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Effectiveness of Auckland Council’s
post-implementation review process

1 Post-implementation reviews (PIRs) evaluate how well a project has been
managed and whether the benefits of that project have been achieved. They are
an important part of an organisation’s performance management framework,
providing information about performance and lessons for future projects. PIRs
also provide assurance that a project is achieving its intended objectives.

2 We reviewed the process Auckland Council (the Council) used for carrying out the
PIRs of two of its projects — “Contact Centre Consolidation” and “Libraries Fit for
the Future”. For each project, we looked at how effective, fair, and balanced the
PIR process was. We commend the Council for supporting a strong performance
management culture by carrying out PIRs.

3 We provide details of our findings in Appendix 1, and a suggested post-
implementation review checklist in Appendix 2.

4 Our work is carried out under section 104 of the Local Government (Auckland
Council) Act 2009, which requires the Auditor-General to review the service
performance of the Council and each of its council-controlled organisations from
time to time.

Our main findings

5 The two PIRs we reviewed were largely run and managed well. They resulted in
balanced, high-quality, and timely reports to the Mayor’s office.

6 The process used for carrying out the PIRs was robust and followed good practice
guidance. The planning and fieldwork was effective, which meant that relevant
evidence was collected.

7 Staff carrying out the PIRs (PIR teams) understood their roles and responsibilities.
Management oversight and quality assurance of the PIR processes and findings
were appropriate.

8 There were some matters that, in our view, could be improved. We address these
in our recommendations below.

Recommendations

9 Based on our review of the two PIRs, we have made the following
recommendations for the Council:
« Further develop internal PIR capacity and capability, particularly for report writing.
« Where appropriate, use staff with knowledge of the council service being
reviewed to help plan the PIR fieldwork, more easily source information, and
provide context.
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+ Review the PIR process to ensure that resource planning and timelines are
appropriate to the size and nature of the review.

Implement a more consistent approach to taking notes for interviews that
clearly groups evidence against the relevant line of inquiry.

+ Improve communication between the PIR team and the council service being
reviewed. This is to ensure that there is a transparent approach that keeps
everyone informed of the PIR’s progress.

Put a process in place to identify lessons learned from the PIR, which can be
applied to future PIRs.

We encourage the Council to implement these recommendations, to develop
a more effective and efficient PIR process that will be useful, deliver strong
performance information, and be sustainable for future PIRs.

Introduction

The Council proposed to carry out four PIRs in 2018 in response to requests from
the Mayor’s office. The Mayor’s office wanted an overview of the significant
projects that had made changes to some of the Council’s services and been
completed in 2017. These were:

- Contact Centre Consolidation;
- Libraries Fit for the Future;
Community Facilities; and

Regulatory Future Shape.

The Council postponed the PIRs of Community Facilities and Regulatory Future

Shape projects until 2019. This was because changes were taking place in these
services and the Council considered that it was not the right time to carry out a
PIR for these projects. The PIRs of Contact Centre Consolidation and Libraries Fit
for the Future have been completed.

To ensure that our findings are reported in a timely way and lessons are able to be
shared with the Council, we are reporting our assessment of the two completed
PIRs (Contact Centre Consolidation and Libraries Fit for the Future).

We are not intending to assess the postponed PIRs because, in our view, we
have enough evidence from the two completed PIRs to support our findings and
recommendations.
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What we reviewed

We carried out an independent review of the Council’s PIR process to establish
whether it is a fair and balanced approach to assessing project implementation.

Our approach consisted of:

regular contact and discussion with the two PIR teams throughout all stages of
the process;

- observing the planning and set-up meetings for each PIR;

+ observing the desk-based assessment of project documents carried out for
each PIR, including the use and understanding of performance information;

observing a selection of interviews and focus groups;

observing advisory group challenge meetings, where PIR teams analysed and
assessed evidence to make conclusions;

+ assessing planning documentation, interview notes, and the draft and final
reports; and

interviewing the PIR teams and those with sponsorship, governance, and
management roles after the reviews were completed.

What we did not review

We have not commented on the implementation of the projects because this is
the purpose of the PIRs. Although we refer to the PIRs’ main findings, our focus is
on the PIR process.

For our review of the PIR process, we were not able to look at all parts of the
process. For example, we did not observe all the interviews that took place. We
focused on aspects of the PIR process that we considered would provide sufficient
assurance for assessing the effectiveness of the PIR process.

