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Staff Guidance on Project Completion Reporting and Rating  

 

I. Purpose and Scope 

 

The purpose of this note is to present the new approach to project reporting and rating at the 

completion stage applicable to public sector operations financed by the African Development Bank 

Group (ADB or the Bank). It includes a revised Project Completion Report (PCR) template and 

technical guidance to staff for undertaking the PCR rating
1
.  

 

The new PCR complements and completes the set of quality assurance tools adopted by the Bank to 

guide project reporting and rating throughout the operational cycle. These tools, focused on results 

planning and tracking, will now comprise: (i) the quality-at-entry standards (QaE) applied through 

the Readiness Review (RR) during the design phase, (ii) the results-based logical framework (RLF) 

formulated during preparations to guide results-based monitoring, (iii) the implementation progress 

and results report (IPR) developed to strengthen quality-at-implementation through evidence-based 

supervision, and (iv) the PCR enhancing quality-at-exit through an increased focus on results, risks 

and lessons learning.  

 

The PCR, together with the other quality assurance tools mentioned above, normally applies to all 

public sector operations, lending and non-lending, financed by the Bank. Specific technical 

guidance, more particularly in relation to the rating methodology, may differ for certain types of 

operations and may be adjusted or refined over time to better meet staff needs without affecting the 

fundamentals and principles of the approach presented in this note. 

 

II. Background and Rationale 

 

PCRs are a valuable self-evaluation tool that helps the Bank account for its investments, collect 

experiences and lessons from completed operations to inform new programming. PCR preparation 

is among the final milestones of project implementation and results tracking and constitutes the 

culmination of regular supervision. The timely submission of PCRs is also essential to Bank-wide 

results reporting. 

  

In April 2009, the Bank’s Operations Committee (OpsCOM) approved guidelines on project 

completion together with a template. According to these guidelines, a PCR is required for each 

public sector operation approved by the Board. The PCRs must be prepared within six (6) months 

from the date a project reaches 98% cumulative disbursement rate. The PCR preparation can be 

initiated as soon as a project has disbursed 85% of its resources if, in the judgment of the Task 

Manager, the majority of the activities are significantly completed and the majority of outputs and 

outcomes are visible
2
. These guidelines have contributed to the improved performance with regards 

to the timely processing of the PCRs. Since 2009, the timely submission of PCRs has consistently 

exceeded 90% (against 8% in 2008). 

 

Since the approval of these guidelines, however, new reporting tools have been adopted by the 

Bank aimed at further improving the quality and results-focus of operations (see Figure 1). These 

include:  

 

                                                           
1
 The PCR business process aspects, part of the operations manual, are not covered in this note.  

2
 For Program-based Operations (PBOs), a full PCR will be prepared upon completion of the entire program, which will 

include a separate assessment of the contribution of each individual operation in the program series. For self-standing 

PBOs and programmatic tranche operations in a single loan, a full PCR will be prepared upon completion of the 

program (see Bank Group Policy on PBOs, Feb 2012). 
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(i) At the project preparation stage, QaE criteria and standards for public sector operations and 

the RR of public sector operations
3
; 

(ii) At the project preparation and implementation stage, a RLF
4
; 

(iii) At the project implementation stage and for performance monitoring and rating purposes, 

the IPR
5
; and 

(iv) Core Sector Indicators (CSI) for aggregation of results at the country, sectoral and 

institutional level—across the results chain
6
. 

 
Figure 1: Quality assurance tools throughout in the project cycle 

 

 
 

Consequently, it has become necessary to revise the PCR template and rating method to ensure full 

consistency with the new quality assurance and results instruments referred to above. In particular 

the RLF and IPR terminology, concepts and approach to progress reporting - results-focused and 

evidence-based – have to be applied in the new completion reporting.  

 

In parallel, the Bank’s Independent Evaluation Department (OPEV) has highlighted some 

deficiencies in PCR quality in its report on 2008-2009 completion reporting
7
. These include, among 

others, the need to: i) ensure consistency of the PCR with international best practices, ii) improve 

the assessment of risk and sustainability, iii) strengthen lessons learning, and iv) enhance the 

analysis of cross-cutting and fiduciary issues. This note reflects the actions that Management 

committed to undertake in response to OPEV recommendations. 

 

In view of promoting alignment with other multilateral development institutions and complying 

with international best practice, the “Good Practice Standards for the Evaluation of Public Sector 

Operations”
8
 have served as a guide in revising the PCR template. These standards recommend that 

the PCR should focus on the following four elements: i) relevance, ii) effectiveness, iii) efficiency 

and iv) sustainability. It is also advised that the PCR should capture the Bank’s and the Borrower 

performance in order to draw appropriate lessons. To the extent possible, the PCR should provide 

quantitative data to substantiate these assessments (evidence-based) and lessons learned should be 

                                                           
3
 OpsCOM cleared staff guidance on QaE criteria/standards for public sector operations 30 August 2010. 

4
 Revision of the RLF for Public Sector Operations – An Information Note, OpsCOM 30 August 2010. 

5
 OpsCOM cleared staff guidance on IPR for public sector operations on 16th March 2011. 

6
 OpsCOM cleared guidelines for the use of Core Sector Indicators on 6 May 2009. 

7
 Quality of project results’ reporting at the AfDB, 2008-2009 (ADB/BD/WP/2011/144-ADF/BD/WP/2011/88); 

Management action record (ADB/BD/2011/144/Add.1- ADF/BD/WP/2011/88/Add.1) 

 
8
 MDB Evaluation Cooperation Group/Working Group on Public Sector Evaluation, December 2011. 
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clearly identified. The revised PCR approach adopts these four elements as rating dimensions, 

strengthens evidence-based reporting (along the lines of the IPR), and emphasizes the identification 

of specific lessons and recommendations to inform future operations in the country and sector of 

intervention. A benchmarking has also been made of the PCR templates of other MDBs (Table 1).  

 

Table 1: Project completion report formats of Multilateral Development Banks 

 
 African Development 

Bank (revised 

format) 

World Bank Asian Development 

Bank 

Inter-American Development 

Bank 

Rating scale 4 Highly Satisfactory 

3 Satisfactory 

2 Unsatisfactory  

1 Highly 

Unsatisfactory 

6 Highly Satisfactory 

5 Satisfactory 

4 Moderately Satisfactory 

3 Moderately 

Unsatisfactory 

2 Unsatisfactory  

1 Highly Unsatisfactory 

4 Highly Satisfactory 

3 Satisfactory 

2 Unsatisfactory  

1Highly 

Unsatisfactory 

0 Poor 

1Fair  

2 Good  

3Excellent. 

Composite Performance Index is 

calculated. 

