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Introduction
1. The assignment was commissioned to answer; 

a. whether the quality of DFID project documentation (particularly reviews) is changing over time, and  

b. whether scoring of reviews is consistent across the portfolio.  

2. It is primarily a descriptive report of findings.  In some cases comments are made, but the principal function is to identify what is taking place.  
Background

3. The review was undertaken in late 2006 & early 2007. The consultant was provided with data and documentation by Corporate Planning and Performance Group (CPPG) for a sample of projects which PRISM reports as reviewed in 2004 and 2006.  The sample was intended by CPPG (as detailed in Annex 1) to allow comparison between these two time periods. 
4. The sample included only projects/ programmes with a total commitment value of £5 million or over. It was thus expected that documentation would be easily available (as required by corporate guidance).  Unfortunately, this did not prove to be the case.  Not all the projects had sufficient information to allow full review.  It also provided difficult to identify the version, date and authorship of many of the documents. The effort expended by key staff (notably Steve Martin and his team) in trying to obtain the sample’s PHS, Log Frames, Project Memoranda and reviews was considerable, and is acknowledged here. 
5. Ultimately information relating to 219 projects was captured (876 documents in all, provided both electronically and in hard copy), split between 42 different principal MIS codes (i.e. countries or regional funds).  Since this was a representative sample from across the entire DFID regional portfolio, larger programmes dominated; thus 38 projects in the full sample were from India, 26 from Bangladesh.  
6. Unfortunately, during the assessment process it emerged that for the 85 projects reviewed prior to 1st July 2005, only 44 had log frames and 63 reviews.  CPPG’s view was this was too few for the assessment to be seen as statistically representative of DFID’s activities from this period. The focus of the assignment thus shifted to the 134 projects reviewed after July 2005, 97 of which had sufficient information to answer this review’s questions.  Data had, however, been collected for 28 projects from the pre July 2005 sample prior to the decision to focus on the later information.  Whilst not formally significant, CPPG has requested the inclusion of this data in the report as an indicative comparator.

The Task

7. Based on the information provided, the consultant was asked to assess the quality of reporting for each project, using a common set of questions agreed with CPPG (see Annex 2 for details of these, Annex 3 for the responses).  Sixty items of information per project were collected.  These were both enumerative and evaluative, covering quality, clarity and accuracy of information.  When in doubt the scoring tried to be generous. 
8. The quality review considers a) target setting, and b) reviews.  Some preliminary recommendations are made at the end of the report. 

9. Given the lack of data for earlier projects, it proved impossible to conclusively track changes in quality through time.  However data from the two time periods is presented later in the report. 
10. Disclaimer: It is important to note that the consultant was asked to make judgements based only on the information available.  The findings here are not a detailed primary evaluation of project performance.  The views in this report are the consultant’s alone and caution should be exercised in using the findings. 
Target Setting

11. Performance management requires appropriate targets. 
12. The Logical Framework Analysis (LFA or log frame) remains DFID’s principal instrument to establish the link between overall objectives and individual spending activities.   Target setting is based on statements at goal, purpose and output level specified through Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIs).    
How clear are Targets?

Statements
13.  The following table uses examples from the sample to illustrate the range in clarity of target statements at each level;  

	Statement
	Fully Clear
	Partially clear
	Unclear

	Goal
	“Reduced infant mortality and morbidity in x”
	“Poor people in the most backward and  poorest districts of y empowered  to realise their entitlements more effectively and in ways which can be sustained”
	“Contribute to poverty alleviation through good governance”



	Purpose
	“To have more boys and girls entering and completing the primary and junior middle school cycles in z, especially in the four target counties, and to reduce inequalities within the educational system”.
	“By the end of the project, national frameworks, structures, policies, processes and capacity to address trafficking will have been developed and/or strengthened.”


	“Pro-poor, environmentally aware infrastructure developed and resourced using sustainable local systems to support the country programme in achieving the MDGs.

Encourage government to deliver more efficient services to poor people through influencing and strengthening capacity at all levels and building more effective partnerships”

N.B. This is a  single purpose statement for one project

	Output
	“Capacity developed to effectively implement and oversee urban health reforms in three cities”
	“Examples of mechanisms to monitor and bring forest users and investors to account for their performance are operational.”
	“Safety networks and social capital strengthened to include the socially excluded in policy and development processes.”


14. The clarity of target statements for the 97 projects reviewed after 2005 was assessed as; 
	Statement
	Fully Clear
	Partially clear
	Unclear

	Goal
	79%
	14%
	6%

	Purpose
	54%
	35%
	10%

	Output
	64%
	29%
	6%


15. The finding that purpose statements were less clear than those for goals and outputs may appear to be of some concern since overall  performance is currently recorded at purpose level for DFID’s ‘value for money’ score, as part of its PSA reporting.
16. A common characteristic of goal level statements was that they were (perhaps not surprisingly) grandiose and unspecific (for instance “Contribute to poverty alleviation through good governance” above).  Common issues at purpose level were the repetition of goals (in 20% of all cases), the restating of outputs and unnecessarily complicated wording.   
Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIS) 
17.  OVIs allow the achievements of target statements to be assessed.  Indeed DFID’s reviews use the OVIS as the performance criteria. Thus they need, as far as possible, to be specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and time-bound (SMART).  
18. All the below are examples of OVI statements from projects reviewed after July 2005. 

	Level
	Not SMART
	SMART

	Goal
	“Pupils’ attainments in literacy and numeracy increased.

Increased transition rates from primary to secondary.

Increased rate of success in the (reformed) MSCE.”