Our expectations

We expected the PIRs to evaluate whether the projects have achieved their
intended objectives.

To do this, we expected:

the PIRs to be appropriately planned and clearly scoped, and that there would
be a clear and effective process to carry them out;

the PIRs to be done at an appropriate time, and timelines and review
milestones to be met;

enough resources to be allocated to carry out the PIRs within agreed timelines;
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+ the PIRs to be carried out by staff who have the requisite independence,
experience, and expertise;

- roles and responsibilities for PIR teams, sponsors, governance, and
management to be clear and effective;

- effective and appropriate quality assurance processes;

- effective collection and analysis of all relevant PIR evidence;

+ PIR reports that reflect the evidence collected; and

+ lessons learned from the projects and the PIR process to be used to make
improvements.

Process used for post-implementation reviews

In our view, the Council had an effective process in place to carry out the PIRs. The
Council prepared a process that was based on previous internal reviews and had
been refined using lessons from other reviews. The process also incorporated good
practice guidance from consultants and published research (see Figure 1).

Figure 1
Auckland Council’s six-phase process for carrying out post-implementation
reviews of projects

Auckland Council’s six phases for carrying out a post-implementation review of a project are:
mobilisation and discovery, desk-top assessment, conduct interviews, draft report, review and
feedback, and finalise report. Each phase has a specified timeline.

Phase 1: Phase 2: Phase 3: Phase 4: Phase 5: Phase 6:
Mobilisation Desk-top Conduct Draft report Review and [@Finalise report
and discovery M assessment interviews feedback

1 week 4 weeks 3 weeks 4 weeks 3 weeks 1 week
Mobilisation Desk-top Conduct Draft report Review and  Finalise report

and discovery  assessment interviews feedback
« Confirm scope, + Review - Develop - Consolidate - Socialise draft - Finalise report
key dates, and documentsand  interview initial findings  report with for Sponsor, ELT,
time frames. information questions. into draft stakeholders. APR, and
- ldentify received. - Interview key report. - Revise draft Mayor's office.
stakeholders. « Analyse stakeholders - Validate initial  report based on
« [dentify customer data @ findings with initial feedback.
resources and and develop - Sponsor stakeholders. - Send working
accountabilities.  insights. - Project Director . complete first  draft to Mayor’s
- Identify risks - Identify gaps. '?U i B G office.
. . eam N
and mitigation - Request any - el e - Revise draft
strategies. further leaders based on
* Request information. -PSA Mayor’s office
documents. - Customers. feedback.
- Confirm + Consolidate - Finalise report
interviewees. interview for Sponsor, ELT,
findings. and Mayor’s
office.

Source: Adapted from Auckland Council.
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We spoke with the Council about adding a seventh phase to the six-phase process
that would identify lessons from the PIR process. These lessons could then be used
to improve future PIRs. The Council informed us that, even though there was not a
formal seventh phase, lessons from the first PIR were applied to the second PIR.

Each phase in the PIR process has a specified timeline (for example, Phase 1

has a timeline of one week). However, there was not enough understanding of
how much time was needed to complete each phase. The PIR teams told us that
timelines for each phase of the process were tight, although overall deadlines for
reporting to the Mayor’s office were met. Project milestones were delayed in some
instances, and some timelines had to be reset.

We investigated the reasons for these delays and were informed that some PIR
team members had only recently joined the Council and took longer to become
familiar with the process and the council service that they were reviewing. The
timelines for the process did not take into account the complexity of each council
service, the individual circumstances of PIR teams, or the time needed to complete
each review. As a result, the tight timelines put PIR team members under pressure
but they were able to complete the work. Timelines were also adjusted to
compensate for underestimating the time needed to complete the PIRs.

Planning meetings

Planning meetings between the PIR teams, sponsors, governors, advisors, and
managers were held before the reviews were started. In these meetings, the
PIR team leader clearly communicated the approach to be taken.

The two PIR teams agreed on the scope of their respective reviews during
these planning meetings. The teams agreed to focus on whether the objectives
described in the business case for each project had been achieved.

These planning meetings were important to ensure that everyone involved
understood the scope of the PIRs. This limited the risk of the PIR going beyond
scope and also ensured that all members of the PIR teams had clear expectations
of what the PIR aimed to achieve.

The planning meetings outlined five questions for each PIR:

Are the identified financial and non-financial metrics and customer and
community benefits being realised?

+ Have any risks or issues emerged?
« Are follow-up projects required?
Is the outcome having a positive effect on our customers and communities overall?

