in place to manage financial, institutional, technical and environmental risks.  

 

l. Financial sustainability: 

The key steps to assess financial sustainability are (i) identification of existing modalities; (ii) evaluation of their 

efficacy and risk to continue the flow of benefits after completion project completion; and (iii) articulation of 

financial modalities necessary for sustainability ex-post.  

The types of benefits generated through the program are known (the various outputs and outcomes discussed 
above). The financial modalities employed to generate these benefits are also known (public financing through 

budgetary allocation, various community-based contribution,  and financial support from development partners). 

The unknowns are particularly whether these modalities would be sufficient to sustain the benefits ex post.  

The PCR lacks the thoroughness necessary (even attempt) to assess OWNE’s financial sustainability. Although it 

has highlighted the significance of the emergence of legally formed WASH committees that were charged to set 

water user fees, and collect and manage revenues, there is no sufficient evidence to support the PCR’s highly 

satisfactory rating (4), i.e. the financing mechanisms are robust and “very likely” to ensure the continued flow of 

benefits associated with the program after completion. 

The PCREN rates the financial sustainability of the program unsatisfactory (2) – the program has put in place some 

mechanisms for financial sustainability, but they were not expected to be sufficient to ensure the continued flow of 

benefits associated with the project after completion. 

PCR rated 4. PCREN rated 2. 

m. Institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities: 

Beside utilizing country systems, there were notable advances/efforts to strengthen institutional capacities, 

particularly under the governance and capacity building component (improved regulatory environment, building 

the capacity of WASH committees in rural areas, technical assistance to project staff and private contractors, and 
curriculum development and teaching hygiene and sanitation). The PCR underscores the significance of these 

outputs due to institution development and capacity building.  

The PCR assigned 4 (highly satisfactory). The empirical evidence is scarce to support the PCR’s rating. The 
indications are that the country systems and capacities were good and deemed sufficient to ensure the continued 

flow of benefits associated with the project after completion. The PCREN, therefore, rates institutional 

sustainability satisfactory. 

PCR rated 4 and PCREN rated 3 

 

n. Ownership and sustainability of partnerships: 

The PCR identifies the key stakeholders that have advanced the objective of the program; notably community-

based WASH communities, the private sector particularly the WASH service providers, public sector entities, and 
development partners with vested interest. Among the notable achievements of the program was the formation of 



 

 

 

 

WASH committees with high execution rate. . It is plausible the engagement of these committees in mobilization 

of resources and management of local WASH have instilled sense of ownership among the beneficiaries.  

The PCR rates highly satisfactory (4) in its assessment whether the program effectively involved relevant 

stakeholders, promoted a sense of ownership amongst the direct beneficiaries, and put in place effective 

partnerships with relevant stakeholders (e.g. local authorities, communities, private sector, donors). The empirical 
evidence is scarce to substantiate the PCR rating. The indications are that the  program involved most stakeholders 

and promoted a sense of ownership amongst the beneficiaries. Hence, the PCREN assigns satisfactory rating (3). 

PCR rated 4 and PCREN rated 3 

 

o. Environmental and social sustainability: 

OWNP falls in environmental category I and, in response, the program developed ESMP and implemented by all 
program regions and participating Woredas and Towns. The available information is limited for the PCREN to 

adequately assess the environmental and social sustainability of the program. In light of some implementation issues 

with the program, it rates the environmental and social sustainability satisfactory (3) 

PCR rated 4. PCREN rated 3. 

 

4. PERFORMANCE OF STAKEHOLDERS 
 

a. Bank performance: 

Findings from need assessment and lessons from past WASH operations informed the design of the Bank’s support 

to OWNP. Deficiency in quality- at- entry slowed the start-up of implementation. The Bank enforced the safeguards 

and fiduciary requirements. Procurement was slow at the beginning but improved overtime. The Bank provided 
capacity development support to federal, regional and woreda staff through trainings on procurement and financial 

management as required. In addition, it assisted to strengthen the capacity of monitoring and evaluation system. 

The Bank engaged in regular joint supervision meetings in which the AfDB Field Office assisted in more speedy 
resolution of problems. The PCREN cannot confirm the Bank undertook high quality and continuous supervision, 

including adequate involvement of required skills mix. 

Overall, the Bank’s performance from preparation through Board approval to project completion was satisfactory 

(3) 

PCR rated 4 and PCREN rated 3 

b. Borrower performance:  

The Government of Ethiopia (GoE) adopted OWNP in 2013, which served as a framework to coordinate the 

GoE/Donor assistance to WASH interventions. The Borrower performed satisfactorily in complying with 

covenants, agreements and safeguards including environmental safeguards. The Borrower contributed to the 

strengthening of capacity within a decentralized administrative framework (e.g. formation of WASH committees 

and WASH service providers).  

