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·  Annual Review  This document is the new template for the Annual Review. It is not protected in any way so may be used as different departments see fit. It is divided into five parts. (There is a separate form for Budgetary Support  / SWAPS). 

· For a full explanation of information required click the Template Guidance link on the top menu of Word.

See also notes for completion at end of this form.  

 Annual Review  Part A - Project Data 
	Project Short Title

	Coastal Rural Support Programme, Kenya (CRSP-K)


	Benefiting Country / Region

	Kenya- Coast Province
	MIS code

	031-508-014

	Current Project Officer Name

	Musabi Muteshi
	Approved Commitment

	£2,007,000

	Actual Start Date 
(dd/mm/yyyy)
	01/01/97
	Spend To Date

	£1,938,320

	Planned End Date 
(dd/mm/yyyy)
	31/5/2007
	Date of Review 

	28-29 March 2007


 Part B - Recommendations

	Summary of Recommendations

	Responsibility


	              
	

	1. Ensure better linkage between Community Development Plans, VDOs, Inter District Task Force and LASDAP, CDF, Youth Funds, and CACC processes, and push for greater transparency in the allocation of these funds.
	CRSP, VDOs, ITDF
[NOTE: Linkages between the community level institutions and the institutions managing devolved funds will be strengthened through continued sensitisation and capacity building of these institutions. Other than the direct focus on the committees, a more general civic education programme targeting the general citizenship is planned to enhance the demand for accountability of the institutions charged with the management of the funds.]

	2. If CRSP is determined to continue to seek to improve market access and commercialisation of activities, CRSP will need to bring in stronger technical expertise and work closely with commercial partners - such as Honey Care - who have more private sector experience.


	CRSP, AKF
[NOTE: CRSP(K) has recruited an enterprise development coordinator in order to enhance internal capacity. Also there is a process to identify private sector operators/development experts to form an advisory committee on enterprise development.]

	3. Revitalise area-wide fair for VDOs to share their knowledge and compete for prizes. 
	CRSP and VDOs

	4. Effective scaling-up of the community development organisations model may benefit from a better understanding where the obstacles lie in bringing on board the remaining two thirds of the households.
	CRSP

	5. Better monitoring of VDOs
	CRSP


Part C – Project Scoring Assessment

	Goal Statement

	Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIs)


	To achieve sustainable and equitable improvements in the livelihoods, of particularly the poor households by stimulating economic growth and social development in the programme area 
	1. Strengthened village level institutions for sustainable development

2. Improved food security 

3. Diversify enterprise opportunities for rural economic development.

4. Improved human and environmental health at household levels.


	Purpose Statement

	
	Progress

	Recommendations/Comments


	To develop and demonstrate an effective approach to community based rural development that is relevant more widely in the Coastal Province of Kenya
	PURPOSE INDICATORS:

1. Presence of strong village, and federations of village organizations, at the center of development interventions in the programme area.

2. Improved nutrition and general human well being, general reduction in the dependence on food aid during the hunger periods.

3. Presence of robust rural businesses, strong market linkages and increased household and community assets. 


	The project has helped create 190 VDOs many of which appear to be strong with focused participation from the community members. They create Community Development Plans as a strategic planning tool and a means to get funding. Women are very active and hold positions within governance structures.

Uptake of some of the agricultural technologies to help improve food security (e.g. rainwater harvesting and livestock) was strong whereas others were introduced too recently to make an evaluation.  But good evidence on reduced migration and dependence on charcoal. 

The project has successfully linked small percentage of the community to markets in specific areas such as honey production (less than 5% of population). Recent attempts to produce and develop markets for aloe and neem appear to be at an infancy stage with some challenges identified.
	The project should focus on its really successful area which is the village institutions, and have clearer objectives [I am not quite clear what is meant by this: generally, the community mobilisation component has quite clear objectives of building and strengthening strong VDOs which are able to represent community interests to other actors and thus address community development priorities] alongside community planning. This should then be streamlined with the LASDAP, CDF and other funding mechanisms.  The VDOs and IDTF should push hard for greater transparency over the allocation of these funds. [It should be noted that the issue of coordination of devolved funds is a national one. While CRSP(K) will continue advocating for the establishment of an institutional framework to help coordinate the resources and the planning, there is need for a policy push at the national level to establish instruments that will lead to the establishment of a legally recognised institution to coordinate the funds at district level].  
It is not clear that the project is or could significantly influence livelihood improvements [this is quite a broad statement – the impact study does show an improvement in livelihoods from both an income and an agricultural productivity perspective. Even on the enterprise front, the small additional revenues people are generating are significant for them because they are coming from a 0 base] especially enterprise opportunities were the approach looked far from robust.  It is a complex area and needs strong technical expertise and partnerships e.g. the Honey Care Africa (HCA). [The challenge in ASAL areas such as the one in which CRSP(K) operates is that not very clear opportunities exists to attract the attention of the private sector. The dispersed nature of the population makes logistical arrangements such as commodity bulking for purposes of marketing more complex than it would be in densely populated areas. While NGO-private sector partnerships such as the current arrangement with Honey Care offer an assured market for the produce, the private sector does not pay for the cost of organising the communities, which actually translates to a subsidy to the private sector.] 