Are the outcomes improving trust and confidence in the Council?
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Timing of the post-implementation reviews

The Contact Centre Consolidation and Libraries Fit for the Future projects were
both completed in 2017. The Mayor’s office requested the PIRs to be completed by
30 June 2018.

We questioned whether enough time had passed to fairly assess whether the
projects had met their objectives. However, the PIR teams and others involved did
not consider it too early to start the review the process. Having observed the PIR
process, we agree with this view.

The only objective for the PIRs that was considered too soon to judge was whether
there had been improvements in the public’s trust and confidence in the Council.

In the projects’ business cases, some of the objectives were intended to

be achieved in the first year. For the Contact Centre Consolidation project,
assessment of progress against first-year objectives was considered useful in
assessing whether later stages of the project would be carried out.

A matter for consideration, which was highlighted in both reports, was the
unrealistic timelines for achieving some of the objectives described in the projects’
business cases.

It was also difficult for the PIR teams to obtain performance data for some of the
objectives.

These issues were not part of our review, but the Council should consider them
when preparing future business cases and performance monitoring. These issues
could seriously undermine not only the PIR process but also the Council’s ability to
monitor future project implementation.

Resourcing the post-implementation reviews

Each of the PIR teams had two main team members who did most of the
fieldwork, with additional people involved with the interviews. Other roles in the
PIR teams related to sponsorship, management oversight, and quality assurance.
The PIR team structure is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2
Structure for the PIR teams

The PIR team members had different roles, with oversight from the PIR leader.
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Source: Adapted from Auckland Council.

The Council made a deliberate decision to use its own staff for the PIR teams
instead of recruiting externally. This enabled the Council to develop staff capability
for future PIRs, support continuous improvement in the PIR process, and have PIR
teams that understand the Council’s culture, structures, and services.

During our audit, we discussed whether resourcing PIR teams internally would
prevent a fully independent assessment. The Council mitigated this issue by
putting in place strong quality assurance processes and using staff from the
Strategy & Capability and Finance & Commercial units of the Council.
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Capability of the PIR teams

Each PIR team had a staff member who was new to the Council but had previous
experience of carrying out reviews. One staff member was an internal auditor who
had experience carrying out review and assessment work within the Council.

Both PIR teams initially lacked detailed knowledge of the council service they were
reviewing. This resulted in more time being needed to understand the council
service, know where to obtain the required service performance information,

and identify the appropriate people to interview. In our view, a staff member

from the council service should work with the PIR team to help them source the
information they need and more quickly understand the service. The PIR teams
could then be more focused and efficient in their evidence collection.

In our view, despite some members of the PIR teams being new to the Council,
both teams had the capability to carry out the planning, fieldwork, and analysis to
the standard the Council required.

We were informed that the Council wanted its staff to improve their report
drafting capability. The final PIR reports were of a good standard, but this followed
considerable investment from management in the drafting process as part of
their quality assurance role.

Resource planning

There was a lack of resource planning in the PIR planning process. Although PIR
teams were identified, there was no assessment of the actual resources required to
achieve the desired outcomes within the allocated timelines in the PIR process. As a
result, the teams were under considerable pressure to complete the work on time.
This resulted in some delays meeting timelines. We were informed that lessons
from the first PIR were used to improve resource planning in the second PIR.

In our view, it be would be better to have a clear understanding at the planning
stage of the type and amount of evidence needed. This would ensure that the
appropriate people are assigned to the PIR teams.

The Council’s other priorities also affected the PIR teams because staff were
assigned to other tasks. In our view, the PIR teams worked effectively despite
these obstacles to deliver high-quality review assessments.

We observed planning meetings for both PIR teams. The meetings clearly set out
roles and responsibilities for the PIR teams to ensure that they would be effective.
Subsequent discussions we had with the teams, sponsors, governors, and
managers supported this view.
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Evidence collection

Both PIR teams initially collected performance information and other information,
such as investment summaries, to assess progress against the projects’ objectives.
Performance information was also measured against “service area metrics” to
benchmark and assess performance. For example, the global satisfaction target
level for contact centre customer satisfaction is 90%. The Council’s contact centre
performance was measured against this target as well as the target described in
the project’s business case.

The PIR teams struggled to collect all the information required to fully assess
performance. In our view, the PIR teams did the best they could and effectively
analysed and understood the reasons behind the levels of performance the
council services achieved. It was clear that not all performance was being
monitored effectively, which hampered assessment.

