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Abstract 

The content within this thesis compares ongoing and post-project evaluations in an effort to 

identify the optimal evaluation method for the PCM department of Mondelēz International’s 

Stockholm location in Upplands Väsby. The PCM department, which is responsible for 

managing a variety of projects in all product categories, does not currently have an effective 

and efficient evaluation system, resulting in a lack of learning in projects. As a result, the 

department would like recommendations for how to carry out evaluations once the optimal 

evaluation method has been determined.  

In making this comparison, a range of research methods have been utilized to fully explore 

the area, and the results have been analyzed in order to make conclusions and eventually 

recommendations to the company. It is hoped that this thesis, along with the accompanying 

guidelines created for the PCM department, will set in motion a functional evaluation system. 
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1 – Introduction  
This section puts the thesis work into perspective by introducing the topic at a fundamental 

level. Furthermore, the scope, limitations, and goals are defined here to set the framework for 

the empirical data collection, analysis, and ultimately the conclusion and recommendation for 

the PCM department. 

1.1 Background 
The benefit of project evaluations has been thoroughly studied and supported by academic 

and business minds alike, but that does not in any way mean that the topic is without debate. 

The many ways in which projects can be evaluated unsurprisingly introduces diverse opinions 

and arguments for what method supersedes the rest. A fundamental question in determining 

the best evaluation method asks “when” in a project’s life-cycle is the most beneficial for 

evaluating the project in order to maximize the lessons learned. It is for this reason that the 

contents of this thesis will focus on comparing ongoing vs. post-project evaluation methods to 

determine which is most efficient and effective. This comparison will be done in the context 

of the Mondelēz International PCM department’s projects. Once a decision is made in regards 

to the best evaluation method, guidelines for how to implement evaluation into the PCM 

department will be provided in Appendix IV.  

Presently a final step for post-project evaluation in Mondelēz’s I2M process exists, but is not 

utilized by the PCM team in Upplands Väsby. While information does exist on how to carry 

out the evaluation, it does not include guidelines on how to make use of the knowledge gained 

from evaluating projects. This lacking feature makes the evaluation system itself an 

administrative, time-consuming task with no immediate benefits to the PCMs. The figure 

below shows the final step of current evaluation process, with a learning loop going back to 

the beginning of the project.  

 

Figure A. Simplified I2M approach used by Mondelēz International Edited for confidentiality. (Kraft Foods, 2003) 

 

By comparing ongoing vs. post-project evaluations in the context of the PCM’s projects, it 

can be better understood what works best for the PCM department at Mondelēz International, 

and that is the basis for this thesis. Furthermore, the tools needed to successfully implement 

the results that have come out of the research conducted included in the final pages. 
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1.2 A Brief Argument for Evaluations 
Before going any further, a brief argument will be made for evaluating projects so that the 

benefits of actually doing so can be justified, and a foundation can be set for comparing 

evaluation systems. 

There is no better way to improve the success in projects than to systematically measure, 

criticize, and understand the project’s processes, and then apply what has been learned to 

current and future projects. Organizations such as Mondelēz International are under much 

pressure today to be faster, smarter, and more affordable in every way than their competitors. 

It’s becoming more important than ever to not make the same mistake twice, and to have 

every decision and activity add as much value as possible to the project goal. By utilizing 

evaluations, organizations can accomplish this and ultimately gain a significant advantage 

over competitors. However, this fast-paced business environment puts pressure on project 

managers to do the exact opposite, which is to cut activities such as evaluations in order to 

focus more on activities that work directly to accomplish project objectives. 

It is true that evaluation takes an investment of time and cost, which to an unknowing project 

manager may seem more academic than pragmatic. However, practical benefits can be seen 

from the evaluation of projects. For example, it helps project managers see what is working or 

not working in a project before it becomes too late. Additionally, it reveals the strengths, 

weaknesses, and the inherent value of activities which could serve as the basis for making key 

decisions in improving the outcomes of the project. Through strong managerial leadership, a 

comprehendible evaluation system, and a motivated team, project processes will improve and 

failures in projects will greatly decline (Patton, 2002, p. 10-11). 

As previously mentioned, the benefit of project evaluations is well-studied and supported, and 

as a result, this thesis will not focus on arguing for the need of evaluations in projects.  

1.3 Problem Formulation 
The initial discussion about completing this thesis at Mondelēz International began with the 

interest in somehow improving lessons learned in project teams. Although this was a rather 

broad topic and lacked a direct problem statement, it garnered the interest of a Mondelēz 

PCDM, who recognized the need for lessons learned in projects, and felt that the current 

evaluation system in place was not adequate for maximizing learning. Upon further discussion 

with the PCDM and the eventual PCM supervisor, it was agreed that researching and 

comparing ongoing and post-project evaluation methods would serve as a concrete 

question/problem for this thesis to address. While this thesis itself is not wholly appropriate 

for solving the PCM department’s need for an improved evaluation system, the research done 

in the thesis lays the groundwork for creating a manual that will give guidelines for evaluation 

implementation in relevant, straightforward terms. 

1.4 Scope 
This thesis focuses on comparing ongoing and post-project evaluation methods. However, 

these methods do include sub-areas and cross-overs that will be mentioned and included 

whenever necessary. Nevertheless, all content serves in some way to address the thesis 
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problem statement. All content is discussed and researched with the intent to implement an 

optimal evaluation system within the PCM department of Mondelēz International.  

Due to the average length and size of projects at Mondelēz (8-15 months), actively testing 

both evaluation methods in the PCM department as the main source of research was not 

realistic. Therefore, ongoing evaluations would be applied as best as possible in various 

projects throughout the 10 weeks, while alterations and comments made regarding their 

effectiveness and efficiency would be done as a continual activity. Post-projects evaluations 

would be done in a similar manner as often as possible when projects were terminated within 

the 10 weeks. This was significantly less common, and so more interviews and external 

research was needed to understand the success of post-project evaluations in PCM projects. 

The way in which these active evaluations were carried out is expanded upon in the 

methodology section. Other limitations: 

 This thesis was carried out by one KTH student. 

 No companies outside of Mondelēz International were directly contacted. 

 Interviews and meetings were conducted with employees working only in the 

Upplands Väsby location of Mondelēz International. PCMs in the PCM organizational 

structure that were involved in this thesis but that were not in this location were 

contacted by email or phone. 

 Sensitive information was left out of the research as to protect Mondelēz 

International’s privacy rules. 

 The number of participating PCMs and the projects they are responsible for were 

limited by availability in their schedules. 

 Quantitative research was not utilized. 

 The thesis planning, research, writing, and completing were all done in accordance 

with the timeline in the next section used as a baseline. 

1.5 Timeline for Thesis Work 
The timeline for this thesis was created some weeks before starting the project in an effort to 

understand the amount of research able to be accomplished, as well as to create realistic 

deadlines and milestones in order to keep the thesis work on track. This timeline, as well as 

the initial problem formulation, scope, and goals were provided to the Mondelēz  supervisor 

prior to “week 1” so that there were no conflicts in what the company expected and what was 

actually to be done. 

The figure below was used as a baseline throughout the project’s life, and was frequently 

referred to when planning what specific activities were to take place week by week.  
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Figure B. Timeline for Thesis Work. 
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1.6 Goal & Aim 
The goal of this thesis is to determine which evaluation method, ongoing or post-project, is 

best for the PCM department at Mondelēz International. While this may be the main goal, it is 

also hoped that the information contained within these pages can be applied in a broader 

context so that students as well as other interested parties can benefit from the research 

conducted within this thesis. 

A secondary goal is to take what has been found in this thesis, and create an evaluation 

manual for the specific use of the PCM department which will contain concise, standardized 

guidelines for implementing and maintaining an evaluation system. This is technically outside 

the necessary scope for the thesis itself, but it allows the PCM department to digest the 

information found here in a more succinct way. Ultimately, the aim is that the PCM 

department will have enough information from the recommendations that implementing 

evaluation is no longer seen as a formidable task to do and maintain. 
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2 – The Company in Context 
This section is meant to introduce Mondelēz International, as well as put into focus the 

function and responsibilities of the PCM department. The company represents a significant 

part of the thesis’ research and support, and therefore must be clearly understood before the 

body of the thesis can be correctly processed. 

2.1 History: From Marabou to Kraft Foods to Mondelēz International 
Mondelēz International is a publically traded, multi-national, multi-billion dollar company 

that only received its name on 2012-10-01 (Fusaro, 2012). However, Mondelēz has a rich 

history that dates back much further than 2012, as it used to be a part of Kraft Foods. Created 

in 1903, Kraft foods began modestly as a small business in selling cheese in Chicago, USA. 

Over the coming decades, Kraft steadily expanded into a large corporation through creating 

innovative, longer-lasting products as well as acquiring other food-product companies such as 

Nabisco and Cadbury, which were bought in 2002 and 2010 respectively. 

In 1993 Kraft Foods purchased Marabou, Scandinavia’s top confectioner. This did not 

produce immediate significant changes in work, but was rather a slow, steady process that 

eventually led to what exists at Mondelēz today. Back in 1993, projects at Marabou were led 

by the product owners, meaning that a specific department had to be its own project manager. 

Workers that flourished in specialization were obliged to focus on the bigger picture, which 

sometimes led to mismanaged projects and products that underperformed after launch. 

Evaluations of products were limited to financial KPI’s that were functional in their own way, 

but did not provide the lessons learned that are now desired by PCMs. 

August 2003 saw the introduction of the I2M process at Kraft Foods, revealing a post-project 

evaluation system meant to be utilized in projects. From then until now, the evaluation system 

promulgated by the I2M handbook which is relatively straightforward in principle, has not yet 

proven to be realistic in application. In 2005, the PCM department was created to lead 

projects, allowing other departments to focus more on specialization. Individuals from other 

departments were still project owners, but no longer had the responsibilities of the PCM. An 

increase in productivity, effectiveness, and efficiency became evident in these changes.  

The company that exists now spawned from the split of Kraft Foods into Kraft Foods Group 

and Mondelēz International. The former would comprise Kraft’s North American grocery 

division, while the latter would comprise of international snack brands. While still quite 

recent and currently in its transitional stage, the change is not something that has immediate 

effects for the PCMs individually, and has done little to alter how work is done in Upplands 

Väsby. 

2.2 The PCM Department 
Those that work as PCMs are project managers in relation to the business category of a 

project. As a PCM, the person helps to combine the efforts of business development, R&D, 

procurement, finance, marketing, and other departments valuable in the completion of a given 

project.  The ultimate goal of a PCM is to complete projects within the anticipated time, cost, 

and quality parameters set out from the start (Mondelēz International, 2013). The PCM 
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department utilizes the I2M process as a set of guidelines for carrying out a project literally 

from idea to market. Depending on the size and complexity of a project, the PCM will only 

touch on the most relevant activities within I2M process, which can have over 190 activities 

for the most complex initiatives. 

2.2.1 PCM Skills & Responsibilities 

Being that PCMs are project managers, they must have a range of skills that create positive, 

efficient, and effective outputs to their projects. The success of a project depends on the 

ability of a PCM to build solid relationships with other departments so that the quality of 

activities and communication can be maximized. Mondelēz states a number of general skills 

that are necessary to be an effective PCM (Mondelēz International, 2013): 

 Motivating Others 

 Peer Relationships 

 Customer Focus 

 Interpersonal Savvy 

 Drive for Results 

 Planning & Informing 

 Time Management 

 Comfort Around Higher Management 

These skills help to achieve the activities that PCMs are responsible for. At any given point in 

a project, a PCM is responsible for a great deal of tasks that fall somewhere within the I2M 

process. Because PCMs deal with 10-25 extensive, organized projects at a time, they must be 

able to lead different cross-functional teams simultaneously in order to achieve growth, 

volume, and revenue goals which may range considerably from project to project. The PCM 

helps define the scope, activities, resources, and other factors of projects, as well as resolves 

disagreements or conflicts that may arise when two departments’ aims are not aligned. In 

defining these parameters, the PCM considers how to simplify the complexity of tasks as well 

as minimize possible waste (such as raw materials, packing materials, finished goods, etc.) 

when opportunities arise to do so.  

Continually assessing the risks in a project and developing business continuity plans if those 

risks are realized are also an important responsibility for PCMs, as it provides stability to 

projects as a whole, meaning firefighting can be reduced as much as possible. Accordingly, 

these actions are communicated to the relevant departments and stakeholders if needed in 

order to keep the project going in the right direction. Beyond this, a PCM makes sure that all 

projects are closed out and that key learnings are taken into account and are properly 

understood and documented (Mondelēz International, 2013). This final point is indeed a 

responsibility of the PCM, but has been passed over by new projects and other, more pressing 

activities. The lack of this was the catalyst for this thesis. 

2.2.2 Project Types 

The types of projects that those in the PCM department manage are as varied as they are 

complex. Depending on the experience of the PCM as well as the product-category in which 
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that person is responsible, projects can range from relatively straightforward to complicated. 

