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Introduction 
This document is intended to provide an outline guide to persons who will carry out reviews to determine project effectiveness and efficiency of cooperative project between institutions.  The approach outlined herein is also suitable for reviews of other relatively small projects involving, perhaps, fewer than 30 people over a 2 to 4 year period.   Typically such a review might take place over 1 to 3 weeks are allowed for the review process.   Also, this review process can be used in larger projects if the project can be broken into logical segments.
This review approach can be used during a project (a "progress review") or shortly after a project is completed (a "final review").

Why are Projects Reviewed?
In general, projects are reviewed to provide the funding agency with feed-back concerning the utility of the project.  The recipient of project benefits will also be interested in the results of a review to learn if the project was worth the time and effort expended.  That is, both groups want to know if the project is worth the money, time and effort spent.  
A good review will also provide insights into which factors with make a project more effective in terms of immediate, as well as long term, benefits.  This information can be used to design better projects and project management techniques, especially if the agencies involved are able to adopt new recommendations.

New Trends: Emphasis on Results
Recently donor agencies and governments have started to emphasize management and review of projects based on "results" rather than on "activities".  This is an important change.  This means that we can no longer review a project based on the "delivery of goods and services."   Rather we must examine project outcomes in relation to project goals.
Here a brief example to illustrate this difference:
Suppose we have a project to improve laboratory teaching of ecology.  Let us assume the project involves training for 4 laboratory teachers and 6 technicians, and provision of new laboratory equipment (10 microscopes plus other equipment).  
Under the old system of "review by activity" we would make sure that the training programs were carried out on schedule, and we would check to see if the laboratory equipment was delivered and met the specifications.  If all was in order we would conclude that the project had carried out the activities as planned.
The newer approach, based on results would go further than this.  The purpose of the project is to improve laboratory teaching.  Therefor, we must ask the key question: "Was laboratory teaching of ecology improved?"   To answer this question we might wish to interview students and teachers about the courses and course content.  We might discover if course content has changed.  We might ask if the people trained actually teach in the lab.  Are they using new materials and methods learned during training?  If not, why not?  We might also check to see if the microscopes are actually used for teaching.  
Basically this results-based approach requires us to examine outcomes of the project with respect to the original goals: the reasons why the project was originally undertaken.

Structure of this Document
The remainder of this document is an annotated outline that can be used to carry out a results based project review.  This outline can be the basis of  the review report.
Within each part of the outline are notes describing what type of information could be included in that particular section of the report.  
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Executive Summary
This should be a concise summary of the entire review.  It should include the key findings, both good and bad.  It should give the reader an overview of the review process and the project.  It should include results of the review and a summary of recommendations.  One to two pages should be sufficient.
1. Introduction
1.1. Purpose of Evaluation
Why is the evaluation being carried out?    Who commissioned the review?  Who is the recipient of the review?  How will the results be used?
Will the results be used to improve this project?  To improve future projects?  To plan future projects?
1.2. Scope of Evaluation
1.2.1. Performance measures to be reviewed
At a minimum both project Effectiveness & Efficiency need to be reviewed.  Briefly explain what is meant by each of these (see outline below and case studies for details).
1.2.2. Evaluation questions to be addressed
What type of information is being sought during the review?  What overall questions are being asked about the project?   
Note: It is not recommended that you directly ask people the following  questions.  There are merely the overall questions to which you are seeking answers.  These questions provide a framework for the review.
Planning and Procedures:  How effective was coordination and planning?  Did procedures and practices adequately support the project?  
Roles of Partners: Were roles of project partners clear and well defined?  Did the project partners fulfill their respective roles adequately?  Did coordination problems occur?
Cost Effectiveness: Was the project cost effective?  Do the outcomes justify the costs?  Could the project have been implemented more cheaply?
Role of Women / Other Groups:  What role did women play in the development and implementation of the project?  Were project benefits directed at all groups fairly?  
Assumptions and Goals:  Were the underlying assumptions of the project valid?  Were the goals realistic?  Were goals related to country goals?  Are goals still relevant? 
Results: Were the expected results realized?  What has been the overall effect of the project?  Was the overall goal achieved?
Sustainability: Will the partners maintain cooperative links?  Will the results of the project last?  How will related post project activities be financed?  Have changes been incorporated into existing programs and institutions?  Are project related changes and activities viable over the long term?  Has the project partner modified its abilities to continue project activities?   Is the impact of the project consistent with the goals of the partner institution?
Unanticipated Results: Did the project create unanticipated results?
Outside Influences:  How did outside influences help or hurt the project?  What outside influences effected the project?  Would the same results have been achieved even without the project?