The final PIR reports noted that a range of documents were reviewed as part
of the PIR process. We were informed that the PIR team kept a record of all
documents reviewed and also noted their own insights as part of the process.

PIR teams carried out a range of interviews and focus groups. Other activities,
such as observing how staff handled calls at the contact centre, were also carried
out. We observed a small number of interviews and focus groups.

Each interview and focus group opened with a thorough introduction that
outlined the purpose of the interview or focus group. For interviews, one

PIR team member interviewed the person while another took notes. Interviews
were done in a friendly and professional manner and interviewees were put

at ease. Information relevant to the PIR was recorded. The team members
demonstrated a good level of knowledge about the council services and the
PIR process.

We noted two matters where improvements could be made to interviewing and
managing focus groups. Some of the focus groups we observed could have been
better directed to the objectives of the PIR. This was particularly evident in the
focus groups for the Libraries Fit for the Future. Most of the hour-long focus group
meetings were taken up by staff expressing views on the change management
process. Although this provided good context, only some of the information could
be used for the PIR.

Another matter for improvement was the note-taking of interviews. There

was guidance for PIR teams on conducting interviews and the teams took
comprehensive notes. However, these notes were not recorded in a standard
format. It would be useful for the Council to provide a template to ensure that all
interviewers take relevant notes in a standardised format. The notes were also not
linked to the objectives in the project’s business case. Grouping notes against the
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relevant objective would make analysis and use of this evidence easier and ensure
that the interviews covered all the objectives.

The PIR team for Contact Centre Consolidation carried out 30 interviews,

which it considered to be too many. In their view, they overcompensated for a

lack of understanding about council services by interviewing a wide range of
staff members and stakeholders. It became clear during the later stages of the
interview process that not much new information was being collected. Having a
better initial understanding of the council services and individual roles and better
planning could have made this process more efficient. We observed that this
lesson was implemented into the second PIR for the libraries service, where there
was a more focused approach to who was interviewed.

Evidence analysis, quality assurance, and reporting

While carrying out our review, we had access to a sample of the evidence that
had been collected and observed how this evidence was analysed and assessed
to prepare the initial findings and conclusions. We attended an advisory group
challenge meeting. In this meeting, members of the PIR team from the strategy
and capability and financial and commercial units were presented with the
initial findings.

We observed a healthy and constructive challenge process during this meeting.
In our view, this strengthened the findings and brought some wider context
and understanding to the process. As a result of the challenge process, the
presentation of some of the findings changed.

We did not observe other management oversight on the findings but discussed
how this was carried out with the sponsors and manager of the PIR. Their view
was that they were kept informed at appropriate times during the progress of the
PIRs. Quality assurance was carried out by the PIR team leader (Corporate Strategy
Manager) to substantiate the reports. Staff involved in the PIR process who we
talked to felt this was an effective process that strengthened the final reports,
ensuring a fair and balanced approach.

Overall, communication between the PIR teams and the council service being
reviewed was effective. Requests for information were dealt with quickly.

Both PIR teams put their draft reports through a consultation process to ensure
transparency and natural justice, and to correct any factual inaccuracies. The PIR
teams described this as a broadly well-managed process that ensured that the
reports were fair and balanced.

The consultation process for the PIR for Libraries Fit for the Future was slightly
longer than anticipated. Feedback from the PIR team and the Libraries Service

11
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indicated that this was a result of poor communication during the later stages of
the PIR process. However, matters of disagreement were resolved.

The report consultation process for the PIR of Contact Centre Consolidation was
smoother. The final report contained a management response outlining progress
since the fieldwork, as well as some contextual information.

The PIR team told us that their relationship with the Mayor’s office improved as
the process progressed. They noted that some initial concern was reported from
the Mayor’s office about a perceived lack of independence in the PIR process.

However, these concerns were alleviated after discussions about initial findings.

The PIR team’s view was that there were no concerns from the Mayor’s office
about independence when the final reports were presented. There was positive
feedback from the Mayor’s office on the quality and fairness of the reports. Future
PIRs will be able to build on the level of trust and confidence in the process.

Early drafts of the reports were not made available to us, but we were informed
that a level of redrafting was needed before they could proceed to the
consultation process. We have already commented on the need to build capability
in report drafting to develop a more efficient process.

