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PRO Annual Work Plan Process Backgrounder 2014 
 
 
The Program Review Office (RPO) has implemented an annual risk based planning process to determine 
which program review projects will be scheduled every year. This process will require Departments to 
identify and prioritize potential review projects for inclusion. 
 
ISSUE 
 
Programs should be reviewed strategically throughout their life cycle for good program information to 
guide managers in their decision-making. Ineffective programs waste scarce program dollars and with a 
conservative level of resources available to departments, program review is often neglected in light of 
more immediate issues.  Departments need a mechanism and a sense of “buy-in” to ensure reviews are 
carried out on a regular basis, utilizing the full extent of GNWT resources and expertise possible.  Annual 
program review planning benefits senior management and program staff by providing valuable program 
information for more informed decision making, as well as providing accountability for tax dollars to the 
public. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
One of the goals for the 17th Legislative Assembly is an effective and efficient government. The Program 
Review Office (PRO) was established to help advance this goal as first identified by the 16th Legislative 
Assembly. The PRO was asked to: 

 Conduct targeted reviews of programs and services to address specific issues of effectiveness or 
sustainability and to recommend modifications, 

 Lead an on-going review of all programs and services to clarify and confirm mandates,  

 Determine program effectiveness, and report on results achieved, and 

 Work with departments and their program staff to improve evaluation, review, monitoring, and 
results reporting so that effectiveness and efficiency is demonstrated. 

 
The Auditor General of Canada has stated that program evaluation is the best method for determining 
the effectiveness of government policies and programs, regardless of the level of government. Most 
recently, in its Status Report of February 2012, the Auditor General noted that their analysis pointed to 
three barriers, the first of which was “inadequate information to manage programs and make 
decisions”.  The Auditor General further noted  
 

“We have found that these organizations need to make a sustained effort to improve the quality 
and collection of data.  Good quality data is important for measuring and reporting on 
performance.  It also supports program evaluations that can assess whether overall program 
objectives are being achieved, whether alternatives may exist to meet objectives, and whether 
the rationale or need that led to programming in the first place remains.”     

 
The results of program reviews can address the information needs of senior managers, Cabinet, 
Standing Committees, the Legislative Assembly and the public as an effective management and 
accountability tool. It increases a manger’s knowledge of the program, helps identify aspects of program 
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delivery that need attention, and assists managers to focus on outcomes rather than processes. 
Governments across Canada have recognized the value of regular program reviews and have 
incorporated this function in their planning processes.  
 
The Program Review Office has been tasked with doing targeted and on-going program reviews.  Since 
its inception, PRO has completed several reviews, many of which recommended areas for further in-
depth review.  The release of the office’s three year work plan in 2012 identified over 150 areas by 
Departments as requiring some level of evaluation or review work, or having just completed a review or 
evaluation.  It is clear that there is a considerable need for on-going reviews, however, PRO must adhere 
to a process by which targeted review projects can be selected in a transparent and consistent manner. 
 
A number of factors contribute to how a program or process is recommended for review; a risk based 
approach