Key rating 

dimensions 

 Relevance 

 Effectiveness 

 Efficiency  

 Sustainability 

 Outcome (Relevance, 

effectiveness and 

efficiency) 

 Risk to Development 

Outcome 

 Bank Performance 

 Borrower Performance 

 Relevance 

 Effectiveness 

 Efficiency  

 Sustainability 

 Impact 

 Contribution to development 

 Project performance 

 Economic performance 

 Risk assessment 

 IFI Strategic Development 

Objectives 

 IFI’s role, additionally 

 

The revised PCR template was conceived as a user-friendly and streamlined tool. A survey with 

Bank task managers found that the current PCR template was generally perceived as excessively 

complicated to use, repetitive, lacking focus on results, and paying insufficient attention to lessons 

learnt. The revised format rates 11 criteria under four dimensions, as compared to 32 criteria under 

five dimensions in the previous version (Table 2). The criteria in the old format focused to a large 

extent on the design and readiness of the operation (at approval), whilst the revised format aims at 

assessing the relevance of the operation from design/approval to completion. The emphasis of the 

new format is on results reporting and considers: (i) the actual achievement of results 

(effectiveness), (ii) resources used for achieving results (efficiency), and (iii) risks to the 

continuation of results after the project period (sustainability). The new approach promotes the PCR 

as a joint Bank-Borrower document in line with the principle of mutual accountability; the 

respective performances of the project stakeholders - Bank, Borrower and others – are assessed but 

do not form part of the PCR rating.   

 

Table 2: Comparison between old and revised PCR rating methodology 

 
Old PCR format Revised PCR format 

Dimension # criteria to be rated Dimension # criteria to be rated 

Project Outcome 3 Relevance 2 

Bank performance (Design and readiness) 14 Effectiveness 1 

Bank performance (Implementation) 6 Efficiency 4 

Borrower performance (Design and readiness) 4 Sustainability 4 

Borrower performance (Implementation 5   

TOTAL 32  11 

 

III. Relationship between the IPR and the PCR 

 

The IPR is a results and evidence-based project supervision and rating tool applicable to Bank 

public sector operations. The focus is on tracking progress on the outputs and outcome indicators in 

the RBL, as well as assessing performance in relation to annual targets of the disbursement and 

procurement plans. The IPR assesses performance with regards to the Development Objective 

(DO), in terms of outputs and outcomes, as well as Implementation Progress (IP), in terms of: i) 
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compliance with covenants (compliance with project covenants, environmental and social 

safeguards and audit compliance), (ii) project systems and procedures (procurement, financial 

management and monitoring and evaluation), and (iii) project execution and financing 

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

 

An updated and comprehensive IPR is necessary to undertake the PCR. The IPR should thus be 

updated as part of PCR preparations and will serve as a principal input to the PCR. As further 

discussed below, the latest DO and the IP rating of the IPR will be considered to rate the 

effectiveness and efficiency dimensions at completion. The IPR and the PCR will be formally 

introduced in tandem and become compulsory for all public sector operations reporting as of 

January 1
st
 2013.  To facilitate staff understanding and use of the IPR and the PCR, ORQR has 

developed a comprehensive training program on quality assurance tools and regularly conducts 

workshops in field offices and Tunis. The training plan for the next 2 years (2012-2013) aims to 

reach out all the Bank Task Managers, through a combination of training workshops, project clinics 

and hands-on support, including visits to the Bank’s Field Offices.  

 

IV. Process to prepare the Staff Guidance 

 

An Inter-departmental Reference Group
9
 was established in February 2012 to provide guidance to 

the task team led by ORQR, in close collaboration with OPEV (see Annex 3). This group met on a 

monthly basis to review draft versions of the guidance note and provide orientation to the team. A 

survey was undertaken in March 2012 to obtain feedback on the current PCR format from the Task 

Managers that prepared PCRs in 2011
10

. Bilateral presentations and consultations on the proposed 

PCR approach were also held at the request of Sector Departments and a presentation was made to 

Field Office staff at a Regional Workshop in Pretoria. In April-May 2012, a draft PCR template and 

rating method was tested on a pilot basis on a selection of operations, including both investment 

projects and program-based operations. The experiences from this pilot exercise have been taken 

into account in finalizing the revised Staff Guidance. A draft of this note was circulated to the 

ORQR focal points in June 2012 for review prior to submission to OpsCOM. OpsCOM clearance of 

the revised note was sought prior to submission to the Board’s Committee on Development 

Effectiveness (CODE). 

 

V. Structure of the new PCR and rating methodology 

 

The new PCR contains five sections: 1) Basic data, 2) Project performance assessment, 3) 

Performance of stakeholders, 4) Key lessons learned and recommendations, and 5) Summary PCR 

rating. In Section 1, the basic project data is presented, including financial information and key 

dates. Under Section 2, the Project performance is assessed in terms of the following four 

dimensions: i) Relevance, ii) Effectiveness, iii) Efficiency and iv) Sustainability. Section 3 assesses 

the performance of stakeholders (Bank, Borrower and other stakeholders such as co-financiers, 

contractors), based on both a quantitative and qualitative information that is available. Section 4 

summarizes the key lessons learned and documents key recommendations, with particular emphasis 

on addressing risks to the sustainability of project benefits. Finally, Section 5 provides the overall 

PCR rating. The total length limit of the PCR is 20 pages, with indicative maximum lengths per 

section. 

 
                                                           
9
 OPEV, ORNB, OSAN, ORPC, OITC,.OWAS, OREB, ESTA, ONRI, OSGE, OSHD, ORCE, SARC, FFCO, ORPF, 

ORQR were represented in the group. 
10

 45 responses were received in the PCR survey with a broad representation of sectors. 82% of the respondents 

considered the PCRs to be moderately useful to highly useful.  67% of the respondents found the PCR template to be 

either moderately easy or not easy to use. 69% of the respondents considered the assessment outputs/outcomes to be the 

most difficult dimension to handle, thus highlighting the importance of improving the quality of the RLF design and its 

monitoring during implementation. A key recommendation was to better capture lessons learned in the PCR.      



 

5 

 

The PCR format applies to all Bank financed public sector operations, irrespective of financing 

instrument. Under certain dimensions, however, special instructions are provided for PBOs
11

 and 

depending on the nature of the operation not all criterion may apply.  

 

As mentioned above, the PCR is a joint exercise between the Bank and the Borrower. The views of 

the project stakeholders need to be adequately reflected in the document. The skills mix of the PCR 

team is critical to ensure that all dimensions are accurately assessed and rated.  

 

Below is a brief description of the sections of the PCR. The template and individual rating criteria 

are presented in Annex 1.  

 

Section I. Basic data 

Under this section, the basic project data is presented, including responsible Bank staff, financial 

information, environmental categorization and key dates. This data will normally be captured 

directly from SAP.This section also includes specific items for review and comments by the Bank’s 

management. 

 

Section II. Project performance assessment 

 

A. Relevance 

 

Whilst the relevance of the Project is assessed during project appraisal/approval, among others 

through the RR tool, it is important to re-assess the relevance at project completion to validate the 

original analysis and also to take into account any changes in the project design that may have been 

done during implementation. The assessment should cover both the relevance of the development 

objective (or the project purpose as stated in the RLF of the project), and the relevance of project 

design to achieve this objective from design/approval to completion. The relevance of development 

objective can be assessed against beneficiary needs, the country’s development or policy priorities 

and strategy, and the Bank’s Country Strategy Paper (CSP) and strategies. The relevance of design 

assesses the extent to which project design adopted the appropriate solutions to the identified 

problems and the appropriateness of the eventual changes in the scope, implementation 

arrangements, and technical solutions during the life of the project.  