The later drafts that we reviewed were concise, balanced, outlined findings clearly,
and stated whether objectives had been achieved, partially achieved, or not
achieved, or whether there was not enough data to make an assessment. Benefit
gaps were outlined and recommendations for improvement were included. All five
objectives outlined in planning meetings were covered by the reports. It was too
early to determine, at this stage, any improvements in public trust and confidence
in the Council.

Lessons learned

The Council is open to learning from the first two PIRs completed under this
process. The Council is building capability and capacity, considering how to be
more flexible with the process so as to not have a one-size-fits-all approach, and
incorporating more knowledge about the council services to help planning and
fieldwork. The Manager for Strategy & Capability will oversee and implement PIR
improvements.

We discussed with the Council how the lessons learned from the PIRs would be
implemented and how recommendations would be monitored. We were told that
council-wide lessons, such as better monitoring of business objectives, would be
considered centrally in the Council through the Strategy & Capability and Finance
& Commercial functions.

Service-related improvements will be monitored by the Chief Operating Officer
and the operational heads of service.



Appendix 1

Detailed findings

Assessment
question

Have the

PIRs been
appropriately
planned (clear
scope and
objectives)?

Were the PIRs
carried out at
the right time?

Contact Centre post-
implementation review

Yes, there was a detailed
scope and a six-stage
process was prepared,
which built on previous
internal reviews carried
out by the Council.

Although there was

some debate on what
was part of the scope,

it became clear that the
scope should focus on the
achievement of benefits
described in each project’s
business case.

Resource planning could
have been improved.

Although there was some
initial debate that the
review was carried out too
soon to assess whether
the full objectives in

the project’s business
case had been achieved,
it was considered

that 12 months after
implementation was a
good time.

The review was on
the first stage of
implementation.

The findings from the PIR
could then usefully be
used to inform the next
stages of the project.

Libraries post-
implementation review

Yes, there was a detailed
scope and six-stage
process prepared,
which built on previous
internal reviews carried
out by the Council.

The scope for the PIR
was clear.

Resource planning could
have been improved.

The Libraries Fit for
the Future PIR was
done eight months
after the project was
implemented.

This was considered
enough time to establish
whether the main
objectives described in
the business case were
being achieved or on
track to being achieved.

Although this might
have been considered
early to do the PIR, an
indication of progress
towards business case
targets was achievable.

Overall conclusions

Overall the planning
was good, with a clear
approach that built on
past experience.

Early planning meetings
communicated the
process well and
ensured that there were
no changes in scope.
The reviews focused

on the achievement of
benefits described in
the business cases.

The lack of detailed
resource planning

did have an effect on
the PIRs and the work
required to deliver a
high-quality and timely
report.

The timing of the

first two PIRs was
requested by the
Mayor’s office (who also
commissioned them)
and linked achievement
of the major benefits

of these projects to

the Chief Executive’s
performance.

Enough time

had passed after
implementation of

the projects to assess
whether objectives were
being, or were on the
way to being, delivered.

13



Appendix 1
Detailed findings

Assessment
question

Were
appropriate
timelines set
for the PIRs
and review
milestones
achieved?

Were sufficient
resources
allocated to
undertake

the PIRs
within agreed
timelines?

14

Contact Centre post-
implementation review

Resourcing issues
meant that there were
some delays in meeting

timelines and milestones.

However, the delivery of
the report on time and
to appropriate quality to
the Mayor’s office was
achieved.

The Council decided
to build capacity and
capability of its staff to
carry out current and
future PIRs.

Although external
consultants can provide
an independent
perspective, internal
staff can add more value
because they understand
the Council and context
for the reviews.

It takes time to develop
internal staff capacity
and capability. For

both PIRs, capacity was
stretched because of
new people starting the
work, lack of contextual
experience of the council
service (although they
were experienced in
undertaking reviews),
other demands and
priorities drawing
resources away from the

reviews and staff turnover.

Taking time to develop
report writing skills also
delayed the PIRs.

A more focused approach
to evidence collection
and interviews would
have made better use of
resources.

Resourcing the PIRs was

the most significant issue

affecting the process.

Libraries post-
implementation review

This PIR began after
the Contact Centre
Consolidation PIR. As
a result, it benefited
from lessons learned
in setting up the first
review.

Resourcing issues still
affected timelines and
the PIR was delivered
a little later than
anticipated to the
Mayor’s office but it
did not constitute a
significant delay.