2006 November rains were adequate and thus food stress was less apparent at the time of PCR.


	Purpose to Goal 


	The project has been successful in creating village level community organisations with about 30% of all household participating in the villages that are active. The VDOs are able to plan and prioritise development goals. There is still need to improve the linkages at the district level where a gap exists between the community planning process and the district planners (Inter District Task Force) and the LASDAP process [It should be noted that the improvement in planning has actually resulted in communities being able to access resources from a variety of other sources, not just CRSP(K) and government sources. Most of these resources have been used for public goods.]   Therefore, whilst community planning has undoubtedly improved, it is not clear that the livelihoods of the poorest have been sustainably improved. [I do not see how this last sentence connects to the rest of the paragraph. The impact study does show a degree of livelihoods improvement which I feel should be reflected here.]


	Project Purpose Rating - General / Overall progress assessment 
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	Justification
 [image: image2.bmp]            

The ability of some of the community organisations to present plans and receive sustainable sources of funding for some of their projects that they have prioritised augurs well for the approach used by CRSP. The sense of ownership and empowerment that some of the VDOs demonstrated suggest that they will continue to take a hands-on approach to their own development and task the authorities to fulfil their mandate towards providing services to the communities. Spill over effects of the project interventions into non-participating communities have been significant in cases of access to piped water and to a lesser extent for improvements in goat keeping and soil and water conservation measures.   


	State how far the project has helped to deliver the objectives of the Country Assistance Plan (where appropriate)


	The DFID K Country Assistance Plan goal is to help Government of Kenya implement ERS.  CRSP programme is contributing to implementation of ERS and is relevant to two CAP objectives:

· Strengthen citizens’ capacity to hold government accountable and responsive to needs.  The VDOs is beginning to play this role through interaction with government structures (CRSP’s out puts 1 & 2)

·  Promotion of sustainable economic development that benefits poor people.  Work on food security Small Farm Reservoir (SFR) and others contribute to this objective (CRSP’s outputs 3 – 8)


	Outputs

	Objectively Verifiable Indicators (OVIs)

	Progress

	Recommendations/

Comments

	Score


	1.1 Strengthen local and district institutions that manage rural development

1.1.1.      Communities actively engaged in community based development activities.

1.1.2.      Community level organizations (VDO, CBO, IG and DFRD structures) established, revitalized and functional.
	1.1.1a) 40 households participating in development interventions in each village.

1.1.2. a) 60 community based institutions demonstrating good self-governance.

1.1.2.b) 25 DFRD structures at various levels revitalized and responding to community needs.
	The 2006 review stated that the OVIs had largely been achieved and in some cases exceeded. The communities acknowledged the importance of CRSP in helping them build their capacity, networking and planning. Communities have thus been able to identify their needs, engage district authorities and focus resources on addressing priorities. 

	CRSP introduced an area-wide fair for VDOs to share their knowledge and compete for prizes. Revitalising this activity will have the potential of improving the VDOs that are less successful as the fair provides learning opportunities. More importantly, it can be a tool for focusing attention on the importance of community structures in driving development and ensuring sustainability after the project comes to an end. The communities themselves can be encouraged to help organise the fairs to lessen the logistical and cost burden on CRSP staff and build a level of community independence.