 

B. Effectiveness  

 

The assessment of effectiveness evaluates the extent to which the project achieved (or is expected to 

achieve
 
its stated results, i.e. the intended set of outcomes and outputs

12
. The rating of the 

effectiveness dimension is obtained from the DO rating of the latest IPR of the project (to be 

attached to the PCR). As detailed in the IPR methodology, the assessment should consider the 

validity of the links between the project’s activities, outputs, and intended outcomes (the results 

                                                           
11

   According to the new Bank Policy, PBOs include: i) General Budget Support (GBS) - loan or grant providing un-

earmarked financial transfers to the national budget in support of policy and institutional reforms, ii) Sector Budget 

Support (SBS) - loan or grant that involves policy and institutional reforms in a particular sector of the Bank Group’s 

operational priorities, supported by unallocated financial transfers to the national budget, iii) Crisis Response Budget 

Support (CRBS)  - fast disbursing loan or grant to mitigate the adverse impact of crisis or shocks, and iv) Import 

Support (IS) - loan or grant that involves the transfer of financial resources to the central bank to boost reserves in 

support of a balance of payment deficit. 
12

 Under the present guidelines, at the time of PCR preparation, it may be difficult to fully assess the performance of the 

project with respect to the results indicators; the rating should thus consider the likelihood of achieving the outcome 

targets, based on progress towards the outputs and implementation indicators, as recommended in the IPR methodology. 

During consultations on the PCR approach, with a view to enhancing the quality of the effectiveness rating, it was 

recommended to initiate the PCR when 100% of the physical implementation has been completed. 
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chain). It requires an updated and accurate reporting of actual achievements compared to planned 

targets for the output and outcome indicators of the project logical framework. The assessment 

should also take into consideration any unanticipated or additional factors, either positive or 

negative
13

, that may have influenced the achievement of the project outcomes. The total number of 

beneficiaries by categories and disaggregated by sex where relevant  should be clearly reported. 

Eventual contributions to the Bank’s CSIs should be also identified.  

 

For PBOs the assessment should not only review the extent to which outputs were delivered (i.e. 

agreed-upon policy reforms took place), but also the degree to which complementary measures  

 

necessary for their implementation occurred (eg. public awareness, policy dialogue and institutional 

arrangements). Since PBOs are typically joint with other donors and Regional Member Country 

(RMC) governments and are implemented through country systems, it may be difficult to attribute a 

direct link between the specific inputs of the Bank Group (and those of other partners) and the 

expected results. Therefore, the progress will be measured in terms of the collective efforts of the 

RMC and other partners, where applicable, while taking into account other intervening external 

factors.    

 

C. Efficiency 

 

Efficiency is a measure of how well the Project used resources in achieving its outcomes.  It is 

measured in economic terms because it examines whether the project constituted an efficient way of 

use of resources for the country. Basically the efficiency assessment shall attempt to answer the 

following two questions: i) did the benefits of the project (achieved or expected to be achieved) 

exceed project costs (cost-benefit)?, and ii) was the project implementation efficient in delivering 

the expected project results (implementation cost). To complement the cost-benefit analysis, the 

PCR should discuss aspects that influenced efficiency in the use of resources, including timeliness 

(defined as a ratio of planned to actual implementation time), resource-use efficiency (defined as a 

ratio of physical completion of outputs to commitments) and implementation progress (derived 

from the IP rating from the IPR).  

 

D. Sustainability 

 

The assessment of sustainability considers the extent to which the project has addressed risks during 

implementation and put in place mechanisms to ensure the continued flow of benefits after project 

completion. It should also evaluate risks to the sustainability of development outcomes and/or the 

project’s benefits, including the resilience to exogenous factors. The following four criteria will be 

specifically rated: i) financial sustainability, ii) institutional sustainability and strengthening of 

capacities, iii) ownership and sustainability of partnerships and iv) environmental and social 

sustainability.  

 

Section III: Performance of stakeholders 

 

Under this section the performance of the Bank, Borrower and other stakeholders (eg. co-financiers, 

contractors, service providers) is assessed using both qualitative and quantitative information as 

available. A rating should be provided, but this rating will not be used in the calculation of the 

overall PCR rating. Nevertheless, this information can provide valuable insights and explanations to 

the performance dimensions (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability).     

 

                                                           
13 This could include, for example, issues related to gender and climate change. 
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Section IV: Key lessons learned and recommendations
14

 

 

Lessons learned. Lessons learned are generalizations based on evaluation experiences with 

projects, programs or policies that abstract from specific circumstances to broader situations. Unlike 

findings and conclusions, lessons are not limited to the specific circumstances of the projects or 

programs that were evaluated, but rather address issues that transcend those particular projects or 

programs, and can comprehensively inform future actions. At the same time, unlike 

recommendations, lessons do not mandate that specific actions be taken in the future, but rather 

indicate what factors from past experience should be considered in forming future actions.  

  

Recommendations. This is a forward looking section to identify specific recommendations to 

address key risks for sustainability, as well as other issues. When selecting the key risks it is 

recommended to determine the probability of occurrence and the magnitude of the risk if it were to 

materialize. Particular focus should be put on key risks related, among others, to continued 

financing, maintenance and institutional responsibilities. Technical, social, political and 

environmental risks can also be considered, as well as the potential risks and impact of climate 

change and natural disasters. For each risk/issue, corresponding mitigation measures should be 

proposed, including responsible stakeholders and deadlines. The recommendations should be 

specific, feasible, monitorable and cost-effective. 

  

Section V: Overall PCR Rating 

The Overall PCR rating is based on the average rating of the four key PCR dimensions (Relevance, 

Effectiveness, Efficiency and Sustainability). An example is provided in Annex 2.  

 

VI. Recommendation 
   

It is recommended that CODE endorses the proposed approach to project completion reporting and 

rating presented in this note. The PCR format and rating method will become effective as of 

January 1
st
, 2013. 

To facilitate staff understanding and use of the IPR and the PCR, it is recommended that ORQR 

implement  a comprehensive training program on quality assurance tools in 2012-2013 with the aim 

of reaching out all the Bank’s Task Managers. This should include both training workshops at the 

Bank’s headquarters and Field Offices, as well as project clinics and hands-on support.  

                                                           
14

 The need to identify key lessons at the completion stage was largely discussed during consultations on the new 

approach. To effectively capture the lessons learned and recommendations, it is recommended to conduct a broad 

stakeholder workshop during the PCR preparation mission (Bank, Borrower, other stakeholders, beneficiaries). 
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Annex 1: Detailed guidance on the PCR rating methodology and template 

This Annex provides detailed guidance on the PCR rating methodology and presents the PCR 

template. Although the approach is largely evidence-based and when possible quantifiable, the 

ratings will always be based on the judgment of the rater(s), based on the best available information. 

This guidance to be used as stand alone document, will be updated and refined from time to time as 

needs arise.   

Section I. Basic data 

Under this section, the basic project data is presented, including responsible Bank staff, financial 

information, environmental categorization and key dates. This data will normally be captured 

directly from SAP. Units of Account (UA) should be used consistently as the currency in the PCR. 

It also includes a space for review and comments by the Bank’s management. 

 

Section II. Project performance assessment 

 

A. Relevance 

 

Whilst the relevance of the Project is assessed during project appraisal/approval, among others 

through the Readiness Review (RR) tool, it is important to re-assess the relevance at project 

completion to validate the original analysis and also to take into account any changes in the project 

design that may have been done during implementation. The assessment should cover both the 

relevance of the development objective (or the project purpose as stated in the RBLF of the project), 

and the relevance of project design to achieve this objective from design/approval to completion. 