The complexity is largely determined by the type of project being accomplished. The 

following are some project types a PCM may work with (Mondelēz International, 2013). 

Appendix II provides more information on these project types: 

 Pack Change 

 Delist 

 Productivity 

 Quality 

 Promotions 

 Substitution 

 NPD 

2.2.3 Nordic PCM Organizational Structure 

The Nordic PCM department is primarily located in the Upplands Väsby location of 

Mondelēz International, but does contain a number of positions in other international 

locations. This means that virtual communication is a daily activity that understandably 

influences how the department operates. However, the international environment is not an 

inhibitor to evaluations, and will thus not affect the contents of this thesis.  

 

Figure C. Organizational structure of the Nordic PCM department. The chocolate division is the immediate focus for this 

thesis. Edited for confidentiality. (Mondelēz International, 2013) 
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3 – Theoretical Background 
This section brings together and harmonizes the knowledge that has already been made about 

ongoing and post-project evaluations. It includes gathered data from the literature review, as 

well as information collected from Mondelēz. While much information from the company is 

fact-based in terms of methods and procedures, some is based on the PCMs views and 

opinions, which is made clear when it is applicable in the text. 

3.1 Understanding Evaluations 
Giving a single definition of evaluation is nearly impossible due to the fact that evaluations 

adapt to what is wanted or needed by the sponsor, participant, or another involved party. 

Furthermore, the field of evaluation is relatively new, meaning that terms and opinions about 

the subject vary greatly depending on the industry, country, and general attitude toward 

business. However, a few definitions have been chosen which best represent what the PCM 

department sees as evaluation.  

“Evaluation is the systematic collection of information about the activities, 

characteristics and outcomes of programmes [projects] for use by specific people 

to reduce uncertainties, improve effectiveness and make decisions with regard to 

what these programmes are doing” (Patton, 1986) 

“The systematic and objective assessment of an ongoing or completed project or 

programme, its design, implementation and results. The aim is to determine the 

relevance and fulfillment of objectives, development efficiency, effectiveness, 

impact and sustainability.” (Austrian Development Agency, 2009) 

“Synthesizing the definitions from the major dictionaries, we take evaluation to be 

the process of determining merit, worth, or significance. Evaluations are the 

products of this process.” (Michael Scriven as quoted from: Hughes & 

Nieuwenhuis, 2005) 

While these quotes may not be substantiated by all of Mondelēz International, they do a good 

job at reflecting the fundamental reasons for why PCMs in Upplands Väsby feel the need to 

improve how evaluations are being done, or rather turn around the fact that evaluations are 

not really being done. The definitions above thus created a frame in which the rest of the 

theoretical findings were made sense of. However, it is still difficult to prevent losing sight of 

what evaluations mean in this specific context. Hughes and Nieuwenhuis (2005, p. 12-13) set 

limitations for evaluation by considering several areas that are sometimes confused with the 

subject, but are actually entirely different fields altogether. 

Monitoring is different than evaluation because it is used in a descriptive context to check 

inputs of a project in comparison to the outputs of a project. When inconsistencies are found 

when making that comparison, monitoring has done its job and evaluation can then be used to 

explain why those inconsistencies exist. It is important to note that it is quite difficult to 

evaluate without introducing some sort of monitoring into the project as well. The United 

Nations Development Programme’s Handbook on Monitoring and Evaluating for Results 

(2002, p. 24) submits that because evaluating is a central tool for monitoring and that 
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monitoring is a central input to evaluating, it is recommended that both processes are planned 

and carried out simultaneously. 

Among other uses, auditing is commonly made the most of in a project management setting to 

inspect the project’s controls to determine whether they are being followed correctly or not. 

While valuable, it does not measure the same parts of a project as evaluation, and does not 

primarily result in lessons learned for the future. 

Assessment is the most common term that gets confused with evaluation, which is more to do 

with cultural uses of the word than anything else. British English makes very little distinction 

between the two words, although it can be said that assessment focuses more upon an 

individual’s performance rather than a whole project team. American English makes a 

distinction between the two, submitting that assessment is sub-set of evaluation, sometimes 

referring to it as performance evaluation. These differences complicate the definition when 

utilized in countries like Sweden, in which British and American English is often interwoven. 

For the extent of this thesis, the American English definition should be kept in mind where 

found necessary. 

Two other terms that are commonly mistaken for evaluations are capitalization and 

valorization, which both aim to build on the successes of a given project in a broader context. 

It can be argued that these areas are the precise reason why project teams utilize evaluations; 

so, these terms may not be used as synonyms for evaluation in this text, but they are 

undeniably key driving factors in creating an evaluation system for Mondelēz International. 

3.2 Setting Evaluation Criteria 
The OECD/DAC (2007) provides criteria to its projects that set a high standard for the quality 

and necessity of evaluations. Although its projects are not distinguished solely by ongoing 

and post-project evaluations, the criteria are useful in both circumstances, and were worth 

using as a benchmark for evaluations in a general sense. The following table displays the 

OECD/DAC (2007) criteria in the context of the PCM department’s projects. This table was 

used when considering the value of the evaluations that were actively tested throughout the 

thesis project, and was also used to raise the quality of the guidelines made for the PCM 

department at the conclusion of this thesis.  
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Criteria Context 

Relevance Are the contents of the evaluation and the way in which it shall be 

conducted relevant to the project? 

Effectiveness To what extent will the objectives of the evaluation be achieved? What 

is the merit/worth of the evaluation in consideration to the project? 

Efficiency Is the relationship of resources used and the results attained applicable 

and justifiable? Are there any options for achieving the same result 

with fewer resources? 

Impact What will happen as a result of the project evaluation? Who will be 

affected by it? What would the result have been without evaluation? 

Sustainability How will the outputs of the evaluation continue after the project 

evaluation has ended? 
 

Table A. The OECD/DAC criteria in the general context of PCM department-type projects. (Austrian Development 

Cooperation, 2009, p. 12-17) 

 

3.3 Ongoing & Post-Project Evaluations: The Formative/Summative Debate 
Ongoing and post-project evaluations, which can also be termed formative and summative 

evaluations
*
, construct a dichotomy that is perhaps the most sensible way to categorize 

evaluation techniques (Scriven, 1996, p. 151). Michael Scriven, a prolific forerunner in the 

field of evaluation, paved the way for defining and disseminating this dichotomy, and argues 

that the differences between the two are definitive, and understanding these differences is 

necessary for getting the intended outputs out of an evaluation (Scriven, 1967, p. 39-83).  

Depending on the circumstance, both evaluation methods are valuable in their own right 

(Scriven, 1996, p. 154) 

 

Figure D. Relationship tree displaying the uses of the formative/summative dichotomy. (Westat, 2002, p. 8)  

                                                 
*
The most common use for these terms is within the field of education. Much of the examples and arguments 

made in literature are done so with education as the framing device. For this thesis, these terms will primarily be 

used when referring to or utilizing literature that uses these terms. 
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In the most basic sense, formative evaluations exist as a means to provide the evaluator (or 

whoever is to make use of the evaluation) with rapid feedback regarding what is working and 

what may not be working in the project as it currently stands in terms of implementation and 

progress. Furthermore, conducting formative evaluations in a project can result in the 

formulation of valuable documentation that can then be used in whatever way necessary to 

maximize project learning. For example, an evaluator can look back on an ongoing project to 

when a certain risk was first realized, and understand what activities, decisions, and roles lead 

to some particular outcome. Formative evaluations can also assist in planning a project. It can 

show when there is either congruity or a contradiction from what is actually happening to 

what the plan had stated in the beginning (Nan, 2003). Formative evaluation’s aims seem to 

be focused on project improvement; a developmental process that facilitates in revealing 

problem areas or recognizing successful ones (Hughes & Nieuwenhuis, 2005, p. 13-14). 

In turn, summative evaluations tend to be used as a tool to determine the accountability of the 

project. Once the project has concluded, measuring the effectiveness of the project’s goals and 

outputs can give a project team evidence for whether the project was justified or not. A 

judgmental-type of evaluation technique, summative evaluations may be used by external 

sponsors or upper-management in order to validate the relevance or effectiveness of the 

project itself. However, PCMs can indeed benefit from summative evaluation. By measuring 

a completed project, widespread issues that have existed in many projects may be realized 

which could then be learned and applied to many future projects. Furthermore, it could 

improve the perception of the project team’s capabilities and worth (Cummings, 2001, p. 12). 

Those that work as PCMs at Mondelēz International deal with a number of projects at any 

given time; this may be a factor for summative evaluations producing some sort of value for 

the department. 

3.3.1 What are Formative and Summative Evaluations Answering? 

Knowing the objectives of the project will help determine what the evaluation is supposed to 

answer, and therefore help make a decision on which evaluation method to utilize. Two main 

types of project objectives exist, and seem to fit somewhere within the dichotomy of 

evaluation methods discussed here. The first type, project implementation objectives, 

comprise of all areas planned in a project, such as individual team member activities, the 

departments arranged to be reached, and the R&D needed for the project (Hughes & 

Nieuwenhuis, 2005, p. 15-16). This has frequently been called process evaluation. Although 

disagreements over the subject have been numerous and long-lasting,
*
 Scriven’s early 

writings made the implication that formative evaluation is essentially process evaluation when 

the definitions are stripped of their indiscriminate details (Chen, 1996, p. 163-164). The

                                                 
*
Michael Scriven, Huey-Tsyh Chen and a handful of other leaders in this field have exchanged numerous papers 

arguing about the formative/summative dichotomy in relation to process/outcome evaluation. Further 

information can be found in the bibliography for those who wish to understand more about this debate.  
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second type of project objective is participant outcome objectives, which aim to describe what

the evaluator expects to happen to the participants as a result of the project. These 

expectations could be the measured changes in participants’ skills, attitudes, or whatever the 

evaluator decides are the relevant variables. This has been called outcome evaluation, and has 

been equated to summative evaluations in the same way that the first type of objective had 

been equated to formative. 

From a casual perspective, where evaluation is meant as more of a flexible, low-intensity 

activity, it is not imperative to agree with Scriven’s early implications or not; rather, it is 

important to understand the relationship that ongoing and post-project evaluations have within 

the process and outcome contexts, and use that knowledge when analyzing the specific needs 

of evaluation in a specific project. 

It was not as simple as determining whether the PCM department’s objectives were based in 

project implementation or participant outcomes, because the PCM can make use of both types 

of objectives in his or her projects. Project implementation objectives are useful in that they 

provide the PCM with details about how the planned activities carried out in the project, 

which evolve due to the projects being so long-lasting, affect the actual implementation of 

them. The PCM, being the evaluator of his or her own project, cares very much about the 

expectations versus the reality of how the project affects the team members in terms of 

attitude, awareness, knowledge, and skill.  Learning more about what are the most important 

areas needed to be covered in evaluations, and what objectives have the ability to raise the 

quality of PCM projects is a major factor in comparing evaluation methods. 

3.3.2 Context is Key 

The greatest misunderstanding in the formative/summative discussion is that the differences 

between them are purely intrinsic. On the contrary, the difference is determined almost 

completely in the context in which they are utilized. In other words, the use to which the 

evaluation is put determines whether the evaluation is formative or summative. A common 

example for understanding formative and summative evaluation is to think of formative 

evaluation as a chef continually tasting and improving a sauce, and summative being the 

guests of the restaurant judging the dish’s end result. But if the context is changed, the 

meanings change along with it. The guests’ evaluations can be made formative if the 

restaurant’s management used the feedback as a basis for improving the dish made by the 

chef (Scriven, 1996, p. 153). 

This can easily be applied in a project setting. An evaluation perhaps is summative in terms of 

a particular project, but may be formative in terms of improving a series of similar projects, 

which in an interesting way produces a “super-project” when looked at in its entirety. The 

objective then, is to fully understand the context in which the evaluation is to be done before 

making a verdict on what evaluation method is superior.   

3.4 The Goals & Roles of Evaluation 
Evaluation can be understood in two ways – the general goals that the evaluation is supposed 

to achieve, and the specific roles it can play within a particular industry or function. Scriven 
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(1967) once again leads the discussion, by saying, “...that evaluation [goals] attempts to 

answer certain types of question about certain entities.” The goals are rather simple and 

straightforward, and really just involve collecting and merging data from the project along 

with a weighted set of “goal scales” to yield some sort of qualitative or quantitative rating. 

The role of evaluation in a specific context can vary quite a lot in terms of what the focus is 

on. It may play the role of training new project team members, of an investigation to deciding 

about needed resources, or of determining the sanctioning (positively or negatively) of the 

participants. Evaluation may even play several roles at once (Scriven, 1967, p. 3-4). 

Scriven (1967) points out that failure to see the difference between the goals and roles of 

evaluation is one of the reasons why the process of evaluation has become diluted to the point 

where it is not effective anymore at answering the questions that were the goal in the first 

place. Through this, goals have somehow blended with the evaluative roles, and when this 

happens, evaluations are used in inappropriate situations (roles) and the goals have no way of 

being met. This has led project managers and other professionals to considering evaluations 

ineffective, when in fact they are just not being used correctly. 

