
1. Name organisation and person: 
 
Stichting Melania Ontwikkelingssamenwerking – Luella van Turnhout 
 
2. Short description of context 
 
We are a small organization, run by volunteers, with a relatively low budget. Our aim is stimulating 
women’s empowerment and self-development through economic independency. Therefore we finance 
small local projects on income generating activities for women’s groups in different countries in Africa, 
Asia and Latin America. The women have to be owner and beneficiaries at the same time. The 
maximum budget is €3.000,- a year. 
 
3. The problem/challenge 
 
We need some kind of information about the execution of the projects, for our accountability to 
donors and partners, and because we want to gain insights on the different steps and obstacles 
encountered, to be able to learn and optimize results. But we have no funds and personnel to 
evaluate the projects ourselves, or finance a process evaluation of each project by some consultant. 
 
We also believe auto-evaluation can be a useful instrument for the target groups; when they are 
stimulated to look over their actions and the gained results, they learn how to improve. For us it is 
part of the empowerment process. 
 
That’s why, after executing the project, the groups themselves have to auto-evaluate the project 
process. 

 
4. How to solve the problem 
 
The target group receives a structured form with twelve questions, part of them open and others 
closed. For example: a description of the activities planned and implemented; did they reach their 
goals; did they spend the money like they planned; who participated, if something had changed 
during the process, due to what reason, what did they fail to achieve etcetera. 

 
5. Who are the beneficiaries? 
 
Both the target groups and our organisation should be benefitted by the auto-evaluation. 
 
6. Who are the stakeholders/partners 
 
In part of the cases the target groups ask assistance from a NGO or an intercessor because they want 
some guidance on writing the project proposal. Often the NGO or intercessor will give the training 
related to the income generating activities. 
 
7. What were the barriers? 
 
Establishing a comprehensive form was a long process. The structured form had to be developed by 
our team of volunteers, using standards from social science. The questions had to be tested with 
some women groups and needed to be optimized during the process. 
 
In the beginning the form was send as a printed document, which created difficulties in the size of the 
answers, readability etcetera. 
 
8. What were the enabling factors? 
 
Most of the women groups are willing to participate, also because in this way they can express their 
gratitude for the support. 
 



The volunteers who made the form, were professionals working in development aid, specialized on 
evaluation, participation and empowerment. They had experience and access to the necessary 
scientific and practical literature. 
 
The last few years all groups have access to internet, so nowadays the forms are send as a Word-
document by email. Filling in the form became more easy. 
 
9. What is the result today? 
 
On average we receive a final report from three quarter of the women groups. Some of the groups 
never send a report, although we ask for it repeatedly and other sources (our intercessors) testify the 
realisation of the project. 
 
According to the auto-evaluation, most of the projects were executed as planned beforehand, the 
groups encountered no conflicts and got the prospective results. Criticisms mostly refer to the funds: 
they did not meet the needs for the activities planned, due to devaluation of local currency, higher 
prices, or increase of number of participants etcetera. 
 
Our donors are pleased with the reports they receive. They gain insight in the process and the results 
(often with very kind acknowledgements added). 
 
We, as organisation, have two observations. First, the profoundness of the answers is less than 
expected. Does that mean that the auto-evaluation was also not very profound? Second, and more 
important, the contents of the received reports appear to be too positive. According to the reports, 
almost every project was executed in the exact way as planned beforehand, all the groups worked in 

perfect harmony, getting the very positive prospective results etcetera. It really could be possible, as 
the women develop, plan and organize their own project according to their needs and possibilities and 
the activities are small and during a short period. But it makes us suspicious. 
 
Do we ask the right questions? Do the women dare to give honest answers? Do they really evaluate 
the project process or just write down the most obvious outcomes? Do they see it as a useful 
instrument or just as an obligation they have to fulfil? 

 
10. What are the lessons learnt? 
 
There’s no doubt about auto-evaluations as a instrument; we still believe it is a learning instrument for 
the groups themselves and for us as organisation, we need the information for accountability towards 
financiers and partners, and we have no means to hire consultants. However, implementing the 
instrument appears to be much more complex than expected. 
 
We have to keep in mind that, due to the low literacy amongst part of the women groups, they need 
some help with the reading and writing. Most probably, the stakeholders or partners who assist in the 
auto-evaluation, influence the description. Moreover, if the stakeholders gave the training, they have 
to evaluate their own work, which enhances the possibility that they influence the description in a 
positive way. 
 
In other words, we have to evaluate our instrument, the structured form. Do the questions need to be 
improved, or do we need to give more written guidance for the evaluation process? Or, are we able to 
find another alternative, like some participative evaluation in a digital, spoken manner? 