The relevance of development objective can be assessed against beneficiary needs, the country’s 

development or policy priorities and strategy, and the Bank’s CSP and strategies. The relevance of 

design assesses the extent to which project design adopted the appropriate solutions to the identified 

problems and the appropriateness of the eventual changes in the scope, implementation 

arrangements, and technical solutions during the life of the project.  

 
Relevance of the project development objective. This criterion assesses the extent to which the 

project purpose as specified in the RLF was aligned with the Bank’s CSP and the applicable sector 

strategies, the country’s development strategies and the beneficiary needs from design/approval to 

completion (including any adjustments that were made to the project in view of changes in the 

applicable policy environment, such as project restructuring). Beneficiary needs should be assessed 

based on stakeholder consultations held during project preparation, as well as during 

implementation (as reflected in IPRs). Any inconsistencies between the country, Bank and 

beneficiary priorities should also be reflected upon and reported. The assessment also considers the 

extent to which the project’s development objective was clearly stated and focused on outcomes and 

the realism of the intended outcomes in the project setting. For PBOs, it will be particularly 

important to ensure alignment with the Poverty Reduction Strategy paper (PRSP),  Performance 

Assessment Framework (PAF) or applicable country and Bank sector strategies. The rating, to be 

undertaken in consultation with the Country Economist, is based on the following scale: 

 4 – Highly Satisfactory: During the implementation period, the project purpose remained 

fully aligned with: i) the Bank’s CSP, ii) applicable Bank sector  strategies, iii) the 

country’s development strategies, and iv) the beneficiary needs. 

 3 – Satisfactory: During the implementation period, the project purpose was largely aligned 

with: i) the Bank’s CSP, ii) applicable Bank sector strategies, iii) the country’s  

development strategies, and iv) the beneficiary needs.  
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 2 – Unsatisfactory: During the implementation period, the project purpose was not aligned 

with one of the following: i) the Bank's CSP, ii) applicable Bank sector strategies, iii) the 

country’s development strategies, and iv) the beneficiary needs.  

 1 – Highly Unsatisfactory: During the implementation period, the project purpose was not 

aligned with two or more of the following: i) the Bank's CSP, ii) applicable Bank sector 

strategies, iii) the country's development strategies, and iv) the beneficiary needs. 

 

Relevance of project design. This criterion assesses the soundness of the project design and the 

timing of eventual adjustments that were made during implementation in the scope, implementation 

arrangements, or technical solutions, to ensure the achievement of the intended results (outcomes 

and outputs). For PBOs 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 and 

implementation. The rating is based on the following scale: 

 4 – Highly Satisfactory: From approval to closure, the design was highly conducive to 

achieving the project results. The original design was solid and remained appropriate 

throughout implementation; no adjustments to the scope, implementation arrangements or 

technical solutions were required to ensure the achievement of the intended outcomes and 

outputs.  

 3 – Satisfactory: From approval to closure, the design was consistently conducive to 

achieving the project results. The original design was sound and remained appropriate 

throughout implementation; adjustments to the scope, implementation arrangements or 

technical solutions were required and they were carried out in a timely manner to ensure the 

achievement of the intended outcomes and outputs.  

 2 – Unsatisfactory: From approval to closure, the design was not consistently conducive to 

achieving the project results. The original design was either weak or lost its relevance during 

implementation; major adjustments to the scope, implementation arrangements or technical 

solutions were required during implementation, but these were done with substantial delays 

which negatively affected the achievement of the intended outcomes and outputs.  

 1 – Highly Unsatisfactory. From approval to closure, the design was not conducive to 

achieving the project results. The original design was weak and remained irrelevant during 

implementation. Major adjustments to the scope, implementation arrangements or technical 

solutions were required during implementation, but these were not done which negatively 

affected the achievement of the intended outcomes and outputs.  

 
B. Effectiveness  

 

The assessment of effectiveness evaluates the extent to which the project achieved its stated results, 

i.e. the intended set of outcomes and outputs. The rating of the effectiveness dimension is obtained 

from the DO rating of the latest IPR of the project (to be attached to the PCR). As detailed in the 

IPR methodology, the assessment should consider the validity of the links between the project’s 

activities, outputs, and intended outcomes (the results chain).  It requires an updated and accurate 

reporting of actual achievements compared to planned targets for the output and outcome indicators 

of the project logical framework. The assessment should also take into consideration any 

unanticipated or additional factors, either positive or negative, that may have influenced the 

achievement of the project outcomes. This could include, for example, issues related to gender and 

climate change. The total number of beneficiaries by categories and disaggregated by sex where 

relevant  should be clearly reported. Eventual contributions to the Bank’s CSIs should be also 

identified.  

 

For PBOs the assessment should not only review the extent to which outputs were delivered (i.e. 

agreed-upon policy reforms took place), but also the degree to which complementary measures 

necessary for their implementation occurred (eg. public awareness, policy dialogue and institutional 
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arrangements). Since PBOs are typically joint with other donors and RMC governments and are 

implemented through country systems, it may be difficult to attribute a direct link between the 

specific inputs of the Bank Group (and those of other partners) and the expected results. Therefore, 

the progress will be measured in terms of the collective efforts of the RMC and other partners, 

where applicable, while taking into account other external factors.    

 

Development objective rating (DO). The ratings derived for outcomes and outputs are combined to 

assess the progress that the project has made towards realizing its development objective (see IPR 

Guidance Note for further instructions on DO rating). The following simple method is applied: 

 4 – Highly Satisfactory: Both outcomes and outputs are rated highly satisfactory. 

 3 – Satisfactory: Both outcomes and outputs are rated at least satisfactory.     

 2 – Unsatisfactory: Either the outcomes or the outputs are rated unsatisfactory.  

 1 – Highly Unsatisfactory: Either the outcomes or the outputs are rated highly 

unsatisfactory.  
 
The figure below indicates the recommended DO ratings (HS, S, U, HU) for the various combinations of 

outcomes and outputs ratings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C. Efficiency 

 

Efficiency is a measure of how well the Project used resources in achieving its outcomes. Basically 

the efficiency assessment shall attempt to answer the following two questions: i) did the benefits of 

the project (achieved or expected to be achieved) exceed project costs (cost-benefit)? and ii) was the 

project implementation efficient in delivering the expected project results (implementation cost).   

 

To complement the cost-benefit analysis, the PCR should discuss aspects that influenced efficiency 

in the use of resources, including timeliness (defined as a ratio of planned to actual implementation 

time), resource-use efficiency (defined as a ratio of physical completion of outputs to commitments) 

and implementation progress (derived from the IP rating from the IPR). The rating of the Efficiency 

dimension will hence cover the following four criteria: i) timeliness, ii) resource use efficiency, iii) 

cost-benefit analysis, and v) implementation progress, as detailed below. 

 

Timeliness. The timeliness of project implementation is based on a comparison between the 

planned and the actual period of implementation from the date of effectiveness. For PBOs, the 

timely releases of the tranche(s) are assessed through this criterion. The following rating scale 

applies: 

 4 – Highly Satisfactory: The ratio of planned implementation time (as per PAR) and actual 

implementation time from the date of effectiveness is expected to be >1. 

 3 – Satisfactory: The ratio of planned implementation time (as per PAR) from the date of 

effectiveness and actual implementation time from the date of effectiveness is expected to be 1.  