3.4.1 Goal-Free Evaluation 

Being able to make the distinction between evaluation goals and roles does not necessarily 

mean that the goals themselves need to exist at the start. It is true that goals help to measure 

the extent to which a project has reached its proposed objectives, but it can also have 

unintended consequences. Patton (2002) argues that stated goals set predetermined barriers, 

which risk missing significant but unexpected outcomes. Goals also set perceptual biases of 

the participants because the ideal outcome is already known.  

In a goal-free evaluation, the evaluator holds any judgment about what the project is setting 

out to accomplish, and rather focuses on what is happening in terms of dynamics, effects, and 

observable outcomes. Gathering data this way gives the evaluator the opportunity to see 

project effects and its effectiveness without the restriction of a narrow focus. Goal-free 

evaluations can be conducted alongside goal-based evaluations, so long as separate evaluators 

are used (Quinn, 2002, p. 169-170). 

Because PCMs are their own evaluators of their projects, conducting goal-free evaluations is 

quite difficult. Understanding the focus areas (which could very easily be considered goals) 

for each project being evaluated was a shared request among the PCMs, so that extra time was 

not needed to deliberate over the many possible dynamics and effects contained in a given 

project. If an evaluation system were to be entirely implemented into the PCM department in 

the future, goal-free evaluations could almost certainly be included once evaluating projects 

became routine and the PCMs became skilled at understanding the subtleties of evaluating 

projects. 
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4 – Methodology 
The information within this chapter provides an overview of how the research was attained, as 

well as the rationality behind the chosen research methods. As objectively as possible, this 

thesis aims to determine whether ongoing evaluations or post-project evaluations are optimal 

for the PCM department of Mondelēz International.  

Once the aim for this thesis became concrete and clear, the methods for collecting relevant 

data could then be considered, determined, and applied as the data collection phase 

commenced.  

4.1 Pre-Study & Familiarization 

An initial pre-study of evaluation was conducted in order to become familiar with the subject, 

and also to clarify what is now the contents of this thesis. After the first two meetings with the 

company it was possible to focus exclusively on evaluations, and more specifically, the most 

effective way to utilize them in the PCM department. Although the evaluation of projects (and 

topics similar to it)
3
 were well-imparted by the KTH Project Management & Operational 

Development Master’s program, it was necessary to carry out a comprehensive literature 

review as a part of the pre-study in order to become well-versed in project evaluations and its 

application in an actual business setting.  

The beginning of the pre-study had a relatively loose scope, comprising general aspects of 

evaluation; some which were not necessarily applicable, but nevertheless important in order 

to know what should not be covered in this thesis. Following this, a narrower scope was 

taken, focusing only on ongoing and post-project evaluations, along with their uses, 

limitations, objectives, and other aspects. Lastly, evaluations related more to what could be 

used for Mondelēz PCMs was studied. This was a challenging area of pre-study, because at 

that point, little was understood about the inner-workings of the company and the way in 

which projects work in the context of evaluations. Despite that, comparisons were made from 

examples in external literature that would hopefully be realized in action, once the thesis work 

began. 

At the start of the thesis work, it was important to become familiar with the company’s 

culture, the general process of managing projects, and other fundamental parts that, while 

small, are still major influential factors for the success of this thesis. It was for this reason that 

the first 10-15 days were focused on observing various meetings, reading informational 

documents, meeting team members, performing informal interviews, and touring the facilities. 

These fundamental activities may have taken place toward the beginning for the most part, 

but they actually lasted throughout the whole thesis to some degree because of just how much 

information there was to absorb. 

4.2 Basic Research Plan 
Because this thesis is meant to satisfy both KTH and Mondelēz International, it was important 

to identify the needs and wants of both parties from the beginning. Although their shared need 

for valid and relevant information about evaluation was clear, the PCM department placed a 

                                                 
3
This includes areas of study such as lessons learned in projects, projects reviews, and monitoring & controlling. 
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significant amount of emphasis on the practicality of the final evaluation system, and the 

straightforwardness in which it should be presented to the PCMs. In contrast, KTH as an 

academic institution was solely concerned in the research and methodology itself rather than a 

set of guidelines for implementing an evaluation system. It was decided that both areas would 

be worked on concurrently, with either receiving more or less attention depending on the 

present need.  

 

Figure E. Visual representation of the interests of both KTH and Mondelēz International. 

With comparing ongoing and post-project evaluation methods as the thesis problem 

statement, it was then necessary to decide how the extensive knowledge developed and 

contained by the PCM department would be utilized to help make this comparison. As 

previously stated, a project’s life varies from 8-15 months at Mondelēz which is greatly out of 

scope for this thesis. With that said, a significant amount of brainstorming went into deciding 

how to maximize the researching of projects, resulting in a pro-active type of research 

allowing for real evaluations to be made at the company. 

4.2.1 Choosing Inductive (or systematic) Research Method 

This thesis is inductive in that it aims to develop a hypothesis through empirical research of 

evaluations in PCM projects. By observing, interviewing, making questionnaires, and testing 

both methods of evaluation, a conclusion can eventually be made from what initially was 

uncertainty at the beginning of the project. The figure below represents the inductive path 

taken from start to finish. 

 

Figure F. Process of the Inductive Research Method. (Burney, 2008, p. 4) 
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4.3 Proactive Research 
A substantial advantage of having the PCM department’s interest in improving evaluation 

activities was the ability to conduct proactive, experimental-type research that would give 

tangible proof for the success or failure of ongoing and post-project evaluations. Furthermore, 

this testing format of research not only contributed to the conclusion of this thesis, but also 

provided the PCM department with a glimpse of what practical evaluations could achieve. 

This is an important factor in project evaluations, because evaluations can easily become a 

mere administrative procedure, providing little or no learning for the participants if the 

practicality is not implicit.  

This method of research is termed action research, in which an action (in this case an 

evaluation) is performed, reflected upon what worked or did not work, and then using that 

information to perform the action again (Hou & Sankaren, 2003, p. 1-2). This is done with the 

hope that key knowledge from the research can be gained by both the researcher and 

participants to ultimately reach an optimal conclusion (Gibbs, 2011). 

4.3.1 Testing Ongoing Evaluations 

Alongside the reviewing of external literature, performing ongoing evaluations for a number 

of projects throughout the 10 week thesis period would serve as proof of the sufficiency (or 

insufficiency) of ongoing evaluations in projects. Because 10 weeks makes up for only a 

small fraction of a project, several projects were chosen at different phases in the project 

lifecycle as well as at different levels of diversity and complication. This was done to 

hopefully create a simulation of what an evaluation of a full project would look like. 

Projects were chosen in collaboration with the thesis supervisor as well as colleagues within 

the chocolate division of the PCM department. Because of the demanding nature of the 

department, it was not possible to schedule evaluation meetings all at one time for the whole 

thesis project. Rather, projects were chosen in clusters as time progressed which inevitably 

introduced some level of uncertainty in the data collection, but was a necessary action to keep 

from negatively affecting the PCMs primary work obligations.  

4.3.2 Testing Post-Project Evaluations 

The length of the average PCM project prevented the ability to accurately ascertain the 

various qualities of a project throughout its life and to knowledgably conduct a post-project 

evaluation on it. With that as a known limitation, a small amount of post-project evaluations 

were still conducted by PCMs, and were observed in order to understand their effectiveness 

and efficiency. It should be noted that these evaluations were not done in reaction to this 

thesis, but rather were conducted by some PCMs in an effort to be more active in evaluating 

projects. 

While the frequent evaluating of ongoing projects mentioned before served as a “barometer” 

so to speak for how useful they were, this one-time evaluation technique proved to be more 

difficult in measuring the evaluation’s success or lack thereof. Nevertheless, being involved in 

as many post-project evaluations as possible was useful in seeing if they were the best choice 

and just needed modifying, or if ongoing evaluations were in fact the better choice. 
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4.4 Interviews 
Interviews were carried out through the beginning and main data collection period. This was 

done initially to become more familiar with the organization’s culture, its business practices, 

the functions of the PCM department, as well as the department’s interaction with other 

departments. Interviews were also carried out to clarify what individual PCMs wanted and 

needed out of an evaluation system, and what exactly had to be done to make evaluations in 

projects a reality. These interviews were very informal, essentially conversations, using an 

evolving script of questions that served more as a platform for discussion rather than a formal 

list. Because evaluations are an activity that is desired by the PCMs, it was not difficult to 

instigate an informative discussion in these interviews.   

Although the interviews were informal for the most part, it was important to preserve the 

credibility by understanding the best methods for informal qualitative interviewing. 

Information from Fontana & Frey (2000) was used to make the most of “unstructured 

interviewing”. As stated in the text, interviewing in this way allows the interviewer to go in 

whatever direction that is deemed appropriate in that instance to collect potentially valuable 

information. In a small number of cases, the “open-ended interview” method was utilized, 

which requires carefully formulating questions and asking them nearly word for word during 

each interview. This is so each interviewee was given the same questions in the same manner 

and order (Patton, 2002, p. 344). This resulted in more comparable answers once all the 

interviews were completed. 

A sample of interview questions can be found in Appendix III, which reveals a summary of 

questions asked to some PCMs about evaluations. Because of the amount of interviews and 

the informal nature in which they were conducted, the interview questions shown serve only 

as an example of what was used in order to obtain usable information. 

4.5 Questionnaires 
It was decided 3 weeks into the thesis work that distributing a short questionnaire to all PCMs 

in the Nordic region would help to strengthen any conjectures made through the other 

research methods. This would result in more data from a larger set of participants, as well as 

standardized answers that could be compared with little subjectivity.  

4.6 Literature Review 
A literature review was conducted as part of the pre-study as well as for collecting the main 

data needed for this thesis. This involved finding reliable literature that was relevant to the 

thesis problem statement, without going beyond the specified scope. All sources used in the 

creation of this thesis can be found in the bibliography section. Included are textbooks, KTH 

program contents, peer-reviewed journals, theses from KTH and other universities, 

professional handbooks, as well as various other academic and business texts. Due to the fact 

that the following sources were utilized most, and because of their substantial influence on 

many sections in this thesis, they’re presented here in addition to the bibliography. 

 Patton, Michael Quinn (2002), Qualitative Research & Evaluation Methods, 2
nd

 

Edition, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks, California. 
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 Hughes, Jenny & Nieuwenhuis, Loek (2005), A Project Manager’s Guide to 

Evaluation, Evaluate Europe Handbook Series, Vol. 1, European Commission, 

Stanford, California. 

 Scriven, Michael (1967), The Methodology of Evaluation, Social Science Education 

Consortium, Pub. #110, Purdue University, Lafayette, Indiana. 

The quality of the sources used and the experience of the authors were closely considered 

when using them as evidence for or against the evaluation methods being compared in this 

thesis. Because the field of evaluating spans across many industries, it was necessary to take 

into consideration the information found valuable, and relate it to how the PCM department 

does business. 

4.7 Methodology Critique 

4.7.1 Evaluations 

The thesis problem statement in and of itself creates a limitation in the conclusion of the 

research done. By comparing only ongoing and post-project evaluations, other evaluation 

types and varieties are not wholly considered due to the thesis’ limited scope. Also, as 

previously stated in the “Background” section, the usefulness of evaluations is assumed. 

The proactive research discussed in section 4.3 was problematic for a number of reasons. As 

an external investigator looking inward, it took time to understand what the many projects 

were about, and therefore made it difficult to recognize what areas of a project needed to be 

evaluated. PCMs were thus relied upon to decide on these areas. This created another hurdle, 

because the PCMs were regularly fully-booked, and not always able to discuss these areas 

prior to a meeting that was to be evaluated.  Furthermore, 10-weeks captured a very brief 

glimpse of a given project, and so an evaluation would not necessarily provide quality 

outputs. Instead, these evaluations were used more to understand how evaluations might 

provide value in the future. 

4.7.2 Methods Utilized 

In order to compare ongoing evaluations with post-project evaluations, it was necessary to 

utilize a number of methods of data collection. These were chosen as a result of the 

opportunities provided by being in close proximity with the PCM department. While credible, 

these methods understandably had their limitations, which were necessary to clarify so that 

they could be avoided or proactively minimized.   

Although the pro-active research conducted at Mondelēz proved to be one of the most 

valuable data collecting methods in terms of direct benefits for creating an evaluation system, 

it required making assumptions about the success of evaluating projects. To clarify, the 

projects that were evaluated were quite varied in their life and activities and therefore were 

not directly comparable. Nevertheless, they were compared to better understand how 

evaluation would affect a given project.  

There are a number of limitations that come with interviewing. First, previous experience is a 

primary factor in successful interviewing, particularly in an informal setting. It is very easy to 
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lose track and end up with little useful information when the interview concludes. Second, 

informal interviews require a large amount of time to collect organized information because it 

takes a number of interviews with all the participants to begin to have any useful information. 