	1 

	1.2. Facilitate favourable policy environment at district level for democratic participation by community institutions

1.2.1.      Networking, linkages and scaling up of social organization integrated in the development process.

1.2.2.      Regular policy interaction between community organizations and other development stakeholders established
	1.2.1 a) 8 supra organizations at various levels able to mobilize internal and external resources independently

1.2.2 a) 12 community development plans able to leverage financial resources independent of CRSP(K

1.2.2 b) 20% of CRSP supported community organizations represented at various district development forums


	1.2.1 a) Supra organisations (SOs) have varied success accessing external resources such as Community Development Funds (CDF). Youth HIV/AIDS supra organisation has been trained in proposal writing but have not gone to the next stage (i.e. CACCSs) to source funds 

1.2.2 a) This target had been achieved by 2005. Most VDOs trained to create community development plans whose priorities tend to be health, water, education transport/roads. Some have been successful at leveraging external financial resources. Access to micro-credit schemes has enabled households (and some women) to increase their assets (poultry; goats) and improve household incomes. 

1.2.2 b) This target appears to have been met but there is still much work to do to link VDOs, CBP and LASDAP processes. 


	This is the key success of the programme and should be the focus going ahead with emphasis on streamlining and transparency of LATF and CDF funding. 

Where supra-organisations have a level of success accessing LATF or CDF funds it appears to have been dependent on having one of its own members or a CRSP member within the fund decision making body [This could also be viewed as a success: getting community representation into decision-making bodies]. This suggests a need for SOs to push for greater transparency within these funding bodies. There are successful models countrywide and even within the coast region where CDF project allocations are posted on public notice boards such as schools or community halls. VDOs need to focus on greater transparency of these funds [It would be good to recognise that these bodies can be politically motivated and there might be a limit to the amount of transparency that a VDO can succeed in pushing]. 

SOs need to build their confidence and be able to demonstrate their understanding of the cost of development projects in order to effectively challenge district authorities for inappropriate expenditures. Example of LATF KES 2 million funding for a road but community was not involved in the tender selection and thus unable to influence or audit the process. 
As per the 2006 review, SOs need to be less dependent on CRSP to ensure that communities have long term policy influence at the district level even after CRSP exits.
	2 

	2. Improved food security 

2.1. Productive Infrastructure that supports agricultural production developed.

2.1.1.      Productive physical water infrastructure developed, utilised and well maintained.

2.1.2.      Widespread utilisation of appropriate food security related technological innovations.
	2.1.1.a) Presence of technologically sound and appropriate infrastructure being used in the project area.

2.1.1.b) Water related structures widely used.

2.1.2.a) Presence of new food security related technologies.
	2.1.1.a) Four pipelines, four dams and 86 Small Farm Reservoirs (SFR) have been created since 1997.  Communities in villages with piped water have their household needs met. 

2.1.1.b) Some SFRs appeared to have been well maintained over a period of 2-4 years. There is awareness that revenue from the sale of water should only be used towards the communities’ water-related activities, such as maintenance, payment of water bills and salaries for water collectors (usually women).

2.1.2.a) Cassava bulking, growing several varieties on one plot, was a technology that had been introduced but the uptake in individual’s own plots was not demonstrated. Crop planting technologies had been adopted  by some communities


	Water storage is critical in low/unpredictable rainfall areas. The project’s initial focus on water pipelines for 13 villages was expensive and unsustainable. Villages have an average of 1000 inhabitants. Small plot allocations have meant small SFRs which serve about 5-6 households (with each household having on average 7 members). The ability to scale up this technology is thus limited which has implications for the community’s livelihoods as they are largely dependent on irrigation and water for livestock. There has also been a shift from using labour (cash-for-work) to dig SFRs to machinery. The cost implications for long term maintenance of machinery can be a burden on the community. [It would be good to mention that limited options for ensuring access to water given the overall limited water availability, the way communities are dispersed and land ownership trends. There is no silver bullet – a lot of small interventions are needed and it is likely to be costly.] Previous review recommended accessing local, as opposed to community funds, for water projects but this not clear if this has been achieved yet. [CRSP is currently focusing its capacity building for water committees on proposal writing and technical assistance in terms of developing bills of quantities. The committees then are linked to the Water Services Board for funding from the Water Services Trust Fund. The Sengeza Water Pipeline project has already accessed funding through this process].  
Use of women as water collectors is a positive aspect of the project as it helps increase overall household incomes. The process of selection should be seen to be transparent and fair without favour to a particular clan or family as this could cause tensions within the village. Rotating of water collectors gives more women the opportunity to make an income.