 2 – Unsatisfactory: The ratio of planned implementation time (as per PAR) from the date of 

effectiveness and actual implementation time from the date of effectiveness is expected to be 

<1 and ≥0.75.    

Outcomes rating 
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4 HS S U HU 

3 S S U HU 

2 U U U HU 

1 HU HU HU HU 
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 1 – Highly Unsatisfactory: The ratio of planned implementation time (as per PAR) from the 

date of effectiveness and actual project implementation time from the date of effectiveness is 

expected to be <0.75.    

  

Resource use efficiency. Resource use efficiency assesses physical implementation (based on 

outputs delivered) against resources used (based on cumulative commitments) at completion. If the 

PCR is conducted before all project activities have been completed, the assessment should consider 

the level of physical implementation expected by the end of the project. The median will be 

calculated of the percentage achieved for each output and this will be compared with the 

commitment rate (as a measure of the resources used for the project). The median is used for the 

calculation, rather than the arithmetic average in order to limit the impact of extreme value that 

could displayed by certain outcomes (e.g. 200% completion or more). For the physical 

implementation and commitment rate, all financiers are included (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 the Bank’s contribution (in which case the rater would indicate N/A). 

The following rating scale applies: 

 4 – Highly Satisfactory: The ratio of the median percentage physical implementation of the 

project outputs  and commitment rate is >1. The project delivered more outputs than expected 

within the available budget. 

 3 – Satisfactory: The ratio of the median percentage physical implementation of the project 

outputs and commitment rate is 1. The project delivered the outputs expected within the 

available budget. 

 2 – Unsatisfactory: The ratio of the median percentage physical implementation of the 

project outputs and commitment rate is <1 and ≥0.75. The project delivered less outputs 

within the available budget. 

 1 – Highly Unsatisfactory: The ratio of the median percentage physical implementation of 

the project outputs and commitment rate is <0.75. The project delivered significantly less 

outputs within the available budget.  

 

Cost-benefit analysis. The validity of the cost-benefit analysis conducted at appraisal/mid-term 

review is re-assessed at completion It is a recommended to use the same model that was developed 

at appraisal. For PBOs a quantitative assessment will be done if an Economic Rate of Return (ERR)  

was calculated at appraisal, otherwise  an assessment could be done with regards to the contribution 

of policy reforms to economic growth (if not applicable, indicate N/A for this criterion). The 

following rating scale applies: 

 4 – Highly Satisfactory: The updated cost-benefit analysis points to a higher ERR estimate 

than anticipated at approval and the original assumptions are still valid.  

 3 – Satisfactory: The updated cost-benefit analysis points to an equal ERR estimate than 

anticipated at approval and the original assumptions are still valid.         

 2 – Unsatisfactory: The updated cost-benefit analysis points to a lower ERR estimate than 

anticipated at approval and the original assumptions are not valid.  

 1 – Highly Unsatisfactory: The updated cost-benefit analysis points to a significantly lower 

ERR estimate than anticipated at approval and the original assumptions are not valid. 

 

Implementation progress (IP). The IP rating will be derived from the IPR that shall be updated in 

tandem with the PCR preparation. The IP rating takes into account all applicable IP criteria assessed 

under each of the three main categories: i)  compliance with covenants (project covenants, 

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

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

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

arithmetic average of the individual ratings is calculated to derive the final rating.  The overall IP 

rating is provided as follows: 
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 4 - Highly Satisfactory: The average rating of applicable IP criteria ratings is comprised 

between 3.5 and 4. The implementation processes have for the most part been highly 

satisfactory and has to lead to the anticipated results. 

 3 - Satisfactory: The average rating of applicable IP criteria ratings is comprised between 2.5 

and 3.49. The implementation processes has for the most part been satisfactory and has for 

the most part lead to the anticipated results. 

 2 - Unsatisfactory: The average rating of applicable IP criteria ratings is comprised between 

1.5 and 2.49. Several dimensions of implementation processes have not been satisfactory 

which has jeopardized the achievement of some project results.  

 1 - Highly Unsatisfactory: The average rating of applicable IP criteria ratings is comprised 

between 1.0 and 1.49. Most dimensions of implementation processes have not been 

satisfactory which has jeopardized the achievement of project results.  

 

D. Sustainability 

 

The assessment of sustainability considers the extent to which the project has addressed risks during 

implementation and put in place mechanisms to ensure the continued flow of benefits after 

completion. It should also evaluate risks to the sustainability of development outcomes and/or the 

project’s benefits, including the resilience to exogenous factors. The following four criteria will be 

specifically rated: i) financial sustainability, ii) institutional sustainability and strengthening of 

capacities, iii) ownership and sustainability of partnerships and iv) environmental and social 

sustainability.  

 

Financial sustainability. This criterion assesses 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 

project completion, with particular emphasis on financial sustainability. For PBOs the assessment 

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

promote financial sustainability of the reforms. The rating is essentially qualitative using the 

following scale:  

 4 – Highly Satisfactory: The project has put in place robust mechanisms for financial 

sustainability that are very likely to ensure the continued flow of benefits associated with the 

project after completion.   

 3 – Satisfactory: The project has put in place mechanisms for financial sustainability that are 

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

completion.  

 2 – Unsatisfactory: The project has put in place some mechanisms for financial 

sustainability, but they are not expected to be sufficient to ensure the continued  flow of 

benefits associated with the project after completion.   

 1 – Highly Unsatisfactory: The project has not put in place any mechanisms for financial 

sustainability, and the flow of benefits associated with the project are not expected to 

continue after completion.   

 

Institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities. The criterion  assesses the extent to 

which the project has contributed to strengthen institutional capacities -  including for example 

through the use  of country systems - that will facilitate the continued flow of benefits associated 

with the project. An appreciation should be made with regards to 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; as well as the extent to which the political economy of decision making was conducive to 
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reform, the Government’s commitment to reform and how the design reinforced national 

ownership. The rating is based on the following scale:  

 4 – Highly Satisfactory: The project was critical in building or strengthening institutional 

capacities in the concerned sector / area of intervention. Country systems and capacities are 

excellent and sufficient to ensure the continued flow of benefits associated with the project 

after completion. 

 3 – Satisfactory: The project significantly contributed to strengthening institutional 

capacities in the concerned sector / area of intervention. Country systems and capacities are 

good and deemed sufficient to ensure the continued flow of benefits associated with the 

project after completion. 

 2 – Unsatisfactory: The project marginally contributed to strengthening institutional 

capacities in the concerned sector / area of intervention and/or parallel systems had to be 

used. Country systems and capacities remain weak and are deemed insufficient to ensure the 

continued flow of benefits associated with the project after completion. 

 1 – Highly Unsatisfactory: The project did not contribute to strengthening institutional 

capacities in the concerned sector / area of intervention and or parallel systems had to be used 

intensively. Country systems and capacities are very weak and insufficient to ensure the 

continued flow of benefits associated with the project after completion. 

 

Ownership and sustainability of partnerships. The assessment determines 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 include the extent to which 

the Government conducted extensive consultations during the preparation and implementation of 

the PRSP and the extent to which the Bank supported the Government in deepening the consultation  

processes. The rating is largely qualitative using the following scale:  

 4 – Highly Satisfactory: The project has been very effective at involving all the relevant 

stakeholders and there is a strong sense of ownership amongst the beneficiaries. Effective 

partnerships with relevant stakeholders (eg. local authorities, civil society organizations, 

private sector) have been put in place to ensure the continued maintenance and management 

of project outputs.  