Lastly, the open-ended interviews that were conducted had the risk of hiding interesting 

differences between participants and disallowed individual circumstances to be studied at a 

deeper level (Patton, 2002, p. 342-347). 

The literature used was in large part from American and British authors and/or companies 

which introduces a discrepancy in how evaluation is done in contrast to Sweden. Although 

Mondelēz International is very much a multi-national organization, strong cultural habits and 

routines easily become standard in offices, which may differ from what is held as universal in 

the literature used.  
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5 – Empirical Data Collection and Analysis 
This section aims to provide an explanation of how data was gathered at Mondelēz 

International, with thorough details of the results. Firstly, the evaluation techniques currently 

utilized by the PCM department will be briefly explained, continuing with a detailed 

explanation of the processes used to better understand how ongoing and post-project 

evaluations might be put to use on a PCM level. Brainstorming with the PCM thesis 

supervisor as well as with other PCMs in the chocolate division was a major factor in what 

actions were made in regards to actively testing evaluations in project meetings throughout 

the data collection period. It should be noted that this section is not meant to make a final 

argument for either evaluation method, but rather reveal the data which can then be utilized 

for conclusions and recommendations. 

5.1 Current Evaluation Techniques 
From the PCMs interviewed, evaluations were unanimously seen as a valuable tool for 

lowering risk and improving future project outputs. While its benefits were not disputed, 

evaluations were interestingly described in somewhat different ways depending on the PCM. 

One interviewee described how evaluating risks in processes was the primary need for project 

evaluations. Another was intrigued by the idea of evaluating the engagement level during 

meetings of different departments throughout the life of the project, and determining which 

departments needed more or less involvement in a particular type of project. Some PCMs 

were hesitant about ongoing evaluations, feeling that post-project evaluations were more 

time-efficient. However, other PCMs noted that ongoing evaluations may be the only way to 

catch reliable data from a project. 

Though uncommon, evaluating projects in one way or another does currently take place 

within the PCM department. Instead of formally utilizing the post-project evaluations 

explained in the I2M process, some PCMs have conducted post-project evaluations using 

their own techniques. As the main motivation for this thesis work indicates, these PCM-

driven evaluations are not seen as the most efficient or effective way to learn from projects. 

Furthermore, they are not so much evaluating the project as much as they are reviewing or 

assessing it (as defined by the American definition, discussed in section 3.1) after its 

termination. Because the PCMs refer to these still as evaluations, they will be discussed using 

the word evaluation, although the definition could be argued otherwise. Before these 

techniques are discussed, it will be first explained how evaluations are meant to be carried out 

in the I2M process. 

5.1.1 I2M Evaluations 

There are 14 pages within the I2M handbook that are dedicated solely to the evaluation of 

projects at Mondelēz.
4
 However, PCMs do not follow the guidelines for evaluation indicated 

in the I2M process. The handbook discusses 3 levels of evaluation, which range from 3 

months to 3 years after a project has been launched into market. Note that only post-project 

evaluations are considered in the I2M process.  

                                                 
4
It should be noted that the I2M process was introduced by Kraft Foods before it changed to Mondelēz 

International. The version used today was made in 2003 – this was the version was used for this thesis. 
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Figure G. Evaluations level summary found in the I2M process handbook. Edited for confidentiality. (Kraft 

Foods, 2003) 

For the first two levels shown in figure 5.1, post-project evaluation templates as well as 

examples of completed evaluations are provided on the intranet. To maintain confidentiality, 

these templates are not included in this thesis. However, the following information shows 

what sections are included in these templates: 

 General Project Information 

 Project Description 

 Project Objective 

 Quantitative Results (launch volumes, sales volumes, and other KPI’s identified on 

PDR and/or LR) 

 Qualitative Results (commentary-based section) 

 Summary 

o What went well? 

o What did not go well? 

o What would we do differently? 

o To summarize… 

Also in the I2M handbook, a few further procedures are briefly mentioned. Among other 

points, it states that a short evaluation is required for all projects, the depth of the evaluation 

depends on the importance of the project, and the evaluations should cover both effectiveness 

and efficiency of the process. It also explains how a learning loop should exist where the 

lessons learned should feed back to the very beginning of the I2M process. It should be noted 

that this final point is not very applicable to PCMs because a PCM is not responsible for the 

activities in the I2M process until the PDR is approved. This can be seen in figure 1.1 in the 

Background section. 
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Beyond this, the amount of information for evaluating projects is sparse and left for PCMs to 

take action on their own. However, the motivation to take action is low due to the demanding 

requirements of the PCMs and the fast-paced environment in which projects must be 

completed. There are also no recommendations or guidelines for how to gather information 

for these evaluations. Being that many projects last well over a year, catching the data 

retroactively from meeting minutes, emails and other documents can be incredibly time 

consuming.  

5.1.2 Evaluations by PCMs 

In the ~10 weeks spent in the PCM department, 3 post-project evaluations took place. These 

were unrelated to this thesis project, and were planned to be done by the PCMs before this 

thesis project was conducted. The PCMs explained that these evaluated projects were large 

and complicated in comparison to an average project that a PCM might manage, and thus 

were abundant in terms of what went wrong and what went right from PDR to after ATO. 

Before the post-project evaluation meeting, the PCM considered which departments most 

needed to be in the evaluation, and accordingly invited those people to the upcoming meeting. 

The PCM also reviewed the project as best as possible and then summarized the notable risks, 

the planned vs. actual sales numbers, and what areas worked well or not at critical points of 

the project. These topics were discussed in the meeting in a mostly conversational setting, 

which started some dialogue with the participants about their roles and their opinions on what 

had happened over the course of the project. Observing these meetings proved to be 

instrumental in understanding the effectiveness and efficiency of post-project evaluations in 

the PCM department.  

5.2 Exploring Individual PCM Perspectives 
Before any hands-on research could be started, it was important to have discussions with the 

PCMs that would come to participate most in the data collection. As stated above, all PCMs 

recognized the importance of evaluation, but each had somewhat different ideas as to what 

should be evaluated, and how the evaluations would best be implemented into projects at 

Mondelēz. These three discussions
5
 were informal and carried out in an unstructured format 

as described in the 4.4 Interviews section. They were the result of various meetings and 

conversations which together created valuable information about the PCMs attitude and ideas 

about evaluation. Not all information in these perspectives was explicitly stated by the PCMs. 

Some aspects were expanded upon implicitly from observations. Once these opinions were 

summarized, they were compared and aligned with the theories and methods contained in the 

literature review. To maintain confidentiality, the names and specific divisions of the PCMs 

have been left out. 

5.2.1 PCM 1 in Detail 

PCM 1 put an emphasis on the importance of evaluating a project as an ongoing method, 

rather than following the I2M’s post-project guidelines. In fact, evaluations should start just 

as the PDR gets approved. As each milestone or “bottleneck” is reached throughout the 

project’s life, the PCM and team should ask themselves what worked or what didn’t work to 

                                                 
5
Discussions were carried out with other PCMs but the three shown were most involved with this thesis project.  
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make the project get to that point. The main focus for PCM 1 was how effective and efficient 

follow-up meetings were in terms of personal engagement and contribution by those 

representing each department. This PCM felt that reviewing the financial and sales type data 

was pretty well discussed already (albeit not by the PCMs themselves, but from a higher up 

managerial perspective), and that this personal contribution factor was an area that was 

missing in PCM projects. Understanding how people feel about their contribution to the 

project, whether their voice has been properly heard and given importance, has the possibility 

to maximize the productivity of meetings, and avoid unnecessary issues that derive from 

engagement or lack thereof. In an interview, the PCM presented a figure from a presentation 

that referenced this aspect of measuring personal contribution and engagement in meetings.  

 
Figure H. Example of a meeting barometer to measure contribution and engagement. (Mondelēz 

International, 2013) 

PCM 1 made some suggestions on how evaluation questions could be formed to get the best 

answer. Because all PCMs are quite busy as it is, these questions must be answered quickly 

and simply. The PCM proposed making the evaluations in a way where the PCM checks a 

box from low to high or something similar so that he or she did not have to actually write 

sentences per question. Whether or not the questions are close-ended in order to make it easier 

to answer, the question must be broad enough to make it relevant in many situations, but 

specific enough so that the PCM does not give a nondescript answer, resulting in rather 

useless project evaluations. It was recommended that a “super-project model” be made, which 

would contain a long list of questions that were relevant to any given project, and all the PCM 

had to do was choose a few questions per evaluation.  

Although it was said that ongoing evaluations were more necessary, this PCM went on to say 

that all the evaluations should be looked back upon after the project was done to see when 

certain departments started getting involved, and if it was too early, too late, or on time.   
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5.2.2 PCM 1: Exploring this Perspective 

The importance of ongoing evaluations was one of the first points mentioned, highlighting 

that various milestones in the project should be the points in which reviewing the collected 

evaluations take place. However, ongoing evaluations and the use of milestones as key 

evaluation points throughout a project can be seen as two different types of evaluations, 

because ongoing evaluations are, in their definition, throughout the whole project life cycle 

(State of Western Australia, 2003). However, this is more a matter of the regularity of 

reviewing the ongoing evaluations. The Evaluating Socio Economic Development 

Sourcebook (2012, p. 1) simply states, “Formative evaluations include…timely feedback of 

evaluation findings to programme actors to inform ongoing decision-making and action.” It is 

understandable that PCMs need definitive points in which to spend time going over 

evaluations, and doing so does not rule out the ability to perform accurate ongoing 

evaluations. These milestone reflections just need to be frequent enough to maintain an 

ongoing cycle of data gathering and analysis (EVALSED, 2012, p. 5). With the amount of 

information (both documented and undocumented) that gets built up throughout a project’s 

lifecycle, it is understandable that a certain regularity of reflection would be necessary in an 

ongoing evaluation scenario.  

Evaluating personal engagement and contribution to the meetings throughout a project was 

voiced only by this PCM, but reveals an interesting area of evaluating that very well could 

improve project performance. When this point was shared with other PCMs, it became 

evident that it was an important area to include when eventually constructing an evaluation 

system. The Project Management Body of Knowledge (2004, p. 181) emphasizes the 

pressures that project managers have in communicating with the project team members, 

suppliers, sponsors, and other stakeholders. Accordingly, Kahn (1992) as well as Macleod & 

Clarke (2009) highlight that communication is an underlying factor in engaging employees, 

and that it has the ability to enhance performance of activities when done well (Welch, 2011, 

p. 388). Using engagement & contribution as a measure within evaluation is a focus of the 

developmental process of the project team, and therefore can be understood as the 

improvement of a specific project itself. As section 3.1 indicated this is an area probably best 

suited for ongoing evaluation, but it is only one of many areas that PCMs can benefit from, 

and must be considered with the many other areas that need evaluation in their projects.  

It is an unchanging fact that PCMs normally have very little time to contribute to answering 

evaluations thoroughly. Still, evaluations exist by asking specific questions about a given 

project’s circumstances, and finding answers that are adequate enough to learn from them 

(Hughes & Nieuwenhuis, 2005, p. 12). PCMs must somehow find a way to maximize the 

ability to ask and answer questions in the limited extra time they are given. Reja, Manfreda, 

Hlebec & Vehovar (2003) assert that close-ended questions increase the ease in which the 

participant answers the question, but does not produce unknown data which could very well 

be where the most valuable learning exists. The same source goes on to say that “open-ended 

questions should be more explicit in their wording than close-ended questions, which are 

more specified with given response alternatives.” (Reja, U., Manfreda, K.L., Hlebec, V., & 

Vehovar, V., 2003, p. 159-161) Although close-ended questions may be a simpler way of 
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collecting data, the fact that, as Maylor (2010) points out, projects in their very definition are 

unique from one to another means that the unknown data mentioned above is probably more 

frequent than when evaluating programs or activities that are more predictable in their nature.  

5.2.3 PCM 2 in Detail 

Though PCM 2 conveyed that ongoing evaluations could be useful, it was emphasized that 

post-project evaluations were more pragmatic in terms of the time a PCM had to dedicate to 

evaluations. For the most critical projects in which a post-project evaluation resulted in a 

significant amount of problem areas and lessons learned, the outcome could be shared in a 

PAM meeting after the regular meeting material was covered. In fact, a project review 

occurred in a PAM earlier in 2013, which this PCM felt was beneficial to understanding how 

a complicated project turned out. Unfortunately, the vast majority of the information shared 

during the PAM was not so much lessons learned, but rather a claim of what a success the 

project was in terms of value despite some problems that ended up not being analyzed. By 

focusing only on the positive, PCMs are not learning what risks to look out for and what 

activities could help reduce risk in future projects.  

PCM 2 also explained how whether or not evaluations were ongoing or post-project, there 

needed to be a system in which PCMs could refer to past lessons learned from previous 

projects, so a new, similar project could begin with that information in mind. Furthermore, the 

way in which a PCM evaluates their own project could be unique for that particular PCM, 

depending on the way they work and depending on their skill set, as long as some sort of 

learning gets put into a database where it could be shared with others. This was an interesting 

perspective, and really highlighted the need that PCMs have for a pragmatic system that is not 

weighed down by official requirements and procedures. Still, a database could only be usable 

if the inputted data was standardized in some way, and that puts back into focus the ongoing 

and post-project comparison.  