However, there were some areas of weakness in implementation effectiveness to which the Borrower and its 

implementing agencies were partly responsible: (i) delays in procurement; (ii) weak monitoring and management 

of contracts; (iii) frequent staff turnover;  (iv) delays in counterpart funding; and (v)  inadequate exit strategies and 

modalities for mitigating threats to sustainability.   

Overall, the performance of the borrowers in design and readiness as well as implementation is rated satisfactory 

(3) in agreement with the PCR.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

c. Performance of other stakeholders:  

The local consultants and contractors (i.e. WASH service providers)  were prominent in formation of various 

WASH groups/teams, and construction and rehabilitation of water sources and sanitation facilities in communities 
and institutions. Evidence points some notable inadequacies in completion of planed outputs particularly civil works 

contracts (developing water supply sources and construction of sanitation facilities) due to poor technical design, 

low implementation capacity of local contractors, and lack of adequate supervision. The PCR notes the need for 

continuous capacity development support for them to improve their technical capability. 

The PCREN rates the performance of contractors and consultants in particular satisfactory (3), in agreement with 

the PCR. 

 

5. SUMMARY OF OVERALL PROJECT PERFORMANCE 
 

a. Overall assessment:  
 

Overall, the program performance is rated highly satisfactory (4) in the PCR and satisfactory (3) in the PCREN. 

Both the PCR and PCREN rate the program highly satisfactory in relevance and satisfactory in effectiveness. The 

differences between PCR and PCREN are mainly in rating efficiency and sustainability. Both these dimensions are 
rated highly satisfactory in the PCR and satisfactory in the PCREN. The PCR’s apparent overrating is not consistent 

with the narratives in the PCR as well as the IPR, and unsubstantiated with evidence to show objectivity (see also 

the PCR’s quality ratings for some more issues). On the other hand, the PCREN’s ratings suggest a scope for  
improving the program’s efficiency and sustainability. 

 

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

PCREN rates satisfactory (3)  
 

In short, the M&E focus has been on monitoring I/O indicators. The data gathered has been partial. And information 

generated 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 result. 
 

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 Formation and strengthening of the Regional WASH 

Coordination Office contributed for the functionality 
and effectiveness of the WASH structure, in particular 

the Regional WASH Steering Committed and 

Regional WASH Technical Team. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 



 

 

 

 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Not evident in the available documents, particularly in the PCR. 

 

 

Original On shelf study and design documents of projects 

contributed for the timely implementation of the 

projects and suitable consumption of funds made 

available through CWA. Most of the CWA program 
has been implemented and achievements recorded after 

the establishment of RWCOs. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Not evident in the available documents, particularly in the PCR.  

 

 

Original Solemn focus should be given during planning phase 

of projects, possibly bottom up approach in order to 

avoid delay in implementation and repeated revision of 
the plan in certain areas.  

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
No such lessons from OWNP experience   

 

 

Original The program is designed considering government fund 
and CWA contributing partners. Hence, delay in 

allocation of fund has a direct implication on timely 

completion of planned activities/projects.  

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
The cause-effect relation is generic and unsubstantiated   

 

 

Original This mechanism was built in CWA and clarified 

through POM has helped the WASH sector to report 
on achievement. Before CWA-OWNP it was not 

possible to produce report on sanitation. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Unclear   



 

 

 

 

 

Original In absence of the healthy sector M&E system, 

capturing accurate output and outcome indicators 
could be difficult. Besides, it would be difficult to 

record and identify the intervention of other 

stakeholders in the WASH sector. M&E is essential for 

effective sector planning and management, and should 
continuously be improved. The M&E is being 

supported under the OWNP.  

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Generic message and not clear what the program has contributed as a lesson   

 

Original Woredas played a key role in planning and 

implementing actual program activities at community 

level. The OWNP implementation modality enabled 

demand driven approach and ensured ownership. The 

program was able to encourage strong ownership of 

WASHCOs. The committees are critical for the 

sustainability of the schemes in Rural WASH. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Probably   

 

 

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 Robust sector M&E must be developed for better 

planning and management of water and sanitation 

facilities. As the sector strives towards fully fledged 
SWAp, the M&E will become more critical. The 

government and DPs should work together to roll out 

the sector M&E which is in progress under the OWNP. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 



 

 

 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary and Executing Agency 

Reviewer 

Comment 

    

 
 

Original Coordination between sector ministries, DPs and other 
stakeholders should be improved. Sector coordination 

has evolved under the OWNP which is designed to 

foster SWAp. MoU between the actor ministries which 
calls for joint planning and reporting is a positive 

step towards better sector coordination. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary and Executing Agency 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Yes it is positive but is it enough to mandate action?   

