Annex G: Questionnaire used and summary of results

SPREP- IWP QUESTIONNAIRE

GENERAL

1. What is your and responsibility area with respect to the IWP pilot projects?

2. What activities for the IWP pilots have you and your organization been directly involved with?

3. How long have you been working for or cooperating with the IWP?

4. Who are your primary counterparts and/or colleagues in the IWP?

PROJECT DESIGN (Relevance):

Relevance concerns whether the results, purpose and overall objectives of the project are in line with the needs of aspirations of the beneficiaries, and with the policy environment of the project.

1. How would you describe the pilot project objectives? 

2. Did the project objectives change during the course of the project?

3. How do the project objectives and purpose match your organisation’s objectives?

4. Was the pilot project relevant to community needs and environmental priorities?  

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION (Effectiveness):

Effectiveness describes how well the results achieved have furthered the achievement of the project purpose. 

1. Were the pilot project objectives achieved?

2. What were the main reasons why the objectives were or were not achieved?  

3. Are you aware of any particular issues that may have limited the effectiveness of project implementation? 

4. Did the pilot project make a positive impact on the community?  

5. Were the pollution reduction methodologies promoted  through the pilot project suitable to the economic and development situation of the persons served?  

6. Were there public awareness and outreach efforts? And how effective was the project in attracting public attention?  

7. Were the pilot project managers able to get companies and industries involved in problem solving efforts?   

8. Did the project succeed in building support and sponsorship from other local and international organizations? 

9. Were the local and state governments and community leaders supportive and involved in the pilot project?

PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION (Efficiency):

Efficiency concerns the relation between the result and means i.e. whether the process of transforming the means into results has been cost-effective.

1. Do you think the money that went into the pilot effort was worth it?  Do the ends justify the means? 

2. Were the project funds well managed? 

3. Was there good coordination and cooperation among the participants involved in the community project?

4. Did the project implementation team remain the same or was there a lot of staff turnover?

5. Were the activities carried out timely and according to work plans?

6. Was there good support for the project from the SPREP IWP management unit?

7. Are you aware of any financial, legal or other project implementation concerns with respect to IWP activities? 

8. If you could start over again, would you implement the pilot project differently? How? 

PROJECT IMPACT (Impact):

Impact concerns whether there has been a change towards the achievement of the overall objective as a consequence of the achievement of the results and specific objectives. Both intended and unintended impacts are reviewed.

1. What has happened as a consequence of the pilot project?

2. What practical improvements have there been as a result? 

3. Can the pilot project impacts be quantified? (e.g.. number of septic systems rehabilitated / replaced: increased amount of garbage picked up/separated/recycled: evidence of improvements in coastal fish populations and fresh water quality, etc.). 
4. How many people have directly benefited from the IWP pilot activities?

5. Did the pilot project help to influence environmental and development policies programs and plans in the community and across the island?

6. Did the IWP provide opportunities to work with neighbouring island states on common issues and problems?

PROJECT IMPACT (Sustainability):

Sustainability can be described as the degree to which the benefits produced by the project continue after the external assistance has come to an end.

1. Is the pilot effort continuing after the end of IWP funding? 

2. Have the lessons learned from the IWP pilots been shared with other communities and other island states in the region?

3. Have any of the pilot efforts been replicated in other communities? 

4. Are there efforts under way to find new sources of funding to continue and expand the activities that were started under the IWP pilots?

Results from the QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Audience and Method

The questionnaire was submitted by email to the PCU, NCs and key stakeholders in April 2006, four weeks prior to the start of the evaluation mission. A series of follow up emails were sent by the evaluation team, urging IWP project stakeholders to respond. The questionnaire went out to approximately 80 persons, including national coordinators, external consultants to the IWP, other members of the national task forces, regional representatives of NGOs and other identified key stakeholders. 15 questionnaires were filled in and returned (> 20% return rate). Some were submitted to the evaluation team during the evaluation mission. It was indicated to the respondents that their responses would be kept confidential, accordingly, respondent names have not been included in this annex. The breakdown on respondents is as follows: International Consultants: 3; Local Consultants: 3; NCs: 3; PCU Staff (former): 3; Local Officials: 2; NTF members: 1. 

2. Content of Responses

The responses were wide ranging, with some responders choosing to provide comments on each question, and others responding to only those they deemed directly pertinent to their involvement with the project. Some spent considerable time responding to the wide ranging and open ended questions. Others moved quickly through the exercise. Taken together, the questionnaire responses were useful in that they drew attention to issues that the evaluation team have deemed important, in terms of considering how the project was formulated and implemented. 
“Wide-ranging”, “overly-ambitious”, and “not well-defined” were some of the comments received about the IWP project document, and these problems were cited as complicating implementation, and were one reason the project took time to get up and running. One respondent indicated: 

“Lack of clarity and focus in the project document meant that considerable time was spent clarifying what the project was about in the initial stages”.

An issue that came up frequently during the evaluation mission was the structure developed for the project activities and the degree of autonomy accorded to each country effort. To the question: How would you describe the pilot project objectives? one respondent replied: 

“Confusing and it seems little room was left for countries to adopt changes to the objectives to meet their country needs”

Several respondents (and many of the persons interviewed) stressed the difficulty in implementing a project on such a large scale (14 countries stretched across distances wider than all of Europe) during such a short time (5 years). In response to the question: If you could start over again, would you implement the pilot project differently? How? one respondent mentioned:

“Narrow implementation to one or two pilots initially, and build out from that. Concepts and strategies were sound but capacity, both in PCU (to adequately service 14 countries) and at the national level (new approaches and ideas) handicapped potential for success”

Frequently during the mission, issues of traditional community and government jurisdiction and relationships arose. When asked the question: Are you aware of any particular issues that may have limited the effectiveness of project implementation?  one respondent noted: 

“Not following the communities’ traditional protocol. Any notification of visits by the team to the villages needs to be relayed to the village ‘Turagani koro” and ultimately to the chiefly household. Keeping the Turaga in the dark about the happenings and progress of the project can be taken to be a sign of disrespect”
3. Critique of the questionnaire effort:

· As developed, the questionnaire proved useful as an introduction to the project for the evaluators; however the general nature of the questions, the limited number of responses, and the variable level of detail in responses received means that the questionnaire could not be used as a tool for comparative analysis. 
· The effort to secure responses was insufficient. While the evaluation team sent numerous emails asking for responses, this was insufficient to motivate the PCU, NCs and other key stakeholders to make the effort to respond.  

4. Future efforts should consider to:

· Utilize a questionnaire format that includes both open and closed (forced-choice) formats, enabling some comparative analysis while still enabling respondents to freely express their opinions. 
· Post the questionnaires to respondents in hard copy as well as email to increase the response rate. 

· Receive agreement from the PCU to help with the questionnaire effort by urging their colleagues and contacts to respond to the evaluation team. 
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