	“IMR declines to 30/1000 live births by 2010”

	Purpose
	“Food Policy expanded to include access, utilisation and nutrition issues”
	“No confirmed polio cases reported in India after December 2005”



	Output
	“Food Aid resources are targeted to the most food insecure areas and vulnerable people”
	“80% of VGD/IFS graduates obtain services such as credit and have improved nutritional status by year 3”


19. When an assessment is made of whether OVIs are SMART it is the purpose level which appears to be the best defined of the three levels.  However, more than half of the purpose level OVIs are still not SMART.  

 Proportion of OVIs that are not SMART
            (97 Projects reviewed post July 2005)

	Level
	OVIs not SMART

	Goal
	68%

	Purpose
	55%

	Output
	57%


20. This is a potential problem since it is the OVIS which are used to measure performance.  To enable effective performance management, the OVIs need to be clearer and more specific, and as implied below, simpler. 
21.  There was evidence in the sample of OVIs using percentage changes to current situations as their main expression (for instance “increase access to services by x%”, or “reduce mortality by y%”) without reference to baseline or absolute data.  Other common problems are statements such as “poverty reduces” or “access improves” (see the not SMART goal example above) without indicating a quantum, or indeed a timeframe.  
22. In addition, OVIS are sometimes input-related, and are not specified as outputs or outcomes.  There was also evidence from a minority of projects of OVIS being changed mid project from output indicators to input indicators (which are easier to achieve, but provide no comfort over what difference the inputs are making). 
23. Care also needs to be taken over assumptions about the availability of data, with 8% of OVIS having “no data” when reviewed.  An additional 8% of purpose level OVIS have no achievement recorded and are shown as “too early to tell”.  
Time Targets
24. The question of setting targets linked to time remains problematic.  Currently, targets and review data do not separate out the achievement of the objective from the time taken.  Whilst the best targets have a formula setting expected achievements by a specific date (classically End of Project) there is evidence from the sample of projects which do not have timeframes clearly set up front.  
25. In many cases, even when time targets have been set, assessments of performance (the formal review scores) are “time blind”, with scores reflecting performance without factoring in the overall time taken.  This issue may require further consideration; projects are often given high ratings when they have been significantly delayed, not necessarily by extraneous factors.  
Variations by who compiled the LFA
26. As noted earlier, version control of the documentation was poor.  It was not possible in the majority of cases (74%) to identify from the documentation who had compiled the LFA.  Variations in quality by source were therefore impossible to map properly. 

27. However, where there was an indication who had been responsible for the LFA, those closest to best practice were compiled by experienced implementing agents in situ (e.g. Care, PSI), not by DFID.  LFA drafted by such agencies tended to have clearer targets and appeared to be more realistic in their expectations.  
The Quality Of Reviews 

28. This assignment was asked to compare project performance entered on PRISM with an assessment based on the evidence provided in the documentation.  

29. The following table compares the scores entered on PRISM with the assessed scores.  It identifies whether the PRISM scoring was justified by the documentation. As can be seen, the scoring of PRISM and the assessment from the evidence correlated in 62% of all cases (the green boxes).   

Purpose Level Scores
	
	Assessment 
(Post July 2005, 97 projects)

	PRISM
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6/X

	1
	5%
	3%
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	1%
	

	6
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	Assessed score higher than PRISM by 1

	
	Scoring of PRISM and assessment the same 

	
	PRISM score higher than assessed by 1

	
	PRISM score higher than assessed by 2 or more

	
	PRISM scores assessed as too early or insufficient data


30. The table indicates that in 19% of cases scores may have been inflated by one position (the blue boxes in the table).   Only in one case did the evidence suggest that a project was clearly under scored on PRISM.   

31. For a further 16% of the sample, whilst scores were provided, there was either insufficient evidence in the documentation to support any assessment (i.e. a score with inadequate or no justification), or from the evidence provided it was clearly too early to tell what the performance was. 
32. It will have been seen that the most variation in scoring was across the boundary between box 2 and box 3 scores.  63% of all the PRISM box 2 scores were also assessed as box 2. However, 19% were assessed as only having sufficient information to warrant a box 3 score.  There was insufficient data or evidence to score 17% of all the projects that PRISM indicates warranted a box 2 score. 
33.  If there is a tendency to inflate scores, it is possible to hypothesise about some causes.  The wording of the scoring (“likely to be achieved”) and the desire of staff to be positive perhaps influences many reviewers to be optimistic (which will particularly be the case early in a project’s life).  If there is an inflation of scores across the box 2 and 3 boundary, it may be possible this relates to the current focus on box 1 and 2 scores for corporate reporting.  
Has the quality of reviews changed? 

34. The assessment of the reviews undertaken prior to July 2005 indicates a broadly similar distribution to those reviewed after July 2005, albeit a higher proportion of the overall over-scored (two-thirds from this small sample compared to 35% from post July 2005).  
Purpose Level Scores
	
	Assessment 
(Pre July 2005, 28 projects actual numbers)
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	Assessed score higher than PRISM by 1

	
	Scoring of PRISM and assessment the same 

	
	PRISM score higher than assessed by 1
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	PRISM scores assessed as too early or insufficient data


35. If this small sample is indicative of the pre-July 2005 situation, it would show that whilst there is a degree of over-scoring, this trait has reduced in the more recent past.   However, this sample is not statistically significant and it is not possible from this evidence to conclusively deduce whether this is a pattern which has recently changed.  
What influences performance?
Clarity of Targets
36. There appears to be a relationship between the clarity of the targets set and the final performance assessment. 
	Clarity of purpose statement
	n
	Assessment

(Post July 2005, 92 projects)

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6/X

	Fully clear
	49
	4
	26
	9
	2
	
	8

	Partially clear
	32
	1
	7
	17
	2
	
	5

	Unclear
	11
	
	3
	3
	1
	1
	3


Distribution of performance scores for projects grouped by clarity.
37. The clearer the targets, the better the performance, with 58% of all projects with a fully clear purpose statement scoring a box 1 or 2, compared to 24% of projects with only a partially clear statement of purpose.  Seven of the 11 projects with an unclear purpose scored either a box 3 or below.   