 

 
 

Original Trainings for WASHCOs need to be more uniform and 
objective oriented. In this regard, the technical aspect 

needs to be strengthened in the formal trainings of the 

WASHCOs. Additionally, there is a need for 
continuous follow up to monitor women’s 

participation in WASHCOs and to make necessary 

modification, as many women have dropped out due to 
domestic chores. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary and Executing Agency 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Unsubstantiated claims and unwarranted recommendation  

 

Original The program implementation modality is based on 
IFR. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary and Executing Agency 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Unclear   

 



 

 

 

 

Original All regions are now in line with adopting the 

Environmental and social safeguard. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary and Executing Agency 

Reviewer 

Comment 

a finding, not a recommendation   

 

Original Necessary preparatory works has to be accomplished 

before the commencement of implementing projects. 

Validation 

 

                    Write-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Beneficiary and Executing Agency 

Reviewer 

Comment 
Generic recommendation  

 

Original Quality of works done by local contractors, artisans 

and communities were sometimes need to have a close 
checkup and supervision. Obviously quality of 

infrastructure strongly affects sustainability, therefore 

close supervision is required by woredas and regions. 

Validation 

 

                    Sign-Off 
 

Reformulation (If 

applicable) 

 

Recipient(s) 
Executing Agency 

Reviewer 

Comment 
The cause-effect is not demonstrated but it is a reasonable recommendation   

 
 

New 

recommendation 

 

Recipient(s) 

Choose recipient(s) 

Reviewer 

comment 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 

 

7. COMMENTS ON PCR QUALITY AND TIMELINESS 

Overall PCR quality is unsatisfactory (2): Satisfactory in coverage of evaluaiton dimensions, but unsatisfactory in 

data generation and access, and quality of analysis  and 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 4  

EFFECTIVENESS 3 3  

Delivery of outputs 3 3  

Realization of outcomes 4 3 Not true that the project was expected to 

reach or exceed the end-targets set for all 

its outcomes. 

Development objective (DO) 3 3  

EFFICIENCY 4 3  

Timeliness 3 3  

Resource use efficiency 4 3 Not true that the project delivered all or 

more outputs than expected within the 

available budget. 

Cost-benefit analysis   No CBA 

Implementation progress (Compliance 
with (i) with covenants; (ii) project systems 

and procedures; (iii) project execution and 

financing) 

4 3 PCR’s highly satisfactory (4) rating was  
not consistent with several cases of the 

above noted implementation difficulties 

SUSTAINABILITY 4 3  

Financial sustainability 4 2 Not true that the project has put in place 

mechanisms for financial sustainability 

that were deemed sufficient to ensure the 

continued flow of benefits associated with 

the project after completion. 

Institutional sustainability and strengthening 

of capacities 

4 3 The evidence rather supports that the 

project significantly contributed to 

strengthening institutional capacities, and 

country capacities were deemed sufficient 

to ensure the continued flow of benefits 
associated with the project after 

completion. 

Ownership and sustainability of 

partnerships 

4 3 Not true that the project was very effective 

at involving all the relevant stakeholders 

Environmental and social sustainability 4 3 In light of some implementation issues, 

the PCREN rates environmental and social 

sustainability satisfactory 

OVERALL PROJECT COMPLETION 

RATING 

4 3 The PCR overrates the project’s performance 
in efficiency and sustainability indicators 



 

 

 

 

without providing supportive evidence to 
demonstrate  objectivity (for more, see the PCR 
quality assessment).  

Bank performance: 4 3 As per the scoring of the seven criteria in 

the annex.  

Borrower performance: 3 3  

Performance of other stakeholders: 3 3  

Overall PCR quality:  2 

 

Overall unsatisfactory: Satisfactory in 

coverage of evaluaiton dimensions, but 

unsatisfactory in data generation and 

access, and quality of analysis  and lessons 

learned.   