 3 – Satisfactory: The project has been effective at involving most stakeholders and 

promoting a sense of ownership amongst the beneficiaries. Partnerships with relevant 

stakeholders have been put in place and are deemed sufficient to ensure the continued 

maintenance and management of project outputs.  

 2 – Unsatisfactory: The project has involved only a small number of stakeholders and there 

is limited ownership amongst the beneficiaries. No or marginally effective partnerships with 

relevant stakeholders have been put in place and are not considered sufficient to ensure the 

continued maintenance and management of project outputs.  

 1 – Highly Unsatisfactory: The project has not been effective at involving the relevant 

stakeholders and there is no sense of ownership amongst the beneficiaries. No partnerships 

with relevant stakeholders have been established to ensure the continued maintenance and 

management of project outputs.  

 

Environmental and social sustainability. This criterion would normally only apply to 

Environmental Category I and II projects. It assesses the extent to which the environmental and 

social mitigation/enhancement measures of the project were implemented, the capacity of country 

institutions and systems and the availabil²ity of funding to ensure the environmental and social 

sustainability of the operation. The Environmental and Social Safeguards rating in the IPR should 

be used as a guidance. The rating is largely qualitative using the following scale:  
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 4 - Highly satisfactory. The ESMP has been implemented in a timely and satisfactory 

manner; institutional capacity is strong and there is sufficient funding to ensure the 

environmental and social sustainability of the operation.   

 3 – Satisfactory. The ESMP has largely been implemented in a timely and satisfactory 

manner; institutional capacity and funding are deemed sufficient to ensure the environmental 

and social sustainability of the operation. 

 2 – Unsatisfactory. The ESMP has been implemented with major delays or in an 

unsatisfactory manner; institutional capacity and funding are deemed insufficient to ensure 

the environmental and social sustainability of the operation. 

 1 – Highly unsatisfactory. The ESMP has not been implemented; institutional capacity and 

funding are not available to ensure the environmental and social sustainability of the 

operation. 

 

Section III: Performance of stakeholders 

 
Under this section the performance of the Bank, Borrower and other stakeholders (eg. co-financiers, 

contractors, service providers) is assessed using both qualitative and quantitative information as 

available. A rating should be provided (Highly Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Unsatisfactory and Highly 

Unsatisfactory), but in the spirit of mutual accountability this rating will not be used in the 

calculation of the overall PCR rating. Nevertheless, this information can provide valuable insights 

and explanations to the performance dimensions (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and 

sustainability) and valuable lessons learned can be derived.     

 

Bank performance. The Bank’s performance in relation to the Project is assessed, both through 

feedback provided by the Borrower and through a Bank self-evaluation. The assessment should 

elaborate on the Bank’s performance from preparation/approval to completion. The assessment 

should substantiate, among others, whether the Bank: (i) proactively identified and resolved 

problems at different stages of the project cycle, including modifying the project development 

objective and/or design as necessary to respond to changing circumstances, (ii) used lessons learned 

from previous operations during design and implementation, (iii) promoted stakeholder 

participation to strengthen ownership, (iv) enforced safeguard and fiduciary requirements; (v) 

ensured that the monitoring and evaluation system was well designed and implemented, (vi) 

undertook high quality and continuous supervision, including the adequate involvement of required 

expertise (skills mix), and (vi) provided timely responses to requests. For PBOs, the assessment 

should also cover the Bank’s performance in terms of policy dialogue and participation and/or 

leadership in applicable budget support or sectoral Working Groups at the country level.      

 

Borrower performance. The Borrower’s performance in relation to the Project is assessed, both 

through feedback provided by the Bank and through a self-evaluation made by the Borrower. The 

assessment of Borrower performance focuses on processes that underlie the Borrower’s 

effectiveness in discharging its responsibilities as the owner of the project. It is recommended to 

substantiate the assessment with both qualitative and quantitative information as available. Issues to 

focus on could include, among others: (i) Government and implementing agency performance in 

ensuring quality preparation and implementation, (ii) compliance with covenants, agreements and 

safeguards, (iii) provision of timely counterpart funding, (iv) implementation of the monitoring and 

evaluation system, (v) responsiveness to supervision recommendations, (vi) measures taken by the 

Borrower to establish the basis for project sustainability, particularly by fostering participation by 

the project’s stakeholders and involving the appropriate staff and institutions, and (vii) timeliness of 

preparing requests. For PBOs, the assessment should also cover the Borrower’s performance in 

terms of policy leading dialogue and donor coordination.      
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Performance of other stakeholders. The performance of other stakeholders, including, 

development partners, co-financiers, civil society organizations, contractors and/or service 

providers, is assessed. Issues to focus on with regards to co-financiers could include, among others, 

timeliness of disbursements and the functioning of collaborative arrangements, whilst for 

contractors and service providers, specific issues include the quality of the work and the 

responsiveness to the clients demands. For PBOs, the assessment should cover the performance of 

other development partners in terms of policy dialogue and participation in the operation.  

 

Section IV: Key lessons learned and recommendations 

 

Lessons learned. Lessons learned are generalizations based on evaluation experiences with 

projects, programs or policies that abstract from specific circumstances to broader situations. Unlike 

findings and conclusions, lessons are not limited to the specific circumstances of the projects or 

programs that were evaluated, but rather address issues that transcend those particular projects or 

programs, and can comprehensively inform future actions. At the same time, unlike 

recommendations, lessons do not mandate that specific actions be taken in the future, but rather 

indicate what factors from past experience should be considered in forming future actions.  

 

Key lessons learned are to be documented in this section of the report. Four questions can guide the 

identification of lessons: (i) what was expected at approval, (ii) what actually happened (providing 

information about the context), (iii) what went particularly well or wrong, and (iv) what is to be 

learned from the experience. The main purpose is to provide lessons learned that can serve as 

guidance for the preparation and implementation of other ongoing and future projects. It is 

advisable to limit this section to five key lessons learned that can guide future operations. Both 

positive and negative lessons learned apply. For each lesson learned it is recommended to specify 

the “key issue”, as well as the target audience (eg. Borrower, Bank, co-financiers).  

   

Recommendations. This is a forward looking section to identify specific recommendations to 

address key risks for sustainability, as well as other issues. When selecting the key risks it is 

recommended to determine the probability of occurrence and the magnitude of the risk if it were to 

materialize. Particular focus should be put on key risks related, among others, to continued 

financing, maintenance and institutional responsibilities. Technical, social, political and 

environmental risks can also be considered, as well as the potential risks and impact of climate 

change and natural disasters. For each risk/issue, corresponding mitigation measures should be 

proposed, including responsible stakeholders and deadlines. The recommendations should be 

specific, feasible, monitorable and cost-effective. 

  

Section V: Overall PCR Rating 

 

The Overall PCR rating is based on the average rating of the four key PCR dimensions (Relevance, 

Effectiveness, Efficiency and Sustainability). An example is provided in Annex 2. The computation 

method is as follows: 

 Each criteria under each dimension will be rated: 1 (Highly Unsatisfactory), 2 

(Unsatisfactory), 3 (Satisfactory), 4 (Highly Satisfactory) based on the guidance and 

definitions outlined above.  

