Evaluation of Project Performance

Evaluation criteria have been established and agreed in order to judge how the degree of risk associated with a project during the course of its implementation.  The performance criteria are as follows:
· <90% of key target outputs to date have been achieved (includes key outputs such as surgeries and refractions as well as total outputs) as specified in the project LogFrame.
· <90% of target budget expenditure to date has been spent as specified in the project budget.
· A stated key qualitative objective is not being met (e.g. project sustainability or surgical quality is low).
· A project fails to demonstrate a credible plan[footnoteRef:1] for dealing with an ongoing management issues (e.g. increases to anticipated unit costs that could affect a project’s outputs) [1:  Whilst lack of a credible plan can add to a project’s risk, on the other hand, the presence of a credible, articulated plan to deal with the other risk issues identified may serve to reduce an overall project’s risk-level.] 


An overall, risk classification is then given as per the table below

Table 1: Risk Classification

	Risk Level
	Explanation

	0
	No performance risk criterion applies to the project

	1
	One performance risk criterion applies to the project

	2
	Two performance risk criteria apply to the project

	3
	Three or more performance risk criteria apply to the project

	4
	Four or more performance risk criteria apply to the project

	4W
	‘W’ stands for ‘warning’.  A status reserved for project that is consistently marked as level 4 risk or where there is evidence of misappropriation of funds, corruption or gross mismanagement.



Risk will also be considered on a cumulative basis so that if a project is classified as low risk for the same reason for two consecutive reporting periods and no credible plan has been put in place to address the issue identified, the overall project risk level may be upgraded to reflect this.  However, Seeing is Believing also recognises that projects take time to settle into their project plans, particularly in the first year and so a more flexible approach to risk assessment will be taken in the first year.

Risk will be evaluated on the basis of information contained in project reports, updates received following IAPB or Bank visits to the project, or interim and ad hoc reports received from NGOs.  If a project has a material implementation project, NGOs are advised to inform IAPB as soon as possible.

Escalation of Project Performance Risks and Responses

According to the risk classification for a given project, the following framework for escalation and response is proposed (see table below). 

Every update to the risk level of a project will be shared with the country CEO and the NGO carrying out the project.  The risk profile of projects will be monitored closely by the SiB Programme Committee and mitigating actions decided.  Key decisions regarding mitigating responses may be referred by the SiB Programme Committee to the SiB Management Committee (see section on mitigating responses below).

Table 2: Escalation Procedures

	Risk Level
	Procedure

	0
	· Normal project monitoring

	1
	· IAPB to pick up issue with NGO and formulate plan of action to resolve
· Standard Chartered Bank (SCB) Group Seeing is Believing team (Group SiB) to inform SCB Country Corporate Affairs team (Country CA) head of risk level

	2
	· IAPB to pick up issue with NGO and formulate plan of action to resolve
· Standard Chartered Bank (SCB) Group Seeing is Believing team (Group SiB) to inform SCB Country Corporate Affairs team (Country CA) head of risk level
· IAPB and Group SiB to agree mitigating actions if necessary (to be logged in project risk register)

	3
	· IAPB to pick up issue with NGO and formulate plan of action to resolve
· Group SiB to inform Country CA head of risk level
· IAPB and Group SiB to agree mitigating actions as appropriate (to be logged in project risk register)
· NGO in country to provide update on project risk and how being addressed to Bank locally as well as IAPB.
· SiB Programme Committee to review mitigating actions at next meeting

	4
	· NGO to move to augmented reporting.
· IAPB and Group SiB to put in place mitigating actions urgently
· Group SiB to inform Country CA head of risk level
· SCB Local Country CEO (or CEO delegate) to meet with Country Manager of NGO to address issue and discuss mitigation options.  SCB CEO to provide report to Programme Committee.
· Referral of project to SiB Programme Committee at next meeting for review of mitigating actions and decide whether the response needs to be escalated to the SiB Management Committee.

	4W
	· NGO given formal warning that funding may be terminated
· Bank/IAPB to organise audit visit to the project to determine whether there are grounds for terminating funding
· Decision about whether to continue funding to be reviewed at the next SiB Management Committee.



Mitigating responses

Seeing is Believing fully recognises the professional integrity and ethics of its partner organisations and expects that NGO partners will have their own plans in place to address implementation issues.  However, where a project is classified as having a risk level of ‘1’ or above, IAPB and Standard Chartered reserve the right to initiate mitigating responses.  Wherever possible, mitigating responses will be agreed with the NGO but in rare and serve circumstances, IAPB and the Bank may take independent action where it is deemed necessary to guarantee the faithful use of donor funds and/or the reputation of Seeing is Believing, Standard Chartered or IAPB.  Mitigating actions will be reviewed by the SiB Programme Committee and sometimes, the SiB Management Committee.

 Mitigating responses include but need not be limited to the responses outlined in the Table 3 below.  
1

[bookmark: _Toc333252602]Table 3: Schedule of possible mitigating responses

	Type 
	Response
	What is it?
	When used?

	Response envisages no change to funding or outputs
	Agreed budget adjustment (letter of variation)
	· A variation to the agreed project plan that does not affect funding or outputs (e.g. reallocation between budget lines).  
	· Required when there is a shift of budget across budget lines greater than 10% of value of budget line

	
	No cost extension
	· An extension of the project in time at no extra cost to SiB that will enable the project to meet its outputs
	· Typically used when project has suffered from initial delays but where these delays do not raise material issues for the budget structure or output plan

	
	Temporary funding freeze
	· Funding draw downs to NGOs may be put on temporary hold until an issue is resolved or clarification is given in a report
	· When a report is not clear
· When the NGO may need time to resolve an internal issue (e.g. local office problems, etc.)

	Response envisages a change to outputs but not funding
	Agreed output adjustment (letter of variation)
	· A variation to the agreed project plan that does not affect funding but may affect the planned level of outputs
	· When a project is unable to hit its outputs and a no cost extension is not feasible but SiB/IAPB deem it worth continuing to the fund the project
· May be due to planning issues or unanticipated changes in cost of providing services
· Used if output reduction is <10%

	Reporting/ Audit related
	Augmented reporting
	· Bi-monthly written updates outlining how identified risks are being resolved
	· When a project is marked risk level 3

	
	Audit visit
	· An audit visit carried out by either IAPB or the Bank to assess project issues
	· When a project is marked risk level 3W

	Response envisages a change to funding

	Funding reduction (letter of variation)
	· An agreed reduction of funding to the project in response to reduction of planned outputs
	· When a project’s outputs are reduced without a clear justification or explanation or where the output reduction is >10%

	
	Funding termination
	· A complete cessation of funding to the project
	· When a project is consistently graded at level 3 without demonstrable signs of improvement after NGO has been put on warning.
· Where there is evidence of misappropriated resources, corruption, or gross incompetence.