1.3. Brief Project Profile / Summary

Information for the following section can be taken from project documents (project proposal, contracts, etc.).  However, be sure that you have the most recent versions of those documents in case changes were made.
1.3.1. Name and number of project (or other identification)
1.3.2. Identification of partner institutions
Including address and contact information.
1.3.3. Description of partner institutions and key project personnel
Obtain this information from brochures of the partner institutions or from project documents.  Add additional comments based on your own observations if desired.  Be sure the information is accurate and up to date.  You may wish to cite your sources of information. 
1.3.4. Project goal
Obtained from the original project documents.  It is important that this section be accurate because it is one basis by which the success of the project is measured.
1.3.5. Expected results
This information should be taken from the original project documents (contract, MOU etc).  It is very important that this section be accurate.  Actual findings of the review will be compared to this information. 
1.3.6. Project background
Origins: How did the project come about?  Who started it?  Did it build on previous projects?  Was it developed in response to a specific need?  What were the steps leading to project implementation?   Was the project developed in response to a need?  In response to government policies?
2. Evaluation Methodology
The purpose of the following section is to explain how the review was carried out.   It should show that the review had clear and unbiased  procedures which examined all aspects of the project.   If some project areas were not reviewed, that should be explained.
2.1. Data sources
Briefly describe the data sources used.  This can be presented in tables if appropriate.  For example: documents reviewed, people interviewed, field  sites visited.  (see attached case studies).
2.2. Data collection tools
2.2.1. Document review
Official project documents.  It is important to have, and read, copies of the project agreements (or contracts) as well as all annual, quarterly and monthly reports.  Trip reports of consultants are very useful for providing useful detail.  Technical reports are less useful for overall project review unless the purpose of the review includes review of technical accuracy.   Documents about the relevant institutions should also be examined.
Reports should be read as soon as is practical.  A reviewer should not wait until returning home to look at these.   Early review of documents  will help provide a background for  sensible and more detailed discussions and interviews.
2.2.2. Structured (and semi-structured) interviews
Interviews are a common tool used in reviewing projects.  Basic rules of interviewing have been developed by social scientists.  In general the purpose of an interview is to find out what another person thinks.  To do this it is important for the interviewer to avoid talking too much.  Let the person being interviewed talk.
Some guidelines for interviewing:
· Use a comfortable and appropriate location.  Not a formal setting, and not too informal.  
· Try to talk as little as possible.  Encourage the interviewee to speak freely (in most cases avoid using a tape recorder, for example).
· Don't interrupt.
· Don't correct misinformation (wait and ask a follow-up question later).
· If a person is shy about saying too much you can encourage the speaker by saying things like: "Oh, that's interesting", or "hmmm", or just nod your head.
You can ask follow-up questions ward the end of the interview. 
Always take notes, but try to appear informal about doing so.  It is rarely possible to accurately remember comments people make during conversations.
During interviews you will probably wish to bring up specific question.  Use these to guide the interview rather than to ask a direct questions.   Don't say: "Did you like your training program."   It is better to say "I understand that you went on a training program" in order to get the discussion of training started.   After the discussion of training goes on for awhile you can bring up another subject.
You may wish to interview groups of individuals together.  This often works well, but sometimes one person will dominate the discussions and the views of others will not be known.   Be sure that members of a group are of the same "rank" or status in the organization.  Otherwise the junior people may be afraid to say what they think, and will only repeat what the "boss" expects to hear.
Keep in mind cultural and individual differences.  Some people are reluctant to make negative comments to a reviewer because this might be considered impolite.  Others might  believe that reviews are a chance to file a complaint with the review team.
2.2.3. Focus groups
Focus groups are similar to group interviews but are somewhat more like a small seminar.  Participants will be invited to give their  views and others can comment.  This might be a good technique to get a group consensus, but it will probably not reflect all views of the project.   This technique has the same limitations as group interviews.  That is, the discussion may be dominated by the boss or by the most talkative participants.  
Always take your own notes!   Don't rely on notes taken by someone else.
2.2.4. Observation and unstructured interviews
A lot of information will be collected in discussions with various individuals and from observation of facilities and activities.  Always ask questions.   Don't be shy about asking "dumb" questions.   You can always say: "I don't quite understand, could you explain how ……."
A note about notes:  Always take notes, even if you are shy about taking notes.  Also, make sure you spend several hours writing up your  notes and adding comments, perhaps in the evenings.  It is very difficult to remember details later.  Good notes are very helpful in writing the report.
2.2.5. Using Questionnaires
Questionnaires can be a useful tool, but only sometimes are they useful for project reviews.   By their very nature questionnaires only ask fairly predictable questions.  Also, some people may be much less likely to actually write down what they really think.  
On the other hand, if large numbers of project participants are involved then questionnaires are a valid option for information gathering.  Also, some people are more likely to write down what they think, compared to what they might say in  interview or, especially, a group discussion.  
If questionnaires are to be used, then some interviews should be carried out first to help develop suitable questions for the questionnaire.
2.3. Data interpretation strategies
This section should briefly describe how the data from interviews and observations was assembled into a meaningful description of findings.  This may be difficult to explain, because sometimes it is not clear how one arrives at certain conclusions.  Nevertheless this description is important because it will support comments made about the project.    
The process might involve the following steps:
Examine the data from interviews, documents and observation.  
Did everyone present the same view?   Were there major differences of opinion?  Why?   Write these down?  Record major findings from each interview.
Is interview information consistent with your observations and with documents?
For each of the major discussion areas (see section 1.2.2) write a summary of your findings.  This should help to create a meaningful picture of project success or failure.
3. Findings
NOTE: The approach to completing this section is summarized in Table 1.
3.1. Effectiveness
3.1.1. Project relevance
This section examines the project in relation to actual needs.  Irrespective of its overall success or failure, does the project attempt to address real needs?   How does the project address these needs?  Is the approach taken realistic in relation to those needs?
Background and assumptions (see table)
Changes in project goals (see table)
3.1.2. Expected results
The most straightforward approach is to first (in this section) list the expected results from the project documents.  You may wish to add a sentence under each stating if the result has been achieved or not.  The following subsections will provide more detail.
Individual results
Individual results refers to actions, activities and outcomes that have affected individuals.  This might include training, new ideas, skills and so forth.  Who was trained how did it affect their work?  How did it affect their attitude?  
This section must include comments about the quality and effectiveness of these results.  
Institutional results
Institutional results are to changes in the institution including procedures, programs, institutional effectiveness, profile, ability to get funding and so forth.  The section should include any comments related to institutional changes brought about by the project, good and bad.  
As a result of the project does the institution perform its functions better?  Why or why not?   What aspects of the project caused these changes?
Client results
The concept of client results requires some thought.  Before writing this section one has to consider who the clients are.  This may not be obvious at first.   If we consider the function of the organization (education, research etc.) the identity of the clients will become clear.  
Specifically, how have the clients benefited from the project?   How great has been the influence of the project?   Would the same changes have occurred without the project?
Sectoral results
Sectoral results are often difficult to measure accurately, especially when there are many other influences on the sector (education, for example).  The influence of a small project will be difficult or impossible to measure directly.  Nevertheless, this is an important consideration.  Presumably if there is an influence on the clients, then there is an influence on the sector in a larger sense.  
For example: Did graduates of a particular training program o on to train other people?   Has a training course for provincial administrators changed the way provinces are managed?  Has development of a new manufacturing technique resulted from research funded by the project?