 The rating of each dimension is calculated as the average rating of the criteria under that 

dimension and the following scale will apply: 1.00-1.49 (Highly Unsatisfactory), 1.50-2.49 

(Unsatisfactory), 2.50-3.49 (Satisfactory), 3.50-4.00 (Highly Satisfactory).  

 The overall PCR rating is calculated as the average of the four dimension ratings. The 

following scale will apply: 1.00-1.49 (Highly Unsatisfactory), 1.50-2.49 (Unsatisfactory), 

2.50-3.49 (Satisfactory), 3.50-4.00 (Highly Satisfactory).  
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I  BASIC DATA 
  

A  Report data 
 

Report date Date of report: <ENTER HERE> 

Mission date (if field mission) From:  <ENTER HERE> To:  <ENTER HERE> 

 

B  Responsible Bank staff 
 

Positions At approval At completion 

Regional Director   

Sector Director   

Sector Manager   

Task Manager   

Alternate Task Manager   

PCR Team Leader   

PCR Team Members   

 

C  Project data 
 

Project name:  

Project code: Loan number: 

Project type: Sector: 

Country: Environmental categorization (1-3): 

Processing milestones (Loan) Key events (Loan) Disbursement and closing dates (Loan) 

Date approved:  Cancelled amounts:  Original disbursement deadline:  

Date signed:  Supplementary financing: Original closing date:  

Date of entry into force:  Restructuring (specify date & amount 

involved):  

Revised (if applicable) disbursement 

deadline: 

Date effective for 1st disbursement: Extensions (specify dates): Revised (if applicable) closing date: 

Date of actual 1st disbursement:   

Processing milestones (Grant) Key events (Grant) Disbursement and closing dates (Grant) 

Date approved:  Cancelled amounts:  Original disbursement deadline:  

Date signed:  Supplementary financing: Original closing date:  

Date of entry into force:  Restructuring (specify date & amount 

involved):  

Revised (if applicable) disbursement 

deadline: 

Date effective for 1st disbursement: Extensions (specify dates): Revised (if applicable) closing date: 

Date of actual 1st disbursement:   

  

PROJECT COMPLETION REPORT  
FOR PUBLIC SECTOR OPERATIONS (PCR) 

 

AFRICAN  
DEVELOPMENT  

BANK GROUP 



 

X 

 

Financing source (UA): Disbursed amount 

(amount, UA): 

Percentage 

disbursed (%):  

Disbursed amount 

(UA): 

Percentage 

undisbursed (%):  

Loan:     

Grant:      

Government:     

Other (eg. co-financiers). Add rows as 

needed  

    

TOTAL     

Financing source (UA): Committed amount 

(UA): 

Percentage 

committed (%):  

Uncommitted 

amount (UA): 

Percentage 

uncommitted (%):  

Loan:     

Grant:      

Government:     

Other (eg. co-financiers). Add rows as 

needed.  

    

TOTAL     

Co-financiers and other external partners:  

Executing and implementing agency (ies):  

 

D  Management review and comments 
 

Report reviewed by Name Date reviewed Comments 

Division Manger    

Sector Director    

Resident Representative    

Regional Director    

 

 II  Project performance assessment 
  

A  Relevance 
 

1. Relevance of project development objective 
 

Rating* Narrative assessment (max 250 words) 

  

* For all ratings in the PCR use the following scale:  4 (Highly satisfactory), 3 (Satisfactory), 2 (Unsatisfactory), 1 (Highly unsatisfactory) 

 
2. Relevance of project design 

 

Rating* Narrative assessment (max 250 words) 

  

 
3. Lessons learned related to relevance 

 

Key issues  
(max 5, add rows as needed) 

Lessons learned Target audience 

1.  1.  1.  
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B  Effectiveness 
 

1. Progress towards the project’s development objective (project purpose) 
 

Comments 

Provide a brief description of the Project (components) and the context in which it was designed and implemented. State the project 

development objective (usually the project purpose as set out in the RLF) and assess progress. Unanticipated outcomes should also be 

accounted for, as well as specific reference of gender equality in the project . The consistency of the assumptions that link the different 

levels of the results chain in the RLFshould also be considered.  Indicative max length: 400 words. 

<ENTER HERE> 

 
2. Outcome reporting 

 

Outcome 
indicators (as per 

RLF;  add more rows as 
needed) 

Baseline 
value 
(Year) 

Most 
recent 
value  

(A) 

End target 
(B)  

(expected 
value at 
project 

completion) 

Progress 
towards 

target  
(% realized) 

(A/B) 

Narrative assessment  
(indicative max length: 50 words per outcome) 

Core 
Sector 

Indicator 
(Yes/No) 

Outcome 1:       

 
3. Output reporting 

 

Output indicators 
(as specified in the RLF; 
add more rows as 
needed) 

Most recent 
value  

(A) 

End target (B)  

(expected value at 
project 

completion) 

Progress 
towards 
target  

(% realized) 
(A/B) 

Narrative assessment  
(indicative max length: 50 words per outcome) 

Core 
Sector 

Indicator 
(Yes/No) 

Output 1:      

 
4. Development Objective (DO) rating 

 

DO rating  (from IPR 

update)* 
Narrative assessment (indicative max length: 50 words per outcome) 

  

 
5. Beneficiaries (add rows as needed) 

 

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

% of 
women 

Category (eg. farmers, students) 

     

 
6. Unanticipated or additional outcomes (add rows as needed) 

 

Description Type (eg. gender, 

climate change, social, 
other) 

Positive or 
negative 

Impact on project 
(High, Medium, Low) 

    

 
7. Lessons learned related to effectiveness (add rows as needed) 

 

Key issues (max 5, add rows as needed) Lessons learned Target audience 

1.  1.   
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C  Efficiency 
 

1. Timeliness 
 

Planned project duration – years (A) 
(as per PAR) 

Actual implementation time – years 
(B) (from effectiveness for 1st disb.) 

Ratio of planned and actual 
implementation time (A/B) 

Rating* 

    

Narrative assessment (indicative max length: 250 words) 

 

 
2. Resource use efficiency 

 

Median % physical implementation of 
RLF outputs financed by all financiers 

(A) (see II.B.3) 

Commitment rate (%) (B)  
(See table 1.C – Total commitment rate of all 

financiers) 

Ratio of the median percentage 
physical implementation and 

commitment rate (A/B) 

Rating* 

    

Narrative assessment (indicative max length: 250 words) 

 

 
3. Cost benefit analysis 

 

Economic Rate of Return  
(at appraisal) 

Updated Economic Rate of Return  
(at completion) 

Rating* 

   

Narrative assessment (indicative max length: 250 words) 

 

 
4. Implementation Progress (IP) 

 

IP Rating 
(derived from 
IPR update) * 

Narrative comments (commenting specifically on those IP items that were rated Unsatisfactory or Highly 
Unsatisfactory, as per last IPR). (indicative max length: 500 words) 

  

 
5. Lessons learned related to efficiency 

 

Key issues (max 5, add rows as needed) Lessons learned Target audience 

1.  1.   