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

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 4  

OVERALL RELEVANCE SCORE    

EFFECTIVENESS* Effectiveness in delivering outcomes: Note the individual outcomes are not rated in the 

PCR as well as the PCREN.  
Increase in percentage of 

population with access to 

safe water, 93% towards 

target (50% female) 

 

 3  

Increase in percentage of 

people with access to 

sanitation facilities, 

100% of target (50% 

female) 

 4  

Outcome rating  4 3 

In addition to satisfactory achievements in output 

space, there is evidence of progress in outcome 
realization. Whilst project outcome is not only 

influenced by the project and full realization may not 

occur during the project’s life cycle, the PCREN 

considers the two outcome indicators are signs of 

satisfactory progress.  

Effectiveness in delivering output: Note the individual outputs are not rated in the PCR 

as well as the PCREN. 



 

 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 
work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Expanded water supply 

schemes for households, 

78,9%  

 3  

Increased household 
sanitation facilities, 90% 

 3  

Rehabilitated and new 

water supply systems, 
for schools (41%) and 

health facilities (63%)  

 

 2  

Rehabilitated and new 

sanitation facilities, for 
schools (73%) and 

health facilities (70%) 

 2  

Newly legally formed 

WASH communities, 

90% 

 

 3  

Project staff trained at 

all administrative in 

different relevant skills, 

95% 

 3  

Project staff trained at 

all administrative in 

different relevant skills, 

95% 

 3  

 
   

Overall output rating  
3 3 The project attained at least 70% execution rate in 

most of the key outputs  

 
   

Development objective (DO) 

Development objective 

rating 

3 3  

Beneficiaries   

4.5 of the planned 5.9 

million people had 

access to WASH 

  76.2% of the target  

 
   

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 
 N/A   

Environment & climate 

change  
 N/A  



 

 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
PCR 
work 

score 

IDEV 

review 
Reasons for deviation/comments 

Poverty reduction 
 N/A  

Private sector 

development 
 N/A  

Regional integration 
 N/A  

Other (specify) 
   

EFFECTIVENESS OVERALL SCORE 3 3  

EFFICIENCY Timeliness (based on the 
initial closing date) 

3 3  

Resource used 

efficiency 
4 3 Not true that the project delivered all or more 

outputs than expected within the available 

budget. 

 
Cost-benefit analysis N/A N/A No CBA 

Implementation progress 

(from the IPR) 
4 3 PCR’s highly satisfactory (4) rating was  not 

consistent with several cases of the above noted 

implementation difficulties 
Other (specify)    

OVERALL EFFICIENCY SCORE 4 3  

SUSTAINABILITY Financial sustainability 4 3 Not true that the project has put in place mechanisms 

for financial sustainability that were deemed 

sufficient to ensure the continued flow of benefits 

associated with the project after completion. 

 

Institutional 
sustainability and 

strengthening of 

capacities 

4 3 The evidence rather supports that the project 
significantly contributed to strengthening institutional 

capacities, and country capacities were deemed 

sufficient to ensure the continued flow of benefits 

associated with the project after completion. 

 

Ownership and 

sustainability of 

partnerships 

4 3 Not true that the project was very effective at 

involving all the relevant stakeholders 

 

Environmental and 

social sustainability 
4 3 In light of some implementation issues, the PCREN 

rates environmental and social sustainability 

satisfactory 

*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 project design allowed extensive 

stakeholder consultation. The Bank was 

actively engaged throughout the project 

cycle.  

Use of previous lessons learned 

from previous operations during 

design and implementation 

 3 Findings from need assessment and lessons 

from past WASH operations informed the 

design of  OWNP. Deficiency in quality- at- 

entry slowed the start-up of implementation 

but improved overtime  

Promotion of stakeholder 
participation to strengthen 

ownership 

 3 The project promoted a sense of ownership 
amongst the beneficiaries and partnerships 

with relevant stakeholders, 

Enforcement of safeguard and 

fiduciary requirements  

 3 The Bank enforced the safeguards and 

fiduciary requirements. 

Design and implementation of 

Monitoring & Evaluation system 

 2 The project collected and analyzed data to 

monitor procurement performance, project 

activities and outputs, and financial 

performance. It utilized the information to 

produce progress reports and inform its 

supervision. However, the M&E system 

was partial, not covering outcome 

performance. . 

Quality of Bank supervision  (mix 

of skills in supervisory teams, etc) 

 3 The Bank engaged in regular joint 

supervision meetings in which the AfDB 

Field Office assisted in more speedy 
resolution of problems.  

Timeliness of responses to 

requests 

 3 Timely responses to Borrower requests. 

OVERALL BANK PERFORMANCE SCORE  3  

BORROWER 

PERFORMANCE 

Quality of preparation and 

implementation 
 3 The Borrower initiated the project and 

participated effectively in preparation of the 

project. However, there were some 

issues in implementation such as 
delays in procurement; weak monitoring 

and management of contracts; and frequent 

staff turnover.  