3.1.3. Unanticipated results
Similarly, consider the various results that were not anticipated by the project.  These may be positive or negative.   As above, these should also be recorded under the following headings.
Individual results
Institutional results
Client results
Sectoral results
3.1.4. Sustainability
After the project ends, what is the likelihood that follow-on activities will continue.  Will there be funding for these activities.  Are the results of the project self perpetuating?   Or, will all activities end when the project ends.  How could the project have been better designed to promote sustainability of its actions.
3.2. Efficiency
Efficiency refers to the way in which the project was carried out.   Efficiency depends upon the capability and competency of project management.   Was the project well organized with clear operating guidelines and procedures?   Was there confusion over who was to do which job?  Were responsibilities of each person or partner well defined in advance?   When problems occurred was there a reasonable method of solving these?
See Table 1 for guides to writing each of the following sections.  
3.2.1. Planning
3.2.2. Procedures and practices
3.2.3. Roles and responsibilities
3.2.4. Financial analysis
3.2.5. Issues and influencing factors
4. Conclusions
4.1. Effectiveness
Based on the above findings (3.1), this section should summarize what the project accomplished, and/or did not accomplish in relation to its original goals.
4.2. Efficiency
Based on the above findings (section 3.2), this section should summarize how well the project was managed, and how that management helped or hindered the project. 
5. Recommendations
To be helpful, recommendations should be clearly stated and specific.  They should point out areas where this or future projects might be improved, both in terms of effectiveness and efficiency.  These recommendations should be directed at both of the following:
5.1. Project Partners
Recommendations for project partners should deal with the specifics of making the project more effective by recommending how project activities might be altered to improve and increase results.  Each recommendation should be linked to a result.  
For example a recommendation might be: "In order to improve the quality of training it might be worthwhile to purchase 10 additional microscopes so that each student has a microcsope." 
Recommendations should also address efficiency, or ways in which project management could be improved.  
5.2. Funding Agency
Recommendations for the funding agency might be related to procedures used in reporting or developing similar projects.   Recommendation could also be offered in relation to the project under review, if specific actions were necessary or useful.
6. Appendices      
Suggested Appendices: 
Project Participants
Review Mission Itinerary / Program of Activities
Generic questions used as a basis for interviews
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