38. It is thus possible to suggest that the clearer the target setting the better the performance.  However, it may be that the clearer the target setting, the easier it is to assess performance; poorly set targets mean achievement is harder to assess.  For programme management purposes, however, the data appears to indicate that clearer targets will enable better performance scores. 

Simplicity of targets

39. Similarly, there are indications that projects with a smaller number of OVIS may perform somewhat better.  Of the 42 projects with performance rated 1 or 2 in the sample, 32 (76%) had four or fewer purpose OVIs, a higher proportion than was found across the sample as a whole (66%). 
40. The number of outputs also seems to play a part, and not surprisingly projects with more outputs score proportionally less well.  
	Number of outputs
	Assessment of Purpose Achievement
(Post July 2005, 97 projects)

	
	Score 1,2
	Score 3,4,5,6

	1-6
	41
	40

	7+
	5
	11


41. Those projects with more than 7 outputs were principally (but not exclusively) large multi-donor projects/programmes which tend to be (over) complex in their targets, resulting in a proportionally larger number of OVIS with “no data”.  The message would seem to be “keep it simple”. 
Is initial ambition of the activity an indicator of performance? 

42. One query for this review was whether it was possible to identify a link between the initial ambition of the project (as assessed from the LFA prior to seeing reviews) and the project performance.  The consultant was asked to use his judgement on how “ambitious” the project appeared to be from the Log Frame.  This was clearly highly subjective.  However, a comparison of initial assessment against performance indicates that from the documentation it was possible to asses (in 91 cases post July 2005) the following;
	Original ambition
	Box 1 & 2
	3,4,5
	No data/X

	Overambitious
	8
	13
	1

	Challenging but realistic
	21
	9
	5

	Not ambitious enough
	5
	4
	4

	Can't tell
	7
	8
	6


43. Those projects identified as “not ambitious enough” and “can’t tell” usually had poorly defined targets, and hence proportionally also perform less well.  They also have a significantly poorer performance data (hence the larger “no data” or X score). 
44. This implies that it is possible to deduce the likely final performance when the LFA is drafted. 

45. It should be noted that the majority of projects (81%) were also (unsurprisingly) assessed in the review as completely contingent on actions outside the remit of the project (for instance at the level of lasting behaviour change that depends on individual action, or government-wide reform processes). 
Are OVI scores justified with evidence? 
46. The sample was assessed to see whether the OVI scores were fully justified with evidence at both purpose and output level.    Scoring was assessed as being fully, partially or not justified, or having no evidence. 
47. The following illustrates purpose level reporting of OVIS from the sample.  Extracted from one project’s Annual Review form are the sections reporting achievement against the OVIs and the justification of purpose level scoring. 
	Purpose 
	OVIS
	Progress

	To enhance the voice and influence of x’s citizens, including the poor and vulnerable, within accountable and responsive systems of governance
	Electoral process in x judged by local civil society and international community to be free and fair

Increased participation and representation of women in political life 

Citizens of x engage effectively in PRSP monitoring

Decentralisation process responsive to needs of poor citizens of x.

Increased access to justice 
	No national elections, but 4 by-elections deemed free but not entirely fair

Increased representation of women in decision making at community level.

Little progress

Not addressed

USAID responsible for progress against this OVI.  The USAID component closed in June 2005. DFID  z programme addresses this.


	Project Purpose Rating - General / Overall progress assessment 
	2

	Justification 

	The purpose is likely to be achieved with donor support (including DFID’s contribution following a logframe revision).  DFID has made a relatively small contribution this year due to work on the reorganisation of the programme and delays in reform of the Electoral Commission and delays to the holding of local elections – outside the control of DFID’s programme.


48.    As can be seen, the project was scored 2 at purpose level “Likely to be largely achieved.”   Our assessment, however, was that this score is “not justified” by the evidence provided here.  It might clearly have been that the score was appropriate and only the reporting poor.  As it turned out, however, as a result of recommendations of the next Annual Review this project was terminated (three years early), the consequence of weak management by the implementing agent and partners.

49.   By contrast, below is an example where we assessed the scoring as “fully justified”.   In other words, there was sufficient evidence to support the score given. 
	Purpose Statement
	Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIs ) 
	Progress

	To strengthen the capacity of the National Board of Revenue (NBR) to administer tax legislation, particularly with regard to direct tax and VAT collected through the Large Taxpayer Units (LTU).
	1. Tax administration within LTUs reformed and units reorganised and working along functional lines by end-June 2007.
	1. Income Tax LTU structured along functional lines.  Functional work processes were implemented in Phase I and are now being reviewed and revised in light of roll out experience.  VAT LTU in process of being restructured along functional lines and work process determined.