Although there were
the same issues as

for resourcing of the
Contact Centre PIR,
some lessons were
learned and there was a
more focused approach
to evidence gathering,
which reduced the
burden on resourcing.

Overall conclusions

Overall, reports were
delivered to quality and
on time, with some
delays on milestones
during the projects.

Overall, although the
PIRs were completed
broadly to time,
resources were an issue
and this put pressure
on the team’s ability to
complete the work.

Capability will need to
be developed to ensure
that there is better
resourcing for future
PIRs.



Assessment
question

Were the PIRs
carried out by
staff who had
the requisite
independence,
experience, and
expertise?

Were roles and
responsibilities
for the PIR
teams clear and
understood?

Have effective
and appropriate
quality
assurance
processes been
included?

Contact Centre post-
implementation review

See above.

Knowledge and skills
need to be developed.
Contextual knowledge of
the Contact Centre review
was lacking and staff were
inexperienced. One staff
member, who was leading
the PIR team, joined the
Council only a few weeks
before the PIR started.

Yes, the planned and
structured approach

that was followed
ensured that roles and
responsibilities were clear
and well communicated.

Management and
sponsors of the PIRs
worked well with
appropriate input.

One matter for
improvement concerned
the advisory groups,
which could have provided
invaluable context and
understanding to help
guide and challenge
the team’s findings if
somebody from the
council service being
reviewed had been
included.

The management,
governance, and advisory
group structure provided
for an effective challenge
and quality assurance on
the findings.

There was effective
management oversight
of the report drafting and
transparency and natural
justice were achieved
through consultation.

The Contact Centre
Management wanted
their own submission

in the report to provide
context and an update on
progress being made on
benefits realisation.

Libraries post-
implementation review

The PIR team had a

little more experience

in carrying out reviews
because the PIR team
leader was experienced
in both working for the
Council and undertaking
reviews.

Yes, the planned and
structured approach
that was followed
ensured that roles
and responsibilities
were clear and well
communicated.

Management and
sponsors of the PIRs
worked well with
appropriate input.

Although understanding
the context was less

of an issue, there was
still an opportunity to
consider using someone
from the libraries council
service on the advisory

group.

Strong quality
assurance.

Consultation resulted
in agreement on the
findings.

Appendix 1
Detailed findings

Overall conclusions

Overall, capability
needs to be developed
further to ensure that
PIRs can be efficient and
effective.

The Council is aware of
this and is intending to
build this capacity.

Roles and
responsibilities were
clearly understood
and worked well in
managing the process,
adding advice and
challenge, and keeping
senior managers aware
of progress and what
the findings of the PIRs
were.

Overall a strong quality
assurance process
ensured fair and
balanced reporting.

15
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Assessment
question

Were the PIRs
independent and
did they report
without “fear or
favour”?

Was there a clear
and effective
review process?

Contact Centre post-
implementation review

Yes, the review team
were independent of the
project being reviewed
and were situated in

the corporate function

of the Council, which
allowed them to maintain
independence.

The Mayor’s office
feedback on the report
considered it to be a fair
and balanced view of
benefits achieved.

The report contained a
balance of where targets
had been achieved or not.

A lesson would be to
make the summaries at
the beginning of each
report stronger and

to better reflect the
detail contained within.
This would enable a
quick assessment of
achievement of identified
benefits.

Yes, the process was
effective, logical, and
built on previous review
processes.

Libraries post-
implementation review

Yes, the review team
were independent

of the project being
reviewed and were
situated in the corporate
function of the Council,
which allowed them to
maintain independence.

Yes, the process was
effective, logical, and
built on previous review
processes.

The libraries review
went a little more
smoothly, highlighting
that lessons were
learned from the PIR
for the Contact Centre
Consolidation project.

Overall conclusions

Overall, the teams
remained independent
and reported in a
balanced way.

There was a strong and
effective PIR process
that followed good
practice.



Assessment
question

Was effective
collection and
analysis of all
relevant review
data carried out?

Contact Centre post-
implementation review

Although evidence was
collected and used to
inform a fair and balanced
report, the collection of
evidence could have been
more focused.

The interviews could have
been more focused to
increase the effectiveness
and efficiency of

the PIR process. Too

many interviews were
conducted.

Interview notetaking was
not consistently done and
was not matched up with
the line of inquiry of the
review.

Developing the initial
findings would have been
easier if interview notes
were collected in a more
focused way.

The collection of data was
challenging, particularly
because the Contact
Centre itself was not
effectively measuring
performance and
achievement of business
case objectives.