	2

	2.2.  Crops and livestock based production increased and diversified

2.2.1.      Incomes from crop and livestock production increased. 

2.2.2.      Wide spread adoption of appropriate agro-technologies.


	2.2.1 a) 50 community groups with improved goat or chicken breeding programs.

2.2.1. b) 50 community groups with demonstrable improved crop production techniques through the use of farmer-trainers.

2.2.1. c) Demonstrable improvements in cash income from livestock or crop sales, or in utilization of existing income because of improved agro-technology, from 75% of the supported groups.

2.2.2. a) Appropriate technologies in use by 75% of the supported groups.
	2.2.1 a) About 42% of the households are involved in goat improvement programmes with a third of them recording significant improvements in productivity and two thirds recording an improve in income. The introduction of the high yielding Galla goat has helped poorer household improve their indigenous variety. Approx. 17% were involved in the poultry improvement programme.

2.2.1 b) The absolute number of households reached remained small but of those reached by CRSP 78% recorded little to significant improvements in production. Approximately 30% of households participate in CRSP interventions and of these, an average of 15% partake in interventions aimed at improving vegetable crop production. Community uptake in crop production techniques varies by crop with a high of 42% of CRSP households using CRSP interventions for eggplant and a low of under 5% for onions tomatoes and cabbages. 

2.2.1 c) High value crops (Eggplant, Kale, tomatoes, chilli peppers) produced moderate to significant income improvements (increase of 68.2%) for farmers but again, few farmers participated. Communities with access to SFRs were best able to diversify their crop production through irrigation.

2.2.2 a) Farmer Field Schools (FFS) have been created in conjunction with government extension staff but community participation remains low. [(Each farmer field school serves 20-30 farmers. In addition to the FFS approach, CRSP(K) uses general village trainings to reach out to farmers who are not members of a field school]. 


	 The participation of households in CRSP interventions was low partly due to a limited amount of funding for the size of the population within the defined project area, but the impact for those who participated was moderate to high.

The project has recorded an increase from 78.6% to 90.1% in number of households owning livestock over the 9 year life of the project, but an overall decrease in livestock numbers due to drought and disease.


	3

	3.      Diversify enterprise opportunities for rural economic development.

3.1. Access to markets and business services enhanced.

3.2. Agro-oriented enterprises developed and promoted.

3.1.1 Market and business services linkages developed.

3.1.2 Business service providers facilitated.

3.2.1. Communities engaged in tested and viable income generation activities.
	3.1.1a) Demonstrable market access improvement and BDS facilitation in two established sub-sectors of the region.

3.2.1 a) Producer groups (sub-set of community) demonstrating effective income improvement for members.

3.2.1 b) Agro-oriented producer groups active in production and marketing within an additional three sub-sectors.


	3.1.1a)  BDS provision remains a challenge for the community to pay for. The recent creation (June 2006) of entrepreneurial trader groups by CRSP has helped provide communities with limited market access for cottage aloe and neem products.             

3.2.1 a) Honey production has been profitable for the few participating households. Community production of hives (Kenya Top Bar) has reduced the cost to farmers and helped them retain more of their incomes.
3.2.1 b) Group production of aloe and neem products begun in mid 2006. There remain operational (productive capacity), marketing (access to markets) and financial problems. Contract arrangements with ICIPE’s Biop programme have the potential to encourage farmers to invest time and resources in growing the inputs. Groups making soap did not seem able to access outside markets and appeared to be competing with individual soap makers in local markets. (High returns seemed possible for well-connected individuals who could make a profit of KES 8,100 ($120) per month during a given season).

CRSP has plans to introduce vanilla production long term which includes a complimentary tree product that can be harvested for bio-fuel and used in soil conservation.

	CRSP need to consider viability of this objective going forward [see my comments in the body of my e-mail]  

If they decide to continue, CRSP may need to help link communities with a guaranteed buyer to replicate the success of Honey Care. The challenge is also to get more households to participate in these activities.
	3 

	4.       Improved human and environmental health at household levels. (updated in collaboration with CHD - AKF EA, September, 2004.)

4.1.   Water related sanitation status of households improved.

4.2.   Capacity of community level institutions to manage environmental health improved.

4.1.1        To foster linkages between the community groups and NGOs who support construction of water and sanitation facilities.

4.1.2.      To promote awareness on use of VIP latrines, water tanks, bath shelters, dish racks, refuse pits, and incinerators in project areas.