	
	2. CIC ( Central Intelligence Cell) is strengthened with well defined operating procedures and processes for both criminal and civil investigations by end-June 2007


	2.  Since last OPR (May 2005) CIC has doubled in size and case load is growing exponentially.  NBR through CIC has affected a significant culture change in taxpayer attitudes; taxpayers now approaching the CIC of their own accord to clear previously undeclared liability.  This results in not only an increase in current tax levels but should increase future yields as compliance improves



	
	3. By end-June 2007 direct tax and VAT revenues attributable to LTU activity have increased their share of total tax revenue from 34% and 62 % respectively in FY 05/06.
	3. In 6 months to December 2005 direct taxes for Income Tax LTU exceeded the NBR’s target for LTU by 12%.  This has meant that the share of LTU direct tax as a share of total revenue has risen from the NBR target of 34% to 39%.  VAT LTU tax yield remains at 62%.


	Project Purpose Rating - General / Overall progress assessment 
	3 - Likely to be partly achieved

	Justification 

	Since the last OPR the project has made important steps forward on several key areas, including: acceptance by senior management in the NBR of the importance of the functional approach, which should ensure that further reforms will be implemented by the NBR Board and be sustainable; the NBR’s public profile has significantly improved through CIC and LTU activities resulting in raised levels of compliance (including self-compliance); across NBR agreement finally reached on adoption of single National Tax Identification Number (NTIN).

Although the Purpose has been scored a 3, if the project continues to make progress with its core activities, and areas of slippage (especially with respect to the Income Tax LTU) are brought on track, there is a good chance that the Purpose score could be elevated to a 2 when the PCR is conducted in 2007. In fact recent government figures suggest that there has been a 20% increase in income tax and LTU revenues since last year and if this can be sustained then the project will merit an overall score of 1.  


50. The following summarises the justification of scores at output and purpose levels for all 97 projects that have reviews dated post July 2005.  
	Are the OVI scores justified with clear evidence?
(Post July 2005, 97 projects)

	
	Purpose level
	Output level

	Fully
	32%
	46%

	Partially
	42%
	34%

	Not justified
	23%
	19%

	No response
	3%
	-


51. As can be seen, output level scores were more clearly justified; they tend to be more focused and easier to assess within the life of a project.  

How detailed are statements of attribution in the reviews?
52. A similar assessment was made of how detailed were the responses given in the attribution sections of the Review forms.  
	How detailed are statements of attribution?
(Post July 2005, 97 projects)

	
	Purpose to Goal
	Output to Purpose

	Fully
	19%
	16%

	Summary
	31%
	40%

	Partial
	32%
	37%

	None
	18%
	7%


53. A further assessment was made of whether the attribution statements were supported with evidence. For the output to purpose attribution, only in 23% of cases were the statements in the reviews fully justified with evidence.  In 42% of cases they were partially justified, and not justified in 33% of all cases. It appears likely that guidance is insufficient to help those who complete reviews complete these sections effectively. 
Did the quality vary by who scored the reviews? 

54. Yes.  An analysis of the quality of scoring by review type shows that who performs the review matters.  This can also only be indicative, but might guide future best practice.  

	How the review is undertaken 
	Projects
(Post July 2005, 97 projects)
	Quality


	Internal
	19
	53%

	Internal with consultation
	21
	67%

	Internal with project partners/ DFID score
	10
	100%

	Internal with project partners/ joint score
	16
	69%

	External review/ DFID score
	9
	67%

	External review and score
	13
	54%

	Not stated
	5
	20%


55. As can be seen, reviews conducted internally but with partners (including implementers and often with one or two semi “external” consultants) were of higher quality than those conducted by either DFID alone or externally.  Joint monitoring provides better quality reporting overall.  

56. The poorest quality reviews had some common characteristics.  Those that were purely internal regularly had forms which appear to have been filled out rapidly (perhaps to comply with corporate requirements and lift spending blocks).  Similarly, a common issue with external reviews was where the people undertaking the review have not focussed on the PRISM form for reporting, but on a written report which then had its findings transferred (sometimes apparently by DFID staff, not by those undertaking the review).  

57. There are also hints of possible future issues around joint scoring (which, post Paris, should only increase).  For instance, there were one or two cases where joint scores were not warranted but staff clearly decided to award non-evidence based scores for political reasons e.g.;  
“The team debated a 4 or a 2 marking and decided on a 2 on the optimistic understanding that a) the … management team will recognise the issues raised and make sincere attempts to follow the recommendations of the review, and b) updated investment plan is agreed and …donors reconfirm sufficient finance to the sector.”
Was there a variation between DFID offices?

58. It was not possible to assess with certainty whether the quality of documentation varies by office location; there were simply too many different MIS codes and too few examples from each to be meaningful.  
The response to risk
59. The reviews’ response to risk was considered, both in terms of the change in the risk assessment itself from previous reviews or initiation, and the detail of the response. 

60. There was no change from previous assessments of project risk levels in 63% of the reviews.  In 12% the risk increased, in 18% the risk decreased.  The section of the Annual Review forms showing the risk score was blank in 7% of the projects reviewed. 

61. The detail of the reviewers’ response to risk was captured. 

	How comprehensive was
 response to risk?

(Post July 2005, 97 projects)

	Fully
	27%

	Summary
	40%

	Inadequate
	21%

	No response
	11%


62. Thus two thirds (67%) of all reviews demonstrated an adequate response to risk, albeit with room for improvement from most.  One third of responses were either inadequate (for instance “Deterioration of security situation still remains a concern”) or there was no response. 
Lesson learning 

63. Each review was also assessed to see
a. how comprehensive were the lessons recorded (covering themes of working with others, best practice/innovation, project & programme management, other), and 
b. were lessons compiled to be clearly transferable elsewhere? 
	The Quality of Lesson learning

(Post July 2005, 97 projects)

	
	Comprehensive
	Transferable

	Fully
	34%
	13%

	Partially
	39%
	33%

	Poorly
	26%
	44%

	Non-existent
	1%
	10%


64. Reviewers tended to prioritise lessons within the projects themselves (hence the weak transferability scores).  The lack of awareness of systematic collation of lessons may remove much of the incentive for making them applicable outside the projects themselves. 
Recommendations 
65. A number of preliminary recommendations can be made from the above.