The advisory group and
management oversight
ensured that there was an
effective analysis process
to develop findings.

Libraries post-
implementation review

This PIR was more
focused in its selection
of interviewees,
highlighting that lessons
had been learned from
the first PIR. However,
focus groups tended

to be dominated by
concerns over how the
change management
process was
implemented. Although
there were some good
insights, most of what
was discussed was

not in the scope of the
project.

Notetaking and
matching these notes
to the business case
objectives would have
saved time and focused
the evidence collection.

Appendix 1
Detailed findings

Overall conclusions

Overall, all relevant
information was
gathered. However, time
and effort were wasted
on too many interviews,
a lack of focus on what
information to gather,
and not marshalling
the evidence at an
earlier stage under

the business case
objectives.
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Assessment
question

Was reporting of
the PIR findings
appropriate

and were the
main messages
communicated
well?

Are lessons
learned from
the projects
and review
process being
used to make
improvements?

Contact Centre post-
implementation review

Yes, the reports were
balanced and received
positive feedback from
the Mayor’s office.

The summaries of each
report could have been
stronger and better
developed.

It is not clear how

wider lessons from

the reports on realistic
target setting in business
cases and monitoring
performance against
those targets will be used
to make improvements
throughout the Council.

It is clear that service
improvements and
implementing report
recommendations will
be monitored by the
management teams.

There is a role for the
corporate strategy

and investment teams
to ensure that wider
lessons are put in place
throughout the Council.

Libraries post-
implementation review

Same for the libraries
review.

Overall conclusions

Overall, review findings
were appropriate and
communicated well.

Yes —using our review.
Lessons and experience
from the first two PIRs
are being implemented
by the teams.

An important lesson for
the Council is to develop
internal capability and
experience and carry
out future reviews more
efficiently.



Appendix 2
Post-implementation
review checklist

A checklist for organisations considering carrying out a post-implementation
review (PIR).

Roles and responsibilities

O Ensure that roles and responsibilities for the PIR are clearly outlined and
communicated.

Timing
O Assess whether the project has had enough time to achieve the benefits
outlined in its business case and is ready for a PIR.

Scope
O Decide whether the PIR will look at achievement of the intended benefits.
O Decide whether further work is needed to achieve the intended benefits.

O Assess whether intended benefits were achieved within the project budget.

Process

O Ensure that the process has distinct phases: planning the PIR, gathering
evidence, analysing evidence, quality assurance, and reporting the findings.

O Check that the timeline for the completion of the PIR is appropriate and realistic.

Resourcing

O Ensure that the PIR team is independent and can carry out an objective review.

O Ensure that resources are planned based on anticipated workload (amount of
evidence to be collected and analysed) and timeline for completion of the review.

O Decide how to resource governance, management, advisory, and quality
assurance roles that will support the core PIR team.

O Consider whether it would be helpful and appropriate to have anybody from
the project being reviewed to work in an advisory capacity for the PIR.

Planning

O Meet before starting the PIR to ensure that everyone involved clearly
understands the PIR process.

O Meet with the project team being reviewed to ensure that the PIR is
communicated to them.



Appendix 2
Post-implementation review checklist

Collecting evidence
O Plan what evidence is needed and how it will be collected.

O Ensure that interviews and focus groups are planned and focused on collecting
information that is needed for the PIR.

O Record all the information the PIR team has considered in reaching its conclusions.

Analysing information

O Ensure that there is enough time to analyse all the evidence collected from the
various sources in a systematic and objective way.

O Ensure analysis provides, where possible, a clear audit trail between the PIR’s
findings and conclusions and the evidence to support these views.

Quality assurance

O Ensure that there is a quality assurance phase in the process that challenges
findings from the PIR.

O Ensure that quality assurance is carried out by those who were not part of the
core PIR team to ensure independent oversight.

O Record that quality assurance has been undertaken.

Consultation and communication
O Communicate regularly with the project team about the progress of the PIR.
O Ensure a transparent approach is adopted.

O Share draft conclusions and findings with the project team to ensure fairness
and natural justice and consider their comments.

Reporting

O Report clearly and concisely. The main findings and recommendations should
be easy to identify.

O Recommend further action needed to achieve the intended benefits.

Follow-up

O Record lessons that will improve the PIR process.

O Communicate other lessons learned from carrying out the PIR to
support organisational performance management and make continuous
improvements.
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