 

D  Sustainability 
 

1. Financial sustainability 
 

Rating* Narrative assessment (indicative max length: 250 words) 

  

 
2. Institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities 

 

Rating* Narrative assessment  (indicative max length: 250 words) 

  

 
3. Ownership  and sustainability of partnerships 

 

Rating* Narrative assessment (indicative max length: 250 words) 
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4. Environmental and social sustainability 

 

Rating* Narrative assessment (indicative max length: 250 words) 

  

 
5. Lessons learned related to sustainability 

 

Key issues (max 5, add rows as needed) Lessons learned Target audience 

1.  1.   

 

 III  Performance of stakeholders 
  

A  Relevance 
 

1. Bank performance 
 

Rating* Narrative assessment by the Borrower on the Bank’s performance, as well as any other aspects of the project  
(both quantitative and qualitative). See guidance note on issues to cover. (indicative max length: 250 words) 

  

Comments to be inserted by the Bank on its own performance (both quantitative and qualitative). See guidance note on 
issues to cover. (indicative max length: 250 words) 

 

Key issues (related to Bank performance, max 5, add rows as needed) Lessons learned 

1.  1.  

 
2. Borrower performance 
 

Rating* Narrative assessment on the Borrower performance to be inserted by the Bank (both quantitative and qualitative, 
depending on available information). See guidance note. (indicative max length: 250 words) 

  

Key issues (related to Borrower performance, max 5, add rows as needed) Lessons learned 

1.  1.  

 
3. Performance of other stakeholders 
 

Rating* Narrative assessment on the performance of other stakeholders, including co-financiers, contractors and service 
providers. See guidance note on issues to cover. (indicative max length: 250 words) 

  

Key issues (related to performance of 

other stakeholders, max 5, add rows as 
needed) 

Lessons learned (max 5) Target audience (for 

lessons learned) 

1.  1.  1.  
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 IV  Summary of key lessons learned and recommendations 
  

1. Key lessons learned 
 

Key issues (max 5, add rows as needed) Key lessons learned Target audience 

1.  1.   

 
2. Key recommendations (with particular emphasis on ensuring sustainability of project benefits) 
 

Key issue (max 10, add rows as needed) Key recommendation Responsible Deadline 

1.      

 

 V  Overall PCR rating 
 

Dimensions and criteria Rating* 

DIMENSION A: RELEVANCE  

Relevance of project development objective (II.A.1)  

Relevance of project design (II.A.2)  

DIMENSION B: EFFECTIVENESS  

Development Objective (DO) (II.B.4)  

DIMENSION C: EFFICIENCY  

Timeliness (II.C.1)  

Resource use efficiency (II.C.2)  

Cost-benefit analysis (II.C.3)  

Implementation Progress (IP) (II.C.4)  

DIMENSION D: SUSTAINABILITY  

Financial sustainability (II.D.1)  

Institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities (II.D.2)  

Ownership and sustainability of partnerships (II.D.3)  

Environmental and social sustainability (II.D.4)  

OVERALL PROJECT COMPLETION RATING  
 

 VI  Acronyms and abbreviations 
 

Acronym (add rows as needed) Full name 

  

 

 
Required attachment: Updated Implementation Progress and Results Report (IPR) – the date should be the same as the PCR 
mission. 



 

 

 

Annex 2: Example of overall PCR Rating 

Dimensions and criteria Rating* 

DIMENSION A: RELEVANCE 3.5 

Relevance of project development objective 3 

Relevance of project design 4 

DIMENSION B: EFFECTIVENESS 4.0 

Development Objective (DO) 4 

DIMENSION C: EFFICIENCY 2.8 

Timeliness 3 

Resource use efficiency 2 

Cost-benefit analysis 3 

Implementation Progress (IP) 3 

DIMENSION D: SUSTAINABILITY 3.0 

Financial sustainability 3 

Institutional sustainability and strengthening of capacities 3 

Ownership and sustainability of partnerships 3 

Environmental and social sustainability 3 

OVERALL PROJECT COMPLETION RATING 3.33 

 
RATING SCALE FOR EACH CRITERIA: 1 (Highly Unsatisfactory), 2 (Unsatisfactory), 3 (Satisfactory), 4 (Highly Satisfactory) 

DIMENSION RATINGS: 1.00-1.49 (Highly Unsatisfactory), 1.50-2.49 (Unsatisfactory), 2.50-3.49 (Satisfactory), 3.50-4.00 (Highly 
Satisfactory) 

OVERALL PCR RATING: This will be calculated as the average of the Dimension ratings. The following scale will apply: 1.00-1.49 
(Highly Unsatisfactory), 1.50-2.49 (Unsatisfactory), 2.50-3.49 (Satisfactory), 3.50-4.00 (Highly Satisfactory)    

  



 

 

Annex 3: Background on the process and key milestones 

 

Date Activity 

February 2012 
Establishment of an Inter-Departmental Reference Group* 

First Reference Group (RG) Meeting  

March 2012  

Survey of 2011 PCR Task Managers  

Second Reference Group Meeting 

In the field pilot testing of the revised PCR template (Uganda) 

April-May 2012 

In the field pilot testing of the revised PCR template (Niger) 

Desk testing of draft template (on existing PCRs) 

Third RG Meeting 

May 2012 Fourth RG Meeting 

June 2012 Review by ORQR Focal Points 

June 2012 Presentation to Field Office staff at Regional Workshop in 
Pretoria 

July 2012 Submission to OpsCom for further guidance on next steps 

August/Sept 2012 Circulation to the Board and discussion at the CODE  

January 2013 Roll out of new PCR and IPR  
 

Task Team: Marc Cohen, Manager ORQR.2; Henrik Franklin, Chief Quality Assurance 
Specialist, ORQR.2 (Task Manager); Foday Turay, Chief Evaluation Officer, OPEV; Justus 
Kabyemera, Chief Policy Economist, ORQR.2; André Komenan, Consultant ORQR.2; Helmi 
Hmaidi, Statistics Assistant, ORQR.2 
 

*Reference Group: 

Department Name Title 

ORNB Malel Bouzgarrou Senior Country Economist 

OSAN Philip Boahen Senior Program Coordinator 

ORPC John Kanyarubona            
Domina Buzingo 

Chief Program Coordinator 

OWAS Assefaw Mecuria Principal Financial Analyst 

OREB Donatien Kouassi Principal Country Program Officer 

ESTA Fessou Lawson Principal Statistician 

ONRI Epifanio Carvalho de Melo Principal Infrastr.Spec. & PPP Expert 

OSGE Patricia Laverley Principal Macroeconomist 

OSHD Baboucarr Sarr Lead Education Expert 

ORCE Abdourahmane Diaw Country Program Officer 

SARC Chioma Onukogu Country Program Officer 

OITC Richard Malinga Senior Transport Engineer 

Marie Hellen Minja Senior Transport Engineer 

Davies Makasa Principal Transport Engineer 

Mbodj Moctar Consultant 

FFCO Devota Kishosha-Muzaula Disbursement Officer  

W. C. Vwala-Zikhole Principal Disbursements Officer 

ORPF Etienne Nkoa Chief Financial Management Specialist 

ORQR.4 Yeshiareg Dejene Chief Gender Expert 

ORQR.3 Eskender Zeleke Senior Environmental Officer 

ORQR.1 Seung Kook Kang Principal Policy Analyst  

OPEV Clement Banse Research Assistant 
 