Documentation
66. Whilst unsatisfactory that the earlier information was unavailable, it became clear that recent efforts to improve compliance with reporting requirements have had effect.  Increasing performance management information is now being placed on corporate systems.   However, continued effort is required to ensure that key documentation for project cycle management is easily available electronically.  CPPG staff should not have had to expend the effort they did obtaining documents for this review. 

67. Version control needs to be improved.  All key documents (LFA, PHS and Reviews) need to carry the name of their last compiler (as PHS now do), and the date, not only the serial, of their revision. Review forms need to have a specific section setting out who precisely compiled the report including name and role, not only who undertook the review. 
Target setting
68. The quality of target setting should be improved across the portfolio.  

69. More effort is specifically needed in to ensure that purpose statements are clear and in line with best practice
70. Given the relationship of clarity and simplicity with achievement, guidance and monitoring needs to more explicitly promote these characteristics at all levels of target setting.  Consideration is needed of how to promote these when DFID funds programmes with other partners. 
71. Setting OVIs at goal, purpose and output level needs to be substantially improved, with an increased focus on ensuring as many as possible OVIS are SMART (in other words can be measured). 
72. In particular, messages about using meaningful targets that indicate what impact projects will have on current conditions (changing x to y) need to be reinforced, including the importance of ex ante baselines. 

73. Consideration is required of the relationship of time to target setting and review scores, with the possibility of making achievement by time targets distinct in reporting. In particular, capturing the time taken to achieve results against initial expectations, and whether time extensions have been required to get results, might be considered.
74. Without discouraging having a mixed risk portfolio, consideration is required of how managers at office level might reduce the number of overambitious projects and make objective setting more appropriate. 
Reviews

75. The quality of evidence to support scoring needs to be improved.  
76.  That over one third of box 2 scores appear not to have sufficient evidence to justify their score needs to be addressed by

a. improving knowledge of guidance relating to reviews,
b. improving the oversight function in country which ensures compliance with guidance,

c. providing a third party periodic assessment to ensure that staff are aware that quality is being externally monitored. 
77. Because the wording of the scoring says “likely to be achieved” scoring is often optimistic, and does not need to be justified by progress to date.   It should be considered whether there a case for splitting the assessment into two sets of scores
a. progress to date, 
b. likelihood of achievement. 
Such an approach would be consistent with the traffic light reporting used for PSA targets. 
78. More effort is needed to ensure that attribution is understood, and that reviewers know what is expected in relation to purpose to goal reporting, and for output to purpose attribution. 

79.  DFID should consider using output scores more to indicate performance.  Output scores tend to be more justified with evidence. 

80. DFID should consider developing further guidance for offices on who should undertake reviews, and how review information needs to be entered onto PRISM.  Those performing reviews should complete the Review forms in all cases. 
Lesson Learning
81.  Lessons from individual projects are not reported in ways which enable easy collation.  This may flow from the current structure of lesson reporting, which does not readily enable focus on project, country programme and corporate lessons. Consideration is required of formats and processes which will allow reviewers to contribute more fully to corporate knowledge. Better guidance and monitoring is required.  
Annex 1 : Sample design and response
Sample design

CPPG provided the sample for the review. 

The intention was that the sample would include recent reviews (and their associated log frames and PHSs) and a sample of reviews from 1-2 years ago. About 100 projects were to be included in the sample of recent reviews and approximately 90 projects would be included in the sample of ‘historic’ reviews.
Both the current and historic samples were to include only projects in Africa Division, Asia Division and EMAD with a commitment value of £5m and over (this gives approximately half the number of projects but over 90% of the commitment of the total portfolio).
Both samples were to include annual reviews and PCRs.

The most recent sample were to include projects that PRISM indicated as reviewed between October 2005 and September 2006, with the ‘historic sample’ included projects reviewed between October 2003 and September 2004.  
Given these criteria, a total sampling frame of about 230 projects was thought available for the most recent sample. The initial, PRISM-based sample was then sorted by Division and commitment value and every second project selected. 

Initially 100 projects were selected for what was intended to be the 2004 sample and 130 for the 2006 sample, with 24 projects appearing in both samples and due to have reviews from both periods assessed.  
In practice

However, once collection of the documentation began, it became clear that though PRISM indicated a pattern of reviews, the documentation provided by CPPG did not break down according to the sampling expectations.  Fewer documents were available for the earlier reviews.  In addition, the dates of the actual reviews of the projects selected did not group into the 2004/2006 sample ranges, and were in practice spread from early 2003 through to October 2006. 
Consequently, during the review, with the agreement of CPPG, the sample was reclassified into those with annual reviews or project completion reviews undertaken prior to July 2005, and those since. 

CPPG judged that was only sufficient data from projects reviewed after July 2005 for information from these to be seen as statistically significant.  At this point data collection stopped from the Pre-July 2005 information. 
Response Analysis

The following indicates the documentation on which this review was based. 
     Availability of documents by project
	Documents
	Number of Projects

	
	October 2003-July 2005
	July 2005-October 2006
	Total

	PHS, log frame, review
	32
	97
	129

	PHS, log frame
	18
	11
	29

	PHS, review
	19
	12
	31

	Log frame, review
	4
	3
	7

	PHS only
	5
	7
	12

	Log frame only
	2
	2
	4

	Review only
	5
	2
	7

	No documents
	0
	0
	0

	 
	
	
	

	Total
	85
	134
	219


       Count of projects having each document and total number
	
	October 2003-
July 2005
	July 2005-
October 2006

	PCN
	
	 
	
	 

	Total PCN
	0
	 
	1
	 

	PHS 
	
	 
	
	 

	Total projects with a PHS
	78
	 (92%)
	130
	(97%) 

	Total number of documents
	179
	
	333
	

	Log Frame
	
	 
	
	 

	Total projects having a log frame
	44
	(52%)
	81
	(60%)

	Total number of documents
	54
	 
	98
	 

	Project Memorandum
	
	 
	
	 

	Total projects having a PM
	17
	(20%)
	37
	(28%)

	Total number of documents
	17
	 
	37
	 

	Annual Review
	
	 
	
	 

	Total projects with an annual review
	46
	(54%)
	82
	(61%)

	Total number of documents
	53
	 
	90
	 

	PCR
	
	 
	
	 

	Total projects with a PCR
	29
	(34%)
	31
	(23%)

	Total number of documents
	97
	 
	145
	 


Annex 2 Questions

A. Logical Frameworks
Goal statement

a. Does the goal statement clearly set out what will be achieved?

1. Fully clear

2. Partially clear

3. Unclear

b. How many OVIs are there for assessing the goal statement?

c. Do the OVIS for the goal statement make it SMART?

1. Fully 

2. Partially

3. Not at all

d. What percentage of the goal OVIs are SMART?

e. Do the OVIs collectively achieve the goal?

1. all seek to achieve the goal

2. partially achieve the goal

3. goal will not be achieved even if OVIs are

f. How ambitious do the goal level OVIs appear to be?

1. Overambitious

2. Challenging but realistic

3. Not ambitious enough 

4. Can’t tell

g. What is the relationship of the purpose to the goal statement?

1. Contributes appropriately

2. Contributes but insufficiently 

3. Repeats

4. Not related

Purpose statement

h. Does the purpose statement clearly set out what will be achieved?

1. Fully clear

2. Partially clear

3. Unclear

i. How many OVIs are there for assessing the purpose statement?

j. Do the OVIS for the purpose statement make it SMART?

1. Fully 

2. Partially

3. Not at all

k. What percentage of the purpose OVIs are SMART?

l. Do the OVIs collectively achieve the purpose?

1. all seek to achieve the purpose

2. partially achieve the purpose

3. insufficient to achieve the purpose

m. How contingent are the OVIs on actions not within the project?

1. completely contingent

2. partially contingent

3. independent.

n. How ambitious do the purpose level OVIs appear to be?

1. Overambitious

2. Challenging but realistic

3. Not ambitious enough 

4. Can’tell

Output statement

o. How many outputs are there? 

p. Do output statements clearly set out what will be achieved?

1. Fully clear

2. Partially clear

3. Unclear

q. What percentage of the output OVIs are SMART?

r. Do the OVIs collectively achieve the outputs?

1. all seek to achieve the outputs

2. partially achieve the outputs

3. insufficient to achieve the outputs

s. What is the mean no. of OVIs per output?
t. What is the maximum no. of OVIs for any output? 

u. What is the minimum no. of OVIs for any output? (include 0)
v. How contingent are the output OVIs on actions not within the project?

1. completely contingent

2. partially contingent

3. independent.

w. How ambitious do the output level OVIs appear to be?

1. Overambitious

2. Challenging but realistic

3. Not ambitious enough 

4. Can’t tell

Changes to the LFA

N.B. This section takes the earliest against the latest version (including at last assessment) 

x. Who was the log frame developed by?
1. DFID only
2. Jointly 

3. Partners

4. Can’t tell

y. Does Prism show revisions to log frames? 

1. Yes

2. No

z. Do numerical targets change at goal level between earlier versions of the logframe and later?

1. Ambition increases

2. Ambition reduces

3. No change

4. Can’t tell

aa. Do numerical targets change at purpose level between earlier versions of the logframe and later?

1. Ambition increases

2. Ambition reduces

3. No change

4. Can’t tell

ab. Do numerical targets change at output level between earlier versions of the logframe and later?

1. Ambition increases

2. Ambition reduces

3. No change

4. Can’t tell

ac. How comprehensive is the assessment of risks and assumptions in the Log Frame?

a. at Goal  level? 

1. Full

2. Partial

3. Non existent

b. at Purpose level? 

1. Full

2. Partial

3. Non existent

c. at output level? 

1. Full

2. Partial

3. Non existent

d. at activities level? 


1. Full

2. Partial

3. Non existent

Project Header Sheet
ad. Are the sector codes appropriate?

1. Fully consistent with guidance

2. Partially consistent with guidance

3. Not consistent with corporate guidance. 

ae.  Are the PIMS markers appropriate?

1. Fully justifiable

2. Partially justifiable

3. Not justifiable. 

af. Has the PHS changed through time?

1. Yes

2. No

3. Can’t tell

ag. If yes, how has the risk rating changed? 

1. Project risk has increased

2. No change

3. Project risk decreased

4. Can’t tell

Review Questions 

Uses the latest review available.  If more than one review, consider sampling later. 

ah. How has the LFA changed from PHS/first available to review?

1. Increased in scope and detail

2. Decreased in scope and detail

3. Increased in scope, decreased in detail

4. Decreased in scope, increased in detail

5. No change in scope or detail (/redefined if previous is 3)

Purpose 

ai. What is the purpose level score given? 

aj. What percentage of the purpose OVIs responses are

a. Too early to tell

b. No data

ak. How detailed response to purpose level OVIS is given?

1. Fully detailed

2. Summary

3. Partial

4. None

al. Are the scores for the purpose level OVIs justified by clear evidence?

1. Fully 

2. Partially 

3. Not justified

4. No response

am. Given the evidence, what score is appropriate for the purpose?

X

Purpose to Goal 

an.  How detailed a response to purpose to goal achievement is given? 

1. Fully detailed

2. Summary

3. Partial

4. None

Outputs 

ao. What is the output level score given? 

ap. What percentage of the OVIs responses are

a. Too early to tell

b. No data

aq. How detailed a response to output level OVIs is given? 

1. Fully detailed

2. Summary

3. Partial

4. None

ar. Are the scores for the output level OVIs justified by clear evidence?

1. Fully 

2. Partially 

3. Not justified

Output to Purpose Attribution
as. How detailed a response is given to the outputs’ contribution to the achievement of the purpose? 

1. Fully detailed

2. Summary

3. Partial

4. None

at. Is the attribution justified with evidence?

1. Fully 

2. Partially 

3. Not justified

Risk

au. Has the risk assessment changed?

1. Yes, increased

2. Yes, decreased

3. No

4. No response

av. How comprehensive is the description of response to risk?

1. Fully

2. Summary

3. Inadequate

4. No response

Revisions

aw. Did the reviewers identify that the LFA requires revision? 

1. Yes

2. No

3. No response

ax. Did the reviewers identify that the PIMS markers required revision?

1. Yes 

2. No

3. No response

ay. Was the review conducted by

1. Internal –review  undertaken by DFID staff only with no external consultation

2. Internal with consultation – review undertaken by DFID staff, but included consultation with relevant non-DFID staff including project partners 

3. Internal with project partners/ DFID score – review undertaken jointly by DFID staff and other project stakeholders but DFID assigned performance scores after review. Partners may be government, donor, academic/research institution, consultant or CSO with a project role in addition to the review itself.  

4. Internal with project partners/ joint score– review undertaken jointly by DFID staff and other project stakeholders including determination of performance scores. Partners may be government, donor, academic/research institution, consultant or CSO with a project role in addition to the review itself.  

5. External review/ DFID score – review undertaken by agency/ institution/ consultants/ CSOs with no direct involvement in the project other than for the review but their report did not include scoring on DFID scale so DFID added the final scores (use also if DFID altered a score provided by an external reviewer). The work of the institution, consultant or CSO may be financed by DFID or other donors but must be either specific only to this review or under a general monitoring and evaluation contract which precludes work on planning or implementation of the project and related activities.

6. External review and score– review undertaken by agency/ institution/ consultants/ CSOs with no direct involvement in the project other than for the review and this included a score on DFID’s scale which DFID did not alter. The work of the institution, consultant or CSO may be financed by DFID or other donors but must be either specific only to this review or under a general monitoring and evaluation contract which precludes work on planning or implementation of the project and related activities.

7. Not stated 

Section on lesson learning to be extended here.  

az. How comprehensive are the lessons (covering themes of working with others, best practice/innovation, project & programme management, other)? 

1. Fully comprehensive 

2. Partial

3. Poor

4. None existent

ba. Have the lessons been compiled to be clearly transferable elsewhere?

1. Fully

2. Partially

3. Poorly

4. Non-existent

Annex 3 Responses 

Post July 2005

	 
	n
	Mean
	Responses

	 
	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6/X
	 

	1
	97
	1.3
	79%
	14%
	6%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2
	97
	1.9
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3
	96
	2.1
	28%
	34%
	38%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4
	96
	32%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5
	97
	1.5
	57%
	16%
	19%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6
	97
	2.6
	21%
	24%
	26%
	28%
	 
	 
	 

	7
	95
	1.6
	60%
	20%
	19%
	1%
	 
	 
	 

	8
	97
	1.6
	54%
	35%
	11%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9
	97
	4.2
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10
	96
	1.8
	36%
	38%
	24%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	11
	96
	45%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	12
	96
	1.3
	72%
	23%
	5%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	13
	96
	1.2
	81%
	18%
	1%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	14
	96
	2.4
	25%
	36%
	14%
	25%
	 
	 
	 

	15
	97
	5.0
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	16
	97
	1.5
	64%
	29%
	6%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	17
	97
	43%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18
	97
	1.2
	81%
	13%
	5%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	19
	96
	3.4
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20
	95
	5.0
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	21
	95
	2.1
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	22
	95
	1.2
	79%
	19%
	1%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	23
	97
	2.1
	37%
	30%
	14%
	19%
	 
	 
	 

	24
	96
	3.6
	7%
	4%
	15%
	74%
	 
	 
	 

	25
	4
	1.0
	100%
	0%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	26
	4
	3.0
	0%
	25%
	50%
	25%
	 
	 
	 

	27
	4
	2.8
	25%
	25%
	0%
	50%
	 
	 
	 

	28
	4
	2.3
	25%
	50%
	0%
	25%
	 
	 
	 

	29a
	96
	2.3
	10%
	49%
	41%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	29b
	96
	1.9
	17%
	74%
	9%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	29c
	96
	1.9
	13%
	80%
	7%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	29d
	88
	2.7
	6%
	22%
	73%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30
	95
	1.3
	76%
	23%
	1%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	31
	93
	1.5
	54%
	46%
	0%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	32
	92
	1.8
	58%
	7%
	36%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	33
	86
	3.1
	7%
	33%
	3%
	57%
	 
	 
	 

	34
	95
	0.0
	20%
	8%
	1%
	4%
	66%
	 
	 

	35
	93
	2.3
	11%
	56%
	31%
	0%
	1%
	1%
	 

	36a
	93
	8%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	36b
	93
	8%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	37
	93
	1.9
	34%
	41%
	19%
	3%
	 
	 
	 

	38
	93
	2.0
	32%
	42%
	23%
	3%
	 
	 
	 

	39
	93
	3.1
	5%
	40%
	31%
	5%
	1%
	17%
	 

	40
	90
	2.5
	19%
	31%
	32%
	18%
	 
	 
	 

	41
	93
	2.2
	13%
	57%
	28%
	0%
	1%
	0%
	 

	42a
	93
	4%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	42b
	93
	4%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	43
	93
	1.8
	35%
	45%
	16%
	2%
	 
	 
	 

	44
	93
	1.7
	46%
	34%
	19%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	45
	92
	2.3
	16%
	40%
	37%
	7%
	 
	 
	 

	46
	92
	2.1
	23%
	42%
	33%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	47
	90
	2.6
	12%
	18%
	63%
	7%
	 
	 
	 

	48
	89
	2.2
	27%
	40%
	21%
	11%
	 
	 
	 

	49
	72
	1.7
	36%
	57%
	7%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	50
	72
	2.1
	10%
	71%
	18%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	51
	93
	3.4
	20%
	23%
	11%
	17%
	10%
	14%
	5%

	52
	93
	1.9
	34%
	39%
	26%
	1%
	 
	 
	 

	53
	93
	2.5
	13%
	33%
	44%
	10%
	 
	 
	 


Pre July 2005 

	 
	n
	Mean
	Responses

	 
	 
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6/X
	 

	1
	28
	1.3
	75%
	18%
	7%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	2
	28
	2.5
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	3
	28
	1.9
	46%
	21%
	32%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	4
	28
	34%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	5
	28
	1.6
	64%
	11%
	25%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	6
	28
	2.3
	21%
	39%
	25%
	14%
	 
	 
	 

	7
	27
	1.7
	59%
	15%
	26%
	0%
	 
	 
	 

	8
	28
	1.4
	64%
	29%
	7%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	9
	28
	3.7
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	10
	28
	1.6
	64%
	14%
	21%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	11
	28
	63%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	12
	28
	1.3
	79%
	14%
	7%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	13
	28
	1.2
	82%
	18%
	0%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	14
	28
	2.1
	36%
	39%
	4%
	21%
	 
	 
	 

	15
	28
	5.0
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	16
	28
	1.6
	50%
	43%
	7%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	17
	28
	49%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	18
	28
	1.2
	82%
	18%
	0%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	19
	28
	3.7
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	20
	28
	5.3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	21
	28
	2.3
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	22
	28
	1.3
	75%
	25%
	0%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	23
	27
	2.2
	30%
	41%
	7%
	22%
	 
	 
	 

	24
	27
	3.6
	7%
	7%
	7%
	78%
	 
	 
	 

	25
	2
	1.0
	100%
	0%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	26
	2
	1.5
	50%
	50%
	0%
	0%
	 
	 
	 

	27
	2
	1.5
	50%
	50%
	0%
	0%
	 
	 
	 

	28
	2
	4.0
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	 
	 
	 

	29a
	27
	2.4
	4%
	52%
	44%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	29b
	27
	2.0
	4%
	93%
	4%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	29c
	27
	2.0
	4%
	93%
	4%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	29d
	25
	2.7
	0%
	28%
	72%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	30
	26
	1.2
	88%
	8%
	4%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	31
	26
	1.4
	62%
	35%
	4%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	32
	27
	1.8
	59%
	0%
	41%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	33
	27
	3.6
	0%
	19%
	4%
	78%
	 
	 
	 

	34
	26
	0.0
	12%
	4%
	0%
	0%
	85%
	 
	 

	35
	25
	2.6
	8%
	60%
	16%
	4%
	0%
	12%
	 

	36a
	25
	12%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	36b
	25
	14%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	37
	25
	2.6
	20%
	28%
	24%
	28%
	 
	 
	 

	38
	25
	2.6
	16%
	32%
	28%
	24%
	 
	 
	 

	39
	25
	4.1
	4%
	24%
	20%
	8%
	0%
	44%
	 

	40
	25
	3.3
	8%
	4%
	36%
	52%
	 
	 
	 

	41
	25
	2.2
	8%
	60%
	32%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	 

	42a
	25
	4%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	42b
	25
	16%
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	43
	25
	2.3
	24%
	32%
	32%
	12%
	 
	 
	 

	44
	25
	2.2
	16%
	48%
	36%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	45
	24
	2.7
	13%
	33%
	25%
	29%
	 
	 
	 

	46
	24
	2.4
	17%
	29%
	54%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	47
	25
	3.2
	4%
	12%
	44%
	40%
	 
	 
	 

	48
	25
	3.2
	8%
	24%
	8%
	60%
	 
	 
	 

	49
	21
	2.1
	24%
	48%
	24%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	50
	21
	2.2
	5%
	67%
	29%
	 
	 
	 
	 

	51
	25
	4.1
	8%
	24%
	8%
	24%
	4%
	12%
	20%

	52
	25
	2.2
	28%
	20%
	52%
	0%
	 
	 
	 

	53
	25
	2.4
	12%
	36%
	52%
	0%
	 
	 
	 


� Calculated by percentage of projects which scored the same for both PRISM and assessment.  
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