4.1.3.      To promote use of safe drinking water.

4.2.1.      To strengthen community level institutions to manage environmental health.
	4.1.a) Reduction in waterborne diseases.

4.2.1a) Improved general child and adult home care.

4.2.1b) Improved household nutrition.

4.2.2.a) Widespread adoption of new health improvement devices.

4.3.1a) Reduced rates practices such as widow inheritance, communal utilization of one knife for circumcision, and treatment aids.
	This activity was removed to the health programme under the Aga Khan Foundation and was therefore not assessed in the PCR.      
     
	
	

	4.2.   Capacity of community level institutions to manage environmental health improved.

4.2.1.      To strengthen community level institutions to manage environmental health.
	4.2.1a) Improved general child and adult home care.
	See 4 above The review did not focus on this area as the last review recommended it should not be an activity of the CRSP


	
	

	4.3.   Improvements in cultural practices that contribute to HIV/AIDS infection rates.

4.3.1.      To promote cultural practices and attitudes that reduce HIV/AIDS infection rates.
	4.3.1a) Reduced rates practices such as widow inheritance, communal utilization of one knife for circumcision, and treatment aids.
	As in 4 above, this activity was to be removed from the project. CRSP however continues to include members of an un-funded volunteer HIV/AIDS youth supra-group in CRSP community activities. The group encourages voluntary testing and gives messages on cultural practices that contribute to HIV/AIDS (esp. CACCs).

 
	CRSP should work more closely with the youth group to help them to source funds from the vast pool that is currently available for HIV/AIDS related work both from GoK as well as USA funding
	

	
	
	
	
	


	Project Outputs Rating - General / Overall progress assessment 
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	Justification
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	While the outputs have several ratings of 3, the importance of the community organisations has been more heavily weighted as this is considered to be the most significant output of the project. 


	Purpose Attribution
 [image: image5.bmp]

	The purpose is to some degree attributed to project outputs. Many of the project outputs concern primary production in agriculture and there is progress towards achieving them.  The pillar of the project is community empowerment to take charge of development including influencing district plans.  Community empowerment is the most successful part of the project.


Part D – Risk Management  The risk level for the project should be reassessed during Annual Reviews. 

	Risk Category[image: image6.bmp]

	Medium risk to high risk 

	Has the Risk Category changed since the last review? If so explain why.


	Yes. The project is now aiming to work in an area that has been one of its biggest challenges since 2003, improving market access, while at the same time it also looks for new funding sources. 

	New risks identified


	The election presents a risk and an opportunity for the community organisations and can be used to advocate for funds (e.g. youth, women) that can then be used to benefit the communities at large. It is also an opportunity to bring in or return candidates that have worked to develop their communities.

Food security measures need to remain a focus of the project and uptake of dryland crops as a protective measure for the community needs more of a focus.

CRSP has identified a diverse array of funders going forward including funds from AKF Canada which could dilute CRSP control. [I would like to not include this last sentence as AKF tends to be very careful about how it accepts funds – that is, we do not accept funds if we feel it will influence internally-set priorities. We see the multi-donor funding arrangement as a strength, as it reduces reliance on a single donor and therefore protects the programme].
[Something about drought could be added here.]

	Action being taken to monitor / manage risks
   

	       CRSP continues to build the capacities of the communities to engage more effectively with government which should include the monitoring of government budgets and expenditure. 



	Recommended changes to plans or management strategies in respect of project associated risks


	CRSP may need to identify and work more closely with a partner that can help it improve on the area of market access while building on CRSP’ s strength in building community organisations.
There may be a need to guard against the risk of communities to be dependent on the staff of CRSP to be their link to GoK and to speak on their behalf.

Management of the funding partners’ expectations as relates to project control is key to ensuring that each funder does not exert excessive control over project outputs.   


	Does the Logframe Require Revision? 


	No, updated late 2005. As this review marks the completion of the project, the change in the Logframe will not take place. The Aga Khan Foundation has noted this (on Output 4) recommended change at the policy level while recognising that it has not yet filtered down to the field.