5.2.4 PCM 2: Exploring this Perspective 

The position that post-project evaluations are more pragmatic in terms of time is not limited 

to this PCM. The reason why some PCMs sometimes conduct post-project evaluations or 

reviews is because on the surface it appears to be the best way to learn from a project in the 

least amount of time. It is worth exploring this hypothesis however, because the practicality 

may very well be a pretense derived from the current ways of conducting work, or simply the 

lack of viable alternatives. As stated in section 3.1, it is quite difficult to evaluate without 

introducing some sort of monitoring into the project. Although the PCMs are adept at 

managing their projects from start to finish, there are no formal techniques or systems for 

monitoring a project used with the sole intention of evaluating the project.  The Practical 

Handbook for Ongoing Evaluation (2010) states that less budget resources is required when a 

program or project has a well-functioning monitoring system in place, and that the basis for 

evaluation should be formed directly from the monitoring. In the PCMs world, a monitoring 

system made for evaluation is simulated ad hoc, where the information useful for an 

evaluation must be remembered or drawn from other sources, such as minutes or meeting 

summaries. Thus, the evaluation naturally requires more time as a result from the meticulous 

recollecting of project details from the PCMs. 
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In the project review that took place in the PAM meeting, it was noted how the causes for 

complications in the project were not well-analyzed, resulting in a lack of learning about how 

to improve in the future. This could either be a deliberate decision made to avoid conflict in 

the project team, or an error caused by a skewed view of past activities and events. However, 

in the many meetings attended throughout this thesis project, as well as in interviews with 

PCMs, conflict avoidance was not seen to be an issue. In reality, conventional disagreements 

that arise naturally in projects were dealt with and moved on without reservation. This is of 

course a very healthy characteristic of a project team, and is more meant to demonstrate that 

post-project reviews most likely do not suffer from conscious avoidance, but rather from an 

optimistic perception bias. 

5.2.5 PCM 3 in Detail 

In this PCMs opinion, ongoing evaluations seem to be the most needed in the department, 

although combining both ongoing and post-project evaluations would most likely be the best 

scenario. Furthermore, PCM 3 felt that it was possible to do both methods of evaluations; it is 

just a matter of knowing how to do it in time-effective way.  Ideally, this PCM pictured 

having approximately two formal ongoing evaluations at milestones during a project, then 

having one post-project evaluation at its conclusion. Doing it this way would both improve 

project implementation and allow for the project to be reviewed as a whole for future 

learning. Evaluations like these would perhaps take place in 1-3 projects at any given time. In 

all other projects, evaluations should still be conducted although perhaps in a less formal 

sense.  This might mean not having milestone evaluations, but simply having conversations 

about these areas of focus during each follow-up meeting. 

PCM 3 acknowledged the importance of monitoring with the intention to evaluate as a factor 

for successful evaluating, but it was also pointed out that PCMs in general are well-adept at 

monitoring projects from start to finish. It was expressed that this existing skill of monitoring 

should somehow be utilized to make evaluations more effective.   

Like other PCMs, this PCM felt that a having a system or database for looking up past lessons 

learned would be beneficial and that it is currently one of the more lacking areas in improving 

projects at a PCM level.  

5.2.6 PCM 3: Exploring this Perspective 

This particular PCM is one of the individuals who actively conducts post-project evaluations 

from time to time, and is making an effort to put more focus on evaluating projects.  This 

PCM was also closely involved in this thesis project’s overall implementation, and therefore 

was influential in the eventual conclusions and recommendations. It’s for these reasons that 

PCM 3 was the most eager about implementing a formal evaluation system in the department, 

as well as prepared to make it a standard project activity.  

Combining both ongoing and post-project evaluations into one system as this PCM mentioned 

is something that is not very explored from a theoretical or literature perspective, but is very 

much so utilized in evaluation systems that are actually utilized in reality (Patton, 2002, p. 

136). This may be because the context in which evaluations take place (as discussed in section 

3.3.2) is much more focused in theoretical circumstances. Most project managers naturally 
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deal with an ever-changing environment regarding their projects, and the focus from one 

project to another may for example benefit more from the specific implementation focus of 

ongoing evaluations rather than the justification that comes out of post-project evaluations. 

The context in which evaluations exist in vast amounts of projects in the PCM department 

must therefore be clearly determined in order to understand the needed evaluation system. 

This PCMs idea for having two formal ongoing evaluations brings up the same point as PCM 

1, in that ongoing evaluations must be regular enough to make “decision making and action” 

effective and efficient. With a project’s lifespan extending well over a year in many cases at 

Mondelēz, having two formal ongoing evaluations may only work if less formal ongoing 

evaluations still regularly occurred throughout the project’s life as well. This PCM also makes 

a very valid point in that only a certain amount of a PCMs project portfolio should be 

formally evaluated. The evaluation criteria discussed in section 3.2 points out that evaluations 

must be effective for them to create any value. As a result, it would be impossible for a PCM 

with such limited time in their schedule to be effective in formally evaluating all projects, 

which can be up to 20 at any given time. With a small batch of projects being evaluated, their 

effectiveness will greatly increase.  

5.3 Results from the Questionnaires 
Midway through the thesis work, it was determined that giving a questionnaire to all PCMs in 

the Nordic region of Mondelēz International would return valuable information regarding 

opinions on ongoing and post-project evaluations, and would be an opportunity for PCMs to 

anonymously express those opinions. The questions were made to be as brief as possible in an 

effort to increase the amount of individuals that would actually submit answers to the 

questionnaire. It was for this reason that 8 out of the 10 questions asked were multiple choice 

questions. The questionnaire, which had an 80% rate of completion, is summarized below.  
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5.3.1 Questionnaire Summary 

 

1. How long have you been a PCM? 

 

Figure I. Question 1- Number of years as a PCM. 

 

2. How many projects do you manage at one time? 

 

Figure J. Question 2 – Number of projects managed at the same time. 
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3. In general, would conducting evaluations improve your current and/or future 

projects? 

 

Figure K. Question 3 – Belief in evaluations as a tool for improvement of projects. 

 

4. How many of your projects are worth evaluating (at the same time)? 

 

Figure L. Question 4 – Projects worth evaluating at the same time. 
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5. Do you see evaluations as useful in the PCM department in order to improve current 

projects or to use as lessons learned for future projects? 

 

Figure M. Question 5 – How evaluations can be useful in the PCM department. 
 

6. Considering the time in your schedule and other obligations, which type of 

evaluation would be the most practical? 

 

Figure N. Question 6 – Most practical evaluation type given the current work situation. 

Further point made: 

 One respondent answered with Ongoing Evaluations but added that “Ongoing 

evaluations are key, but also post-evaluations for bigger projects to get the bigger 

picture”  
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7. In an ideal situation (NOT considering time and other obligations), which type of 

evaluation would be most useful? 

 

Figure O. Question 7 – Most useful evaluation type given the ideal work situation. 

It is worth noting the change that occurred from question 6 to question 7. Ideally, more 

PCMs prefer ongoing evaluations and see more use to it, but see post-project evaluations 

as more practical. 

 

8. What are the biggest reasons for evaluations not being done currently? (Choose as 

many that apply) 

 

Figure P. Question 8 – Biggest reasons why evaluations are not currently being done. 

Further points made: 

 “I try to complete evaluation meeting- if not had, I discuss with relevant function 

if it makes sense or not to have an evaluation meeting” 

 “No one is prioritizing the evaluation meetings i.e. last minute declines.”  
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9. Generally speaking, what are some parts of projects that most need evaluating?  

This question was open-ended and is therefore summarized as much as possible while still 

keeping the respondent’s intended answer intact. 

 Scope of PDR and changing of scope throughout project 

 Engagement in meetings 

 Timings of project activities (first production and first delivery of product) 

 Informing project team of product’s performance after ATO 

 Key blocking points during project 

 Foreseen risks vs. outcome (how/if risks were avoided) 

 Forecast vs. actual when product is launched 

 Scrapping (waste) 

 Volumes 

10. What would you personally like to see evaluations accomplish or improve? 

This question was open-ended and is therefore summarized as much as possible while still 

keeping the respondent’s intended answer intact. 

 Improving specific project activities 

 Communication between departments 

 Key learnings for future projects (what went well or did not go well) 

 Avoiding repeating the same problem twice 

 Making evaluations natural part of PCM activities; ease of evaluating 

 Justifying the project 

 Clarifying project scope across all departments 

5.4 What Evaluations May Need to Cover 
As a result of the information gained from the three in-depth PCM perspectives, interviews 

with other PCMs, as well as questions 9 and 10 of the questionnaire, a list of areas thought to 

be beneficial to evaluate is summarized here. This helps to clarify what may be evaluated in 

order to understand whether ongoing or post-project evaluations are more effective and 

efficient. A common adage from evaluation experts is that project evaluators must choose 

between the breadth and depth of information that the evaluation shall cover, especially when 

resources are limited (Patton, 2002, p. 227-228). This is no different in this scenario, with the 

following evaluation areas only serving to form an overall scope for PCM evaluations which 

would in fact be much smaller in a specific project context. It is important to note that the 

evaluation areas below only serve as a general starting point for understanding what areas in 

projects should be evaluated, and help only to determine whether ongoing or post-project 

evaluations are better suited for PCMs. In creating a practical evaluation system, PCMs will 

need to discuss together more in-depth what areas, and how many areas, are to be evaluated in 

projects. This point is explained further in the recommendations section.  
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Evaluation Areas 

Project team contribution & 

engagement 

Minimizing scrapping 

(waste) 

Scope presented at PDR vs. 

actual 

Artwork process Reaching ATO (especially 

with complex NPD’s) 

Batch sizes and production 

cycle 

Aligning varying 

departmental wants/needs 

Key blocking points General project timings 

Table B. Areas for evaluating projects in the PCM department. 

 

5.5 PCMs as the Evaluators 
A fundamental characteristic of the PCM department’s vision for a functional evaluation 

system is the fact that PCMs are to be the evaluators of their own projects. This is an essential 

point when comparing evaluation systems because evaluating one’s own project introduces a 

variety of limitations as well as benefits. However, the aspects of having both internal and 

external evaluators will be shown to make clear what advantages or disadvantages the PCMs 

could be facing as their own evaluators. The following table presents the most common pros 

and cons of both evaluation perspectives. 

 Advantages Disadvantages 

Internal 

Evaluation 

The evaluators are very familiar with 

the work, the organizational culture 

and the aims and objectives. 

 

Sometimes people are more willing 

to speak to insiders than to outsiders. 

 

An internal evaluation is very clearly 

a management tool, a way of self-

correcting, and much less threatening 

than an external evaluation. This 

may make it easier for those 

involved to accept findings and 

criticisms. 

 

An internal evaluation will cost less 

than an external evaluation. 

The evaluation team may have a 

vested interest in reaching positive 

conclusions about the work or 

organization. For this 

reason, other stakeholders, such as 

donors, may prefer an external 

evaluation. 

 

The team may not be specifically 

skilled or trained in evaluation. 

 

The evaluation will take up a 

considerable amount of 

organizational time – while it may 

cost less than an external 

evaluation, the opportunity costs 

may be high. 

External 

Evaluation 

 

 (done by a 

team or person 

with no vested 

interest in the 

project) 

The evaluation is likely to be more 

objective as the evaluators will have 

some distance from the work. 

 

The evaluators should have a range 

of evaluation skills and experience. 

 

Sometimes people are more 

willing to speak to outsiders than to 

insiders. 

 

Someone from outside the 

organization or project may not 

understand the culture or even what 

the work is trying to achieve. 

 

Those directly involved may feel 

threatened by outsiders and be less 

likely to talk openly and cooperate 

in the process. 

 

External evaluation can be very 
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Using an outside evaluator 

gives greater credibility to findings, 

particularly positive findings. 

costly. 

 

An external evaluator may 

misunderstand what you want from 

the evaluation and not give you 

what you need. 

Table C. Comparison of internal vs. external evaluations and evaluators. (Shapiro, 2001 pg. 9) 

 

The resource advantages of evaluating one’s own project is well understood by the PCM 

department, hence the reason for not considering the introduction of any sort of external 

evaluation staff into projects. Other advantages, such as the “increased understanding of the 

program” mentioned above is well supported by many sources, such as Weiss (1972), saying 

that internal staff members naturally contain unmatched knowledge since they work in the 

environment that is to be evaluated. This allows for the modifying of evaluation techniques 

for a project which has its own unique characteristics and needs (Love, 1991). This is of 

course possible for external evaluators to accomplish, but not without a significant amount of 

resources, which as stated above, is the main deterrent for external evaluation. With internal 

evaluating known as the definitive route to be taken by the PCM department, the 

disadvantages need to be explored in detail to see which evaluation method may be better 

suited to eventually implement. 

Bias is probably the most influential factor with project managers evaluating their own 

projects. Some sources, such as Kushner (2000) and Guba & Lincoln (1987) say that this is 

not exclusive to internal evaluators, and that external evaluators are also liable to bias, albeit 

not to the same extent. Nevertheless, it is a real issue at a PCM level that needs to be 

understood. Bias can influence both ongoing and post-project evaluations, as a project 

manager can over-emphasize the merit or worth of the project as a whole, or protect the 

actions performed by the project team (as well as themselves) as the project is being carried 

out. As pointed out in section 5.2.2, a PCM witnessed an optimistic perception bias during a 

project review, which validates that a bias can exist to some degree in these projects. A 

professional external evaluator would expectedly have the training and tools to avoid this 

subconscious occurrence, but PCMs on the other hand must make deliberate efforts to avoid 

bias in their evaluations. Virginia Tech’s library website (2013) discusses bias in evaluations, 

and lists practices that can help evaluators (the PCMs in this case) maintain objectivity when 

conducting evaluations. From a PCM perspective, the most important point brought up on this 

website is probably the proper documentation of the evaluation results. This would certainly 

help to improve ongoing project evaluations, because the biggest reason for overlooking 

needed improvements in a particular project is the lack of concise, relevant documentation for 

the PCM to refer to upon review. Having evidence for needed improvements is hard to avoid 

subconsciously, and that is the main issue noted for PCMs regarding bias. 

Conducting one’s own project evaluations will no doubt add to the responsibility and 

workload of a PCM. With that as a certainty, the goal then is to integrate the added work in 

such a way that the actual time spent is not inefficient and unfamiliar every time a new 

evaluation has begun. While both ongoing and post-project evaluations would be an added 
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activity, the results of the questionnaires showed that, in consideration to their schedule and 

other obligations, PCMs felt ongoing evaluations would add more work than post-project 

evaluations. One reason for this opinion is that ongoing evaluating is thought of as a regular 

activity that has many starts and finishes within one project, while summative evaluation 

would be perhaps a greater activity towards the end, but would not greatly inhibit other 

project activities as the project progresses. While there is some truth to this, PCMs seemed to 

be defining monitoring and evaluation activities as the same process. To expand on what 

section 5.2.2 touched on, some sort of monitoring system will always need to exist in order 

for the evaluation results to be of high quality, no matter what type of evaluation method is in 

place (Cone, Et Al., 1995). It is just a matter of knowing what to monitor so that evaluations 

can be more productive and foreseeable in how they are to be executed.  

If it is assumed that the PCM definition for evaluation included monitoring as the same 

process, PCM 2’s notion of having evaluation as an unstructured, personalized activity for 

each PCM is good way to make it a productive activity for eventually evaluating the project in 

a more formal way. The IFRC Project/Programme Monitoring and Evaluation Guide (2011, p. 

10-14) acknowledges this by saying that monitoring is focused on lower-level activities that 

can vary depending on what is necessary and sufficient for a given project, while evaluation 

should be “as systematic…as possible, of an ongoing or completed project programme or 

policy, its design implementation and results.” This does not mean that a monitoring system is 

unneeded; it simply states that the system, while necessary, can be adapted to a PCMs needs 

as an evaluator of his or her projects.  

Although monitoring lies beyond the scope of this thesis, it goes hand in hand with all types 

of evaluation, especially with the PCMs being in charge of both monitoring and evaluating 

their own projects. Hence the uncertainties of monitoring must be cleared up in order to make 

confident conclusions about evaluating projects in either an ongoing or post-project scenario. 

5.6 Testing Evaluations 
After observing meetings and learning the framework for how projects are carried out at a 

PCM level, the next step was to test evaluation methods actively in projects to get an 

understanding for what activities worked, what areas needed to be altered, and what activities 

did not fit well in PCM projects. The evaluations tested in PCM projects were not meant to 

result in lessons learned or improvements for the various projects. Instead, they were meant to 

grasp in a general sense how evaluations might be implemented in a realistic context.  As a 

result, some of the testing comprised of observing the actual meeting, and meeting with the 

PCM before and/or after the project to understand how that meeting would have involved 

evaluation. As an observer, the evaluations were personally filled out during the meeting and 

then shown to the PCM afterwards to make criticisms.  

5.6.1 Creating Evaluation Forms 

The initial direction to take for testing project evaluations was decided in conjunction with the 

PCM thesis supervisor. As the main source of knowledge regarding how PCM projects work, 

and also as a person who sees significant value in evaluations, it was decided together that an 

evaluation form based on general “focus areas” of the project would be a worthwhile place to 
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begin. For both ongoing and post-project evaluations, these focus areas would be specific to 

the project, and would be created as a result of meeting with the PCM and deciding what the 

most critical areas of the project were. The difference was that the ongoing evaluations would 

be constantly built upon over time, while the post-project evaluation would ideally make a 

key learning from the most worthwhile “focus areas”, and ultimately find a way to document 

them. The form below was the initial form used to evaluate projects towards the beginning of 

the thesis’ data collection. 

 

 

Figure Q. First evaluation form created to test ongoing evaluations in the PCM department. A post-project 

evaluation was not scheduled at this point. 

The style of this evaluation form was based on the research of various PMI REP certified 

evaluation forms (Key Consulting Inc., 2013). After the first couple meetings however, it was 

Which activities so far have proved to be the most and  least valuable?

What departments should have been engaged or involved in meetings earlier?

Other comments/notes:

What activities are currently functioning well in this project?

What are some current hold-ups? What challenges are you currently facing?

In the activities being performed now, what risks are there that could affect future outcomes?

What could have been done more efficiently/effectively since the last evaluation?

Evaluation Form



 

38 

quickly realized that this form was far too comprehensive in the questions posed in that it took 

too much time to create the questions as well as answer them. As mentioned in the results of 

the questionnaire, time is one of the biggest issues when it comes to evaluating projects, and 

should be a primary focus in testing, improving, and retesting evaluations in PCM projects. 

With time put into consideration, it was decided that having only 2-3 “focus areas” would 

reduce the breadth and in turn increase the depth of the information covered by the evaluation 

(Patton, 2002, p. 227-228). Although 2-3 “focus areas” may not be enough to cover every 

single noteworthy part of a project, it would help to not overwhelm the PCM with additional 

work, and would be a realistic way to provide him or her with valuable results. The following 

updated evaluation form was created and used to understand if having limited areas of focus 

would make the evaluations easier to accomplish. This form was used in both ongoing 

projects and post-project meetings. 

 

 

Figure R. Second evaluation form created to test ongoing evaluations in the PCM department. The 

challenge/problem and fix/solution boxes were unique to the project being evaluated. 
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Q3
Challenge/Problem Fix/Solution

Q2
Challenge/Problem Fix/Solution

Meeting Date:

Involved Persons:

Leading PCM: Project Type: Meeting Details:

Project Evaluation Form
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Challenge/Problem Fix/Solution
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5.6.2 Testing Ongoing Evaluations  

As explained in section 4.3, significantly more ongoing project meetings were available to 

test evaluations on than post-project meetings, therefore findings were more comprehensive 

and provided more information to analyze. This was taken into consideration when comparing 

the information from testing ongoing evaluations with post-project evaluations. In the 22 

meetings attended with 7 different PCMs over a 10 week period, 18 were unique projects and 

4 were follow-up meetings for the same project. This meant that most ongoing evaluations 

were only able to be done once for a project. The 4 projects that were evaluated twice 

provided the most information as to how useful ongoing evaluations are in practice. 

One of the most valuable findings from testing ongoing evaluations were that the time needed 

for conducting brief evaluations in the follow-up meetings was not substantial and was a 

realistic possibility to make it an added activity for the PCM and the involved project team. 

Of all the meetings attended, approximately half ended with 5 or more minutes to spare. In 

almost all these cases, the project team left immediately after the meeting was ended. In only 

a few cases did a project team stay together for the remainder of the time to either talk about 

other projects currently existing in their realm of responsibility, or something else completely 

different. If a formal ongoing evaluation system was implemented, it could very well take 

place within those 5 minutes, increasing meeting effectiveness and hopefully adding value to 

the project itself. 

Although the general responsibilities of all the PCMs are more or less the same across all 

categories, the way in which the PCMs document their project information and its progress is 

unique. It became clear through sitting in the meetings that one standard ongoing evaluation 

form would not be effective in practice. Due to their unique ways of writing and documenting 

project data, each PCM would need to customize how they use evaluations in their meetings 

so long as the end result of the evaluation was beneficial in terms of learning or improving 

project processes, and had some sort of standardization in the end. With that said, the form 

shown in figure 5.4 was used as an example for how a PCM could perhaps display their focus 

areas in their project worksheets. 

Section 3.3 emphasizes the point that formative evaluations are primarily focused on the 

implementation of the project, and it was no different for the ongoing evaluations tested in the 

follow-up meetings. The PCMs were not very interested in justifying the project as it stood, 

and as the questionnaire’s final questions also indicate, many of the focus areas and points of 

interest were unintentionally focused on the direct implementation of specific project 

processes. This was not so surprising during the research itself, because in a PCM’s day-to-

day activities, nothing is more important than what is happening in the immediate future with 

possibly direct consequences. In comparing this with the post-project meetings attended 

however, it was interesting to see this focus somewhat unchanged. 

5.6.3 Post-Project Evaluation Findings 

From the 22 meetings attended, only 3 were post-project evaluations. Of those, 2 were 

conducted by a PCM in the Norway office which was attended via conference call. This small 

data set unfortunately affected the quality as well as greatly decreased the variety of the 
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results. Nevertheless, most of the focus in these meetings was on reviewing specific project 

processes and determining what could have been done differently to create a better outcome. 

It should be noted that positive outcomes to project activities were discussed in order to 

emphasize what can and should be done in the same way for similar projects in the future. As 

mentioned in the previous section, it was interesting to note that very little time, if any, was 

focused on justifying the project as a whole. Furthermore, the capabilities of the project team 

members as individuals (rather than as representatives of their department) were not reviewed. 

This of course can be a difficult task but nevertheless is highlighted in section 3.3, along with 

justification, as characteristics of summative evaluations. 

Although the meetings did contain necessary elements of learning, the content was not as 

thorough as it would have been if focus areas had been utilized from the project’s start to 

finish. Due to the length and complexity of these projects, information and activities had to be 

somewhat generalized in order to make any understanding of what had been done well and 

what could have been done better. Generalizations were detected in these meetings by 

comparing the discussion to what had been discussed in ongoing project meetings. The 

average post-project meeting was 30 minutes to 1 hour in length, which is not much more 

than the 30 minutes usually designated for ongoing project meetings. From this alone, it can 

be understood that generalities must be made in order to make any conclusions by the 

meeting’s end.  

Although the evaluation form shown in figure 5.4 was considered when involved in the post-

project meetings, it seemed that the focus areas made for the project produced oversimplified 

learnings rather than a more vivid understanding of what had occurred throughout the project. 

Instead of using focus areas in an evaluation form, and then bringing them up with the project 

team, a PCM appeared to be better off  bringing up general activities within the project that 

were not satisfactory, and exploring what had happened with the project team. This was 

efficient in solving project-specific issues that could perhaps be utilized in a very similar 

situation in the future, but was not wholly capable of being adaptable for new, semi-similar 

project that were perhaps varied in complexity, category, and relevance. This really is a direct 

consequence of PCM projects’ length and the size of the PCMs’ project portfolio. 
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6 – Conclusions & Results  
In this chapter, the results connected to the thesis project’s main purpose and problem 

formulation are summarized and explained. An explicit agreement for conducting this thesis 

at Mondelēz International was to create a practical, real system as an output of the work done 

over the 10 week period. Therefore, it was important to consider the academic conclusions 

made in this section with the knowledge that the results and ultimate recommendations are 

meant to go beyond academics, and ultimately present a reality for the PCM department. 

Patton (2002, p. 136) discusses this departure from theory, which can be understood from a 

small excerpt. 

“While these intellectual, philosophical, and theoretical traditions have greatly influenced the 

debate about the value and legitimacy of qualitative inquiry [evaluations], it is not necessary, 

in my opinion, to swear vows of allegiance to any single epistemological perspective to use 

qualitative methods.” 

Hughes and Nieuwenhuis (2005) also explain that the idealistic evaluation approach (which 

would be either ongoing or post-project evaluations in this scenario) determined to be used in 

a situation may be strongly correlated to the actual methodologies and techniques used in 

practice, but are not necessarily mirror images. Because evaluations take place in a great deal 

of different disciplines and fields, the theoretical conclusions made from much previous data 

may not be wholly applicable in another industry when it comes to reality. In fact, new 

models for evaluating evolve as a result of the culture, discipline, and other factors in that 

circumstance.  

6.1 Why Ongoing Evaluations? 
Taking the results of the observations, interviews, questionnaire, as well as the testing of 

evaluations in projects in the PCM department, it is concluded that ongoing evaluations are 

the ideal method for evaluating. Although by no means absolute, the focus that most PCMs 

had for their projects were very much so about implementation of project activities and 

specific project progress. Although their lack of time is preventing evaluations from being 

done on an ongoing basis, the result of ongoing evaluations are much more rewarding than 

conducing post-project evaluations on their projects, which can last well over a year. The 

following 4 points summarize why ongoing evaluations are so much more applicable for the 

PCM department: 

1. Current follow-up meetings allow for brief ongoing evaluations 

If done efficiently, the extra minutes not used in current follow-up meetings can be 

utilized for ongoing evaluations if a practical, formal system was implemented. 

 

2. The length and number of projects that each PCM manages requires ongoing 

attention 

It is not possible to expect PCMs to maximize evaluations when only conducted once 

at the end of a project that could have taken place for well over a year. Furthermore, 
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the number of projects that a PCM deals with on a day-to-day basis can make one-

time evaluations incomplete, biased, and missing opportunities for learning. 

 

3. Focus areas, which are maximized in ongoing evaluation situations, facilitate in 

narrowing the breadth and increase the depth of the evaluations 

When considering the amount of tasks and responsibilities of a PCM, it is necessary to 

minimize the scope of evaluations while still being sure to create something of value 

out of evaluating. Focus areas solve this, and are done best in an ongoing basis. 

 

4. Creating key learnings for implementation for future projects is imperative 

PCMs are focused on project implementation and see evaluations as a tool to improve 

implementation in current and future projects. Key learnings refer to specific, 

summarized results that come out of ongoing evaluations that PCMs can access and 

utilize whenever necessary. Post-project evaluations can still result in key learnings, 

but as explained below, the focus for PCMs is implementation, not so much 

justification. 

 

The PCMs’ need for taking key learnings from one project and using them for another is not 

necessarily an exclusive characteristic held by ongoing evaluations.
6
 Post-project evaluations 

can sometimes result in knowledge that can indeed be passed along for the future. However, 

the fact is that key learnings that PCMs are interested in are about project implementation 

processes and not about justifying those processes. This makes ongoing evaluations 

significantly more suitable. Simply put, the result of ongoing evaluations can give the PCM 

evidence about how and why certain activities were performed in order to create some result. 

A story is essentially created that can be understood later on and shaped for future use.  

The results from questions 5 and 6 of the questionnaire do a good job at showing that PCMs 

recognize that ongoing evaluations are more worthwhile in an ideal situation, and that post-

project evaluations are more of a reaction from the lack of having any sort of functional 

system. The challenge is thus to create a system that makes ongoing evaluations possible in a 

realistic situation, considering the time constraints and other obligations of the PCMs. When 

deciding to create an actual evaluation system out of the results made from the research, it is 

necessary to back away from the idealistic conclusions of having a purely ongoing evaluation 

system, and consider the optimal system that would function pragmatically.  

6.2 Reality of Ongoing Evaluations – The Caveat 
Ongoing evaluations are ideally the best way for the PCM department to see improvements in 

their projects for the future. Realistically however, a purely ongoing evaluation system would 

not fully maximize what evaluations could accomplish. Because ongoing evaluations are 

focused so deeply on specific project implementation, it lacks the summative quality of 

reviewing a finished project once it is closed, and truly making sense of what had happened. 

By adding an additional evaluation towards the end of a project, which would essentially be a 

                                                 
6
 If using the same “context is key” example in section 3.3.2 about guests repeatedly tasting a finished food dish, 

any evaluations that create learnings for the future could technically be considered an ongoing evaluation. 
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post-project evaluation, the PCM could not only benefit by improving the specific project, but 

create and summarize key learnings that could then be used for the future. Without an 

additional evaluation, these learnings would risk being forgotten after they were only utilized 

once, for that specific project. 

6.3 Key Areas Needed in an Evaluation System 
The empirical data collected in the previous chapter resulted in a number of areas that the 

PCMs felt were most important to include in an evaluation system. When looking at the I2M 

process’s evaluation step in figure 1.1, it can be noted that each key area shown here describes 

a problem that the I2M process contains. It is for this reason that these areas were closely used 

to create the recommendations in the following chapter. 

Key Area Description 

Time efficient Time efficiency is probably the most basic but important 

part of what is needed out an evaluation system. It affects 

all of the following key areas. If this area is not 

successfully done, the evaluation system literally cannot be 

accomplished. 

Formal but practical system A formal system is needed so that evaluations are 

standardized and consequently understandable from PCM 

to PCM. A formal system must also be practical in that it 

not only works as an idealized process, but also explains 

how it is realistically accomplished. 

Flexible in new circumstances As each project is unique, evaluations must be able to 

easily be adapted to the project’s distinctive qualities, such 

as length, scope, and complexity. 

Simple addition to work 

activities 

Much connected to time efficiency, an evaluation system 

must be easily understandable. A high learning curve adds 

to the time it takes to conduct evaluations. Furthermore, 

added work activities such as documentation and extra 

meetings must be kept to a minimum. 

Able to provide direct benefit to 

PCMs 

The I2M process’s learning loop does not come back 

directly to the PCM and therefore gives the perception that 

it does not help a PCM. Ongoing evaluations that provide 

key learnings directly to the PCM are necessary to create 

motivation to evaluate. 

Easily accessible/sharable for 

future reference 

In order to maximize the knowledge contained within the 

whole PCM department, the learnings made from projects 

must be easily accessible and sharable among all PCMs.  

Table D. Key areas needed in an evaluation system. 

7 – Recommendations for the PCM Department 
This section is meant to go beyond the academic conclusion of ongoing evaluation, and 

recommend a practical system that is customized solely for the PCM department at Mondelēz 

International. The recommendations include a 10-page set of guidelines (Appendix IV), along 

with a shared Excel database for inputting key learnings described in the guidelines. Because 
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the Excel database cannot accompany this thesis, screenshots of the database are included in 

Appendix V.  

7.1 Practical Guidelines  
Evaluating in a systematic and efficient way results in useful information for all PCM’s. This 

evaluation cycle is on-going in that it aims to improve project processes as the project is 

carried out, but also adds the benefit of post-project evaluation by creating a summary of key 

learnings for future projects. Together, improvements are made in current projects and lessons 

learned can be applied for the future. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure S. The 5-step PCM evaluation cycle. 
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7.1.1 What Projects to Evaluate 

The evaluation cycle should be formally applied to as many projects as possible so long as 

project activities are maintained and the project evaluation guidelines are used. To keep 

evaluations effective and efficient, a PCM should be formally evaluating 1-3 projects at any 

given time. All other projects should still be informally evaluated so that any possible key 

learnings are not missed. 

Figure T. Projects to evaluate. 

 

7.1.2 Conducting Informal Evaluations 

Informal evaluations will roughly follow the same evaluation cycle as formal evaluations, but 

will be up to the PCM to determine how involved the projects are to be evaluated. An 

informal evaluation could be as simple as formulating a few risks and submitting key 

learnings once the project is finished. 

When conducting informal evaluations it is important to:  

 Review past learnings – refer to the first step in the formal evaluation cycle. 

 Create “focus areas” or risk lists – make easy-to-access spreadsheet of areas most 

critical to the project and present this to the project team at kick-off. 

 Monitor, discuss, and improve – use these areas as talking points in project meetings, 

to learn more about what actions should be taken, as well as what is or is not working 

in the project, and document the changes and progress made in these areas so they can 

be understood later on in the project. 

 Review and consider if any key learnings came out of the project – review in final 

project meeting(s) and put any key learnings found into database, keeping in mind 

formatting and spelling. 

 Note that some projects may not provide any useful learnings. 

7.1.3 Conducting Formal Evaluations 

Each of the 5 steps that make up the evaluation cycle is important for the learnings that 

eventually come out of the project. These learnings can be maximized by combining the 

knowledge of the PCMs and the recommendations made in this section.  

The 5 steps are beneficial to the PCM department because they: 

 Provide a set of guidelines that can be referred to at any point in a project. 

 Allow for past key learnings to be easily accessible, depending on the focus area of the 

project. 
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 Improve overall performance of projects by avoiding unnecessary risks and repeating 

the same issue twice. 

It is however important to note that: 

 Because each project is different, the evaluation cycle should be adapted to unique 

project processes. 

 The evaluation cycle is meant to improve over time as more learnings are documented 

and shared with colleagues. 

 The evaluation cycle applies to only one project at a time. Each project being 

evaluated belongs to its own evaluation cycle. 

7.1.4 The 5 steps to Conducting Formal Evaluations 

Step 1: Review past learnings relevant to upcoming project 

This step prepares the PCM for any advice, recommendations, or unresolved risks that have 

come up in similar projects in the past. As more projects become evaluated, documented and 

shared over time, more learnings will be available for the future. A lack of past learnings 

means that this new project is even more important to evaluate. 

Guidelines: 

 Open the “Key Learning Database” in Excel and utilize the filter functions available to 

find relevant information on the upcoming project. 

 Consider using appropriate key words that pertain to the “focus areas” of the project. 

 If past learnings are found but do not provide adequate information, contact the PCM 

that is attached to that particular project. 

 Shape the past learnings so that they are applicable to the unique aspects of the 

upcoming project. 

Step 2: Create “focus areas” for project considering past learnings and new challenges 

This step puts the old and new information into an appropriate context that can then be used 

for the duration of the project. Focus areas are the parts of the project that are projected to be 

central to the main implementation activities within the project, and crucial for the success of 

the project’s objectives. They should not exceed more than what is manageable for a PCM to 

closely monitor and evaluate. 

Guidelines: 

 Consider what areas were found to be important in previous projects, especially 

unexpected changes and/or risks. 

 Document 2-4 focus areas so that they are easily accessible in follow-up meetings. It 

is recommended that they are placed in a worksheet alongside the timings, minutes, 

and articles & volumes in Excel. 

 Use the examples on the next page as a baseline for documenting the focus areas. It is 

important that it is created so that summaries/notes/solutions can be easily made and 

seen as the project progresses.  
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 Create the focus area worksheet in a way that best suits preferences and working 

methods 

 Present the focus areas as part of the kick-off meeting. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure U. Two examples of how to document focus areas in the 5 step evaluation cycle. 

Focus Areas Notes: Fix/Solution

Update 6:
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Update 5:
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Update 8:
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Update 4:

Update 1:

Update 2:

Update 3:

Update 4:

Update 1:

Update 2:

Update 3:

Update 4:

Update 1:

Update 2:

Focus Area 1

Focus Area 2

Focus Area 3

FA1
Challenge/Problem Fix/Solution

FA2
Challenge/Problem Fix/Solution
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C
om

m
en

ts



 

48 

Step 3: Monitor and briefly evaluate the focus areas regularly, documenting progress and 

changes 

This step spans greatest length of the project’s life and probably changes more from project to 

project than any other step in the evaluation cycle. The focus areas created in Step 2 set the 

foundation in which this step is to be carried out. Each PCM’s unique projects, preferences, 

skills, and working methods will change how this step is accomplished.  

Guidelines: 

 Assess the relevance of the focus areas created in the previous step, ensuring that they 

are the right areas of focus for the particular project. 

 In follow-up meetings, have a dialogue with team members about the status of the 

focus areas, documenting notable areas of interest, improvement, or concerns. 

 In making adjustments or changes to the focus areas as the project progresses, be sure 

to retain all previous information in the worksheet so that changes are clear later on. 

 In some cases, the focus areas from PDR to LR and LR to FPA may change. If a focus 

area is only relevant to one of these phases of a project, it is still important to include 

it through the project’s completion. 

 Consider making 2-3 follow-up meetings focused solely on evaluating the focus areas 

with the project team. Periodic ongoing evaluations can help to maximize the 

learnings made in the next step. These meetings can be formed around milestones in 

the project. 

Step 4: Evaluate the success or lack of success of each focus area and create key learnings 

This step evaluates the project utilizing the information gained from Step 3. While the 

previous step consisted of monitoring and continually improving the project, all activities that 

have been performed can now be reviewed and evaluated in its entirety. If done correctly, 

each focus area should provide an account of what issues arose, and what actions were made 

to fix, avoid, or experience them. At this point, key learnings are to be made. 

Guidelines: 

 Review each focus area individually, understanding the central reasons or activities 

that most affected their outcomes. 

 Set-up a post-project evaluation meeting with team members relevant to these focus 

areas. 

 Inform the project team of the results of each focus area, and start a dialogue with the 

intent to clarify what happened and what had been learned. 

  After the meeting, summarize the key learnings for each focus area as briefly as 

possible, including the most important points. 

 Distribute the key learnings to the project team.  
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Step 5: Put key learnings from project into database and share with colleagues if necessary 

The final step in the evaluation cycle takes the key learnings made from the project and 

allows it to be accessible to all those with access to the “Key Learning Database”. The time 

and effort put into the previous steps will affect the quality and reliability of the key learnings 

that are inputted into the database. 

Guidelines: 

 Open the “Key Learning Database” and fill out the project information, using a new 

line for each key learning from the finished project. 

 If necessary, shorten or rephrase the key learnings, recognizing that it will be utilized 

again in the future by a PCM who may have not been involved in the project. 

 Add keywords that will identify the project if searched for in the future. 

 If the project’s key learnings were significant, share them in a PCM meeting. 

7.2 Focus Areas 
The focus areas that have been discussed throughout this thesis are a part of the 

recommendations, however, they are not meant to be a finished product, but rather a 

representation of what focus areas could be in a realistic evaluation system. PCMs are the 

most qualified individuals as their own evaluators to create a set of focus areas that are best 

suited for all types of their projects. As the practical recommendation hopefully is 

implemented at the conclusion of this thesis, actions must be taken to make these 

improvements.  
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Appendix I – I2M Process 
Edited for Confidentiality. 
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Appendix II – Types of PCM Projects 
For Confidentiality, limited information on PCM projects is shown. 

 

Project Type 1: Pack Change 

Project Definition 

 Where one of the following changes occurs with the pack:  

o New Pack Structure 

o Graphics change 

o Pack size change 

o Declaration change 

Challenges & Risks 

 Minimize packaging scrapping 

 Speed up the process  

 Avoid out of stock 

 Inform all impacted countries / channels  

 

Project Type 2: Delist 

Project Definition 

  Product or range of products are delisted from our portfolio on a permanent basis  

Challenges & Risks 

  Limit raw material and packaging scrapping 

  Limit slow movers 

  Avoid out of stock risk 

  Inform all stakeholders 

 

Project Type 3: Productivity 

Project Definition 

 Productivity is a process of continuous improvement in the production/supply of 

quality output/service through efficient, effective use of inputs, with emphasis on 

teamwork for the betterment of all. 

 Where a product/pack is changed to improve its performance – idea could be raised 

from a variety of functions. 
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Challenges & Risks 

 Major concern: deliver cost savings (and cost avoidance) 

 Each productivity project has its specificities. As a result it is difficult to build an 

exhaustive best practice 

 Involve the right project leader & team members 

 Clarify Roles & Responsibilities 

 Integrate local constraints from the beginning 

 Ensure that the quality of the final products is shared and accepted by the team  

 Properly manage the packaging and raw material stocks 

 

Project Type 4: Quality Improvement 

Project Definition 

 When a product pack and/or raw is changed to improve its performance – could be 

initiated from a variety of functions.  

Challenges & Risks 

  Ensure realistic timeline is taken into account  

  Ensure target  is respected  

  Limit waste 

  Avoid Out Of Stock situations  

 

Project Type 6: Substitution 

Project definition 

 Definition:  When a standard product ‘A’ is replaced in store by product ‘B’ for a 

limited / determined period of time, and then come back to product ‘A’ 

Challenges & Risks 

 Avoid Out of stock 

 Limit  packaging scrapping for product ‘B’ 

o Avoid product slow movers (both for product A and B); 

o Strictly follow the forecast customer by customer. 

Project Type 7: NPD 

Project Definition 

 NPD is an existing product (flavor & format) introduced into a new market as a 

permanent SKU 



 

56 

 NPD projects utilize existing information to reduce the overall complexity to the 

business and time to market. 

Challenges & Risks 

 Plant capacity constraints 

 Pack order timing and volume for the start-up 

 

Project Type 8: Complex NPD 

Project Definition 

 Newly developed product.  

Challenges & Risks 

 Feasibility of the project 

 Define timeline and expected outputs from consumer tests, and contingency plans 

 Avoid rework and be efficient 

 Ensure target is respected. 

 Allocate specific resources to the project 

 Timing constraints and volume accuracy for launch  

 Quality standards 
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Appendix III – Sample Interview Questions 
The following questions were asked in many different meetings, interviews, conversations, 

and other situations. In no particular order, these serve as an example for what was generally 

asked in order to learn more about PCMs and evaluation. 

Interview Questions 

General 

 In regards to evaluation, what you would like to do and when? 

 What should be measured? 

 What is the biggest use you like to get out of an evaluation? 

 What are the blocks to having an evaluation system? 

o What are the steps to removing those blocks? 

 What would motivate you to perform an evaluation on every project? 

 At what points/milestones would an evaluation make the most sense? 

 What would you like to have in an evaluation sheet? 

 What is a rough example of a ‘lessons learned’ in a project? Can you recall from a 

recently finished project? 

Project Specific 

 What is going on right now that is working really well? 
 What is the current hold up of this project or process? What is slowing you down? 
 What activities or changes could you recommend to improve this project? 
 Are you currently waiting on others to finish something so that you can continue 

working? 
o How can you or someone else quicken that process while maintaining quality? 

 What can I do to motivate another department to complete necessary tasks earlier on? 

Other 

 Approximately what percentage of projects do you currently evaluate (in one way or 

another)? 

 How many post-project evaluations do you do? 

 At what point do you decide that a post-project evaluation is necessary? 

 How do you prepare for an evaluation meeting 
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Appendix IV – Formal Guidelines for Evaluation PCM Projects  
 

The 5-Step PCM Evaluation Cycle 
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Overview 

Evaluating in a systematic and efficient way results in useful information for all 

PCM’s. This evaluation cycle is ongoing in that it aims to improve project processes 

as the project is carried out, but also adds the benefit of post-project evaluation by 

creating a summary of key learnings for future projects. Together, improvements are 

made in current projects and lessons learned can be applied for the future. 

Key Points 

Each of the 5 steps that make up the evaluation cycle is important for the learnings that 

eventually come out of the project. By following the recommendations in this guide as well as 

by combining it with your knowledge as a PCM, a great deal of valuable learnings can be 

generated. 

 Because each project is different, the evaluation cycle should be adapted to unique project 

processes 

 The evaluation cycle is meant to improve over time as more learnings are documented and 

shared with colleagues. 

 The evaluation cycle applies to only one project at a time. Each project being evaluated 

belongs to its own evaluation cycle. 

Benefits 

 It provides a set of guidelines that can be referred to at any point in a project 

 It allows for past key learnings to be easily accessible, depending on the focus area of the 

project 

 It improves overall performance of projects by avoiding unnecessary risks and repeating 

the same issue twice 
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What Projects to Evaluate 

The evaluation cycle should be formally applied to as many projects as possible so 

long as project activities are maintained and the project evaluation guidelines are 

used. To keep evaluations effective and efficient, a PCM should be formally evaluating 

1-3 projects at any given time. All other projects should still be informally evaluated 

so that any possible key learnings are not missed. 

 

Conducting Informal Evaluations 

Informal evaluations will roughly follow the same evaluation cycle as formal 

evaluations, but will be up to the PCM to determine how involved the projects are to 

be evaluated. An informal evaluation could be as simple as formulating a few risks and 

submitting key learnings once the project is finished. 

Review Past Learnings 

 Refer to the first step in the formal evaluation cycle. 

Create “Focus Areas” or Risk List 

 Make easy-to-access spreadsheet of areas most critical to the project. 

 Present areas to project team at kick-off. 

Monitor, Discuss, Improve 

 Use these areas as talking points in project meetings, learning more about what actions 

should be taken, and what is or is not working in the project. 

 Document the changes and progress made in these areas so they can be understood later 

on in the project. 

Summarize and Document 

 Review and consider if any key learnings came out of the project. 

 Include in final project meeting(s). 

 Put any key learnings found into database, keeping in mind formatting and spelling. 

 Note that some projects may not provide any useful learnings. 
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Step 1:  

Review past learnings relevant to upcoming project 

This step prepares the PCM for any advice, recommendations, or unresolved risks that 

have come up in similar projects in the past. As more projects become evaluated, 

documented and shared over time, more learnings will be available for the future. A 

lack of past learnings means that this new project is even more important to evaluate. 

Guidelines: 

 Open the “Key Learning Database” in Excel and utilize the filter functions available to 

find relevant information on the upcoming project. 

 Consider using appropriate key words that pertain to the “focus areas” of the project. 

 If past learnings are found but do not provide adequate information, contact the PCM that 

is attached to that particular project. 

 Shape the past learnings so that they are applicable to the unique aspects of the upcoming 

project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Before Kick-off 
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Step 2:  

Create “focus areas” for project considering past learnings 

and new challenges 

This step puts the old and new information into an appropriate context that can then 

be used for the duration of the project. Focus areas are the parts of the project that 

are projected to be central to the main implementation activities within the project, 

and crucial for the success of the project’s objectives. 

Guidelines: 

 Consider what areas were found to be important in previous projects, especially 

unexpected changes and/or risks. 

 “Focus areas” should not exceed more than what is manageable for a PCM to closely 

monitor and evaluate. It is recommended that 2-4 focus areas are made in a given project. 

 Document these focus areas so that they are easily accessible in follow-up meetings. It is 

recommended that they are placed in a worksheet alongside the timings, minutes, and 

articles & volumes in Excel. 

 Use the examples on the next page as a baseline for documenting the focus areas. It is 

important that it is created so that summaries/notes/solutions can be easily made and seen 

as the project progresses.  

 Create the focus area worksheet in a way that best suits your own preferences and 

working methods 

 Present the focus areas as a part of the kick-off meeting. 

 

At Project Start 
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Examples for documenting focus areas:

Focus Areas Notes: Fix/Solution

Update 6:

Update 7:

Update 8:

Update 5:

Update 6:

Update 7:

Update 8:

Update 5:

Update 6:

Update 7:

Update 8:

Update 5:

Update 3:

Update 4:

Update 1:

Update 2:

Update 3:

Update 4:

Update 1:

Update 2:

Update 3:

Update 4:

Update 1:

Update 2:

Focus Area 1

Focus Area 2

Focus Area 3

FA1
Challenge/Problem Fix/Solution

FA2
Challenge/Problem Fix/Solution

C
om

m
en

ts

FA3
Challenge/Problem Fix/Solution

C
om

m
en

ts
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Step 3:  

Monitor and briefly evaluate the focus areas regularly, 

documenting progress and changes 

This step spans greatest length of the project’s life and probably changes more from 

project to project than any other step in the evaluation cycle. The focus areas created 

in Step 2 set the foundation in which this step is to be carried out. Each PCM’s unique 

projects, preferences, skills, and working methods will change how this step is 

accomplished.  

Guidelines: 

 Assess the relevance of the focus areas created in the previous step, ensuring that they are 

the right areas of focus for the particular project. 

 In follow-up meetings, have a dialogue with team members about the status of the focus 

areas, documenting notable areas of interest, improvement, or concerns. 

 In making adjustments or changes to the focus areas as the project progresses, be sure to 

retain all previous information in the worksheet so that changes are clear later on. 

 In some cases, the focus areas from PDR to LR and LR to FPA may change. If a focus 

area is only relevant to one of these phases of a project, it is still important to include it 

through the project’s completion. 

 

Also… 

 Consider making 2-3 follow-up meetings focused solely on evaluating the focus areas 

with the project team. Periodic ongoing evaluations can help to maximize the learnings 

made in the next step. These meetings can be formed around milestones in the project. 

 

 

From PDR to FPA 
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Step 4:  

Evaluate the success or lack of success of each focus area 

and create key learnings 

This step evaluates the project utilizing the information gained from Step 3. While the 

previous step consisted of monitoring and continually improving the project, all 

activities that have been performed can now be reviewed and evaluated in its entirety. 

If done correctly, each focus area should provide an account of what issues arose, and 

what actions were made to fix, avoid, or experience them. At this point, key learnings 

are to be made. 

Guidelines: 

 Review each focus area individually, understanding the central reasons or activities that 

most affected their outcomes. 

 Set-up a post-project evaluation meeting with team members relevant to these focus areas. 

 Inform the project team of the results of each focus area, and start a dialogue with the 

intent to clarify what happened and what had been learned. 

  After the meeting, summarize the key learnings for each focus area as briefly as possible, 

including the most important points. 

 Distribute the key learnings to the project team. 

  

FPA to after ATO 
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Step 5:  

Put key learnings from project into database and share 

with colleagues if necessary 

The final step in the evaluation cycle takes the key learnings made from the project 

and allows it to be accessible to all those with access to the “Key Learning 

Database”. The time and effort put into the previous steps will affect the quality and 

reliability of the key learnings that are inputted into the database. 

Guidelines: 

 Open the “Key Learning Database” and fill out the project information, using a new line 

for each key learning from the finished project. 

 If necessary, shorten or rephrase the key learnings, recognizing that it will be utilized 

again in the future by a PCM who may have not been involved in the project. 

 Add keywords that will identify the project if searched for in the future. 

 If the project’s key learnings were significant, share them in a PCM meeting. 

 

Post-Project 
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Appendix V – Key Learning Database 
This Excel database shown in the pictures below is an accompanying resource to the 

evaluation guidelines in Appendix IV. Because the test information is confidential, the 

database is empty in these pictures. The pictures on this page illustrate the benefits of the 

database, such as the drop-down box for relevant cells, and the functions of the buttons on the 

top ribbon. The next page shows the database itself. 
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First Name Last Name PCM Category Project # Importance Project Name Project Type Focus Area Key Learning

Filters

PCM Key Learning Database
Add key 

Clear all filters