Compliance with covenants, 

agreements and safeguards 
 3 The Borrower ensured project’s 

compliance with environmental safeguards. 

It also performed reasonably well in 
complying with the Bank’s fiduciary 

requirements.  

Provision of timely counterpart 

funding 
 3 Encountered some delays in counterpart 

funding 

Responsiveness to supervision 

recommendations 
 3 The Borrower was responsive to 

supervision recommendations as evident in 

adjustment in implementation timeframe. 

Measures taken to establish basis 

for project sustainability 
 2 Notable weakness in design of modalities 

for mitigating threats to sustainability  

Timeliness of preparing requests  UTS no information  

OVERALL BORROWER PERFORMANCE SCORE  3  



 

 

 

 

 PERFORMANCE 

OF OTHER 

STAKEHOLDERS 

Timeliness of disbursements by 

co-financiers 
  No such information in the PCR 

Functioning of collaborative 

agreements 
  Not reported on performance  

Quality of policy dialogue with co-

financiers (for PBOs only) 
  Not applicable  

Quality of work by service 

providers  
 3 Satisfactory but there were some 

inadequacies in completion of planned 

outputs 

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, and 

largely intended to monitor procurement 
performance, project activities and outputs, 

and financial performance.  

Monitoring indicators and 

monitoring plan were duly 

approved 

3 

The sets of indicators covering the results 

chain were specfied in the project’s appraisal 

report and duly influenced the indicators 

adopted for monitoring.  

Existence of disaggregated gender 

indicator 
2 Not systematically built in the M&E system  

Baseline data were available or 
collected during the design  

2 
the availability was not reported in the 
accessed documents.  

Other, specify    

OVERALL M&E DESIGN SCORE 3  

M&E 

IMPLEMENTA-

TION 

The M&E function is adequately 

equipped and staffed  
3 

The Borrower capacity for M&E improved 

overtime, partly related to the Bank’s 

assistance.  

OVERALL M&E IMPLEMENTATION SCORE 3  

M&E 

UTILIZATION  

The borrower used the tracking 

information for decision  
3 

The data/ information generated through the 

M&E system was used to prepare reports on 

procurement and financial performance, and 

project inputs and outputs. The reports guided 

review of project size and implementation 

timeliness. 

OVERALL M&E UTILIZATION SCORE 3  



 

 

 

 

Criteria Sub-criteria 
IDEV 
Score 

Comments 

OVERALL M&E PERFORMANCE SCORE 
3  

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

PCR QUALITY EVALUATION 

 

Criteria 
PCR-EVN  

(1-4) 
Comments 

QUALITY OF PCR 

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

various sections 

3 Covered all the PCR evaluation dimensions.   

2. Extent of objectivity of PCR assessment score 2 Limited objectivity – weakest in the evidence on 

project outcomes and sustainability  

3. Extent of internal consistency of PCR assessment 

ratings; inaccuracies; inconsistencies; (in various 

sections; between text and ratings; consistency of 

overall rating with individual component ratings)  

2 Scoring and associated narrative not consistently 

adhered to the PCR guiance.  

4. Extent of identification and assessment of key 

factors (internal and exogenous) and unintended 

effects (positive or negative) affecting design and 

implementation  

2 Some influential factors identified but unknown 

methodology  

5. Adequacy of treatment of safeguards, fiduciary 

issues, and alignment and harmonization 

3 Covered adequately project’s performance in 

safeguards and fiduciary isses, and adjustments in 

scope.  

6. Extent of soundness  of data generating and analysis 

process (including rates of returns) in support of PCR 
assessment 

2 Data generated for project’s inputs and outputs 

were relatively sound and reliable. Unknown 
quality of other data sources.  

7. Overall adequacy of the accessible evidence (from 

PCR including annexure and other data provided) 

2 Access limited to records on the project’s activities 

and outputs  

8. Extent to which lessons learned (and 

recommendations) are clear and based on the PCR 

assessment (evidence & analysis) 

2 Lessons partially mapped from the project’s 

experience 

9. Extent of overall clarity and completeness of the 

PCR  

2 Unsatisfactory as indicated above in #s 2 to 8 

above.    

Other (specify)   

PCR QUALITY SCORE  2 Overall unsatisfactory: Satisfactory in coverage of 

evaluaiton dimensions but unsatisfactory in data 

generation and access, and quality of analysis  and 

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*** 

NR No data/information to rate  

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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