	Do the PIMS Markers Require Revision? [Mandatory for projects approved prior to 01/04/1998] 


	No


	Method of Scoring – state the team composition, the methods used to conduct the review, how the scoring was agreed upon,  and whether partners and stakeholders were involved
. [image: image7.bmp]

	The review was taken by two DFID staff members, Musabi Muteshi and Eddie Rich. It covered a two day field visit meeting village development organisations, members of the inter-district task force and seeing activities on the ground, as well as a thorough reading of background documents. A debriefing session with the CRSP team and AKF staff discussed scoring criteria. 


Part E – Lessons Learned You can no longer input general lessons learned. You need to specify at least one of the categories of lessons learned in sections 1,2 and 3 below.
	Lessons learned, and suggested dissemination.
[image: image8.bmp]

	1. Working with Partners
	If it plans to continue with its market access objective, CRSP needs to identify a (commercial) partner that can help it take its new strategy forward.

	2. Best Practice / Innovation
	CRSP has successfully demonstrated the need for communities to come together to form groups that can direct development from the bottom up and link with local authority planning systems.

	3. Project / Programme Management
	The programme goals and activities were very broad in scope and needed to be more focused to get better results from the identified outputs


	Key Issues / Points of information


	      The economic challenges facing the communities remain areas of concern and CRSP needs to focus on linking the LASDAP process with Community Development Planning to address this. The lack of a baseline at the beginning of the project has made it difficult to effectively review progress but the 2006 Impact study, internally commissioned by the Aga Khan Foundation, did provide some data which has been used in this PCR.


	If appropriate, please comment on the effectiveness of the institutional relationships involved with the project

(e.g. comment on processes and how relationships have evolved)


	     CRSP has the support of the communities and the district authorities and is thus able to work in the province. At provincial level, CRSP(K) is a member of the Agriculture Steering Committee


	What key documentary evidence is available to support the conclusions of this report? List any supporting documents annexed to this report.


	Aga Khan Foundation, The Impact of CRSP(K) 1997-2006, March 17, 2007 (Survey Coordinator, Laila Kassam); 

CRSP(K) Assessment of Village Development Organisations – 2006. 

OPR and narrative 2006, 2005, 2004; 

2005, 2006 Financial Reports


·        Notes for completion Where ratings are required please consider the following:

1. = Likely to be completely achieved. The outputs /purpose are well on the way to completion (or completed)

2. = Likely to be largely achieved. There is good progress towards purpose completion and most outputs have been achieved, particularly the most important ones.

3. = Likely to be partly achieved. Only partial achievement of the purpose is likely and/or achievement of some outputs.

4. = Only likely to be achieved to a very limited extent. Purpose unlikely to be achieved but a few outputs likely to be achieved.
5. = Unlikely to be achieved. No progress on outputs or purpose

X. = It is impossible to say whether there has been any progress towards the final achievement of outputs or purpose. This score should not be used unless they meet at least one of the following criteria:

· Project is postponed because of conflict

· External Constraints

· Recruitment delays

Other reasons:  contact PRISM support
Note for subsequent annual reviews you should not be using X unless you can justify using this X rating, it is unusual for projects running for 3 years or more to be scored X.

· Once the review is completed a small subset of the data gathered must be entered into PRISM for analysis purposes. There is an online form within PRISM for entering this data. Under the Enter a Review screen / link click the ‘Add Performance Review Online’ link. The mandatory parts required on the Online screen are marked on this form with an asterisk *.

Dates should be entered in the format dd/mm/yyyy e.g. 24/08/2004 . 
�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Copy and paste the Short Programme Title of the activity from the Project Search Screen, or the latest Project Header Sheet.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Type in the name of the country/region benefiting from this activity.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Type in the 9 digit miscode for this activity. Some may have just 6 digits, so make sure you have used the correct combination. You can refer to the Project Search Screen or latest Project Header Sheet to double check.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 2���Type in the name of the current DFID project officer.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 2���Type in the total Approved Commitment value. This can be found in the Project Search Screen under the Financial Data section, or on the latest Project Header Sheet.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Type in the Actual Start Date of this support. This is the actual start date, which appears in the Project Search Screen. Dates should be entered in the format dd/mm/yyyy e.g. 24/08/2004


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 2���Type in the Expenditure to date figure, which can be found in the Project Search Screen under the Financial Data section.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��This is the Planned End Date used on the latest Project Header Sheet, the date is also available on the Project Search Results Screen for this activity. Dates should be entered in the format dd/mm/yyyy e.g. 24/08/2004


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 2���Type in the date the review took place, which is final day (date) of the review mission. The next annual review due for this activity will become effective exactly 12 months after the date you have input for this review.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 3���Type in here the summary recommendations made at the review.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 3���Type in here the name of the person who will action the recommendations.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���Type in the description of the Goal from the Logical Framework.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Type in the Objectively Verifiable Indicators, which can be found in the logical framework, that are linked to the Goal Statement.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���Type in the Purpose of the Activity, details are found on the Project Header Sheet or Logical Framework or from the project search screen.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���Type in the details of the progress made against each of the Purpose OVIs.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���Type in the recommendations or comments related to the progress. Explain if progress is not as planned, provide time bound action points by DFID or other stakeholders.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���Type in comments on how far the extent to which Purpose to Goal assumptions are being met. How far has the achievement of the Purpose objective is contributing to, or will contribute to, the project goal.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Type in score of either 1,2,3,4,5,or X. 


1= Likely to be completely achieved. The outputs /purpose are well on the way to completion (or completed). 


2= Likely to be largely achieved. There is good progress towards purpose completion and most outputs have been achieved, particularly the most important ones. 


3= Likely to be partly achieved. Only partial achievement of the purpose is likely and/or achievement of some outputs. 


4= Only likely to be achieved to a very limited extent. Purpose unlikely to be achieved but a few outputs likely to be achieved. 


5= Unlikely to be achieved. No progress on outputs or purpose. 


X= It is impossible to say whether there has been any progress towards the final achievement of outputs or purpose. This score should not be used unless they meet at least one of the following criteria: a)Project is postponed because of conflict  b)External Constraints c)Recruitment delays. For any other reasons contact PRISM support.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���Type in the reasons for the rating/score you have selected ie) the number of outputs on track, strong project management, supportive external/enabling environment etc. What is the likelihood at the moment that the purpose of the activity will be fulfilled at the end of the project.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���Show how the project contributes to the CAP objectives and how far it is helping to deliver these.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���Type in the individual Outputs from the logical framework


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Type in the Objectively Verifiable Indicators, ie. the achievement indicators, which can be found in the logical framework, that are linked to each Output.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���Type in the details of the progress made against each of the Output OVIs.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���Type in Recommendations or comments related to the Progress. Explain if progress is not as planned, provide time bound action points by DFID or other stakeholders.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 4���Type in the score each Output has achieved. Then summarise these ratings as one overall score below (Project Output Rating Section below)


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Type in score of either 1,2,3,4,5,or X. 


1= Likely to be completely achieved. The outputs /purpose are well on the way to completion (or completed). 


2= Likely to be largely achieved. There is good progress towards purpose completion and most outputs have been achieved, particularly the most important ones. 


3= Likely to be partly achieved. Only partial achievement of the purpose is likely and/or achievement of some outputs. 


4= Only likely to be achieved to a very limited extent. Purpose unlikely to be achieved but a few outputs likely to be achieved. 


5= Unlikely to be achieved. No progress on outputs or purpose. 


X= It is impossible to say whether there has been any progress towards the final achievement of outputs or purpose. This score should not be used unless they meet at least one of the following criteria: a)Project is postponed because of conflict  b)External Constraints c)Recruitment delays. For any other reasons contact PRISM support.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 5���Type in the reasons for the rating/score you have selected and a narrative giving the likelihood at the moment that the outputs of the activity will be fulfilled at the end of the project.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��State how far achievement of project purpose can be attributed to delivery of the project outputs


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 6���Review the risk status of the project by looking at the impact and probability of goal and purpose risks. Type in either High, Medium or Low as appropriate.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Please state what the Risk Category was previously and why it has changed.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 6���Consider if there are any new risks that have been assessed during the review and rank them according to impact and probability.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 6���Type in details of what action is being taken to monitor/manage the risks.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 6 Type in your comments here���


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 6���Type in here details if logical framework was revised during annual review, attach old and new version to this review, highlighting changes. Or comment if current logical frame remains unchanged.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 6���Type in here if the review team agrees to amend the PIMS markers, if so you will need to complete a revised Project Header Sheet that needs to be approved at the appropriate level.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 7���Type in your comments here.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��The objective of this is to capture important practical lessons that can be applied and shared for future programme and project management.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 7���Type in your comments here.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 7���Type in your comments here.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 7���Type in your comments here.





Annual Review V1.1







Annual Review   V1.1







Page 16

[image: image9.png][image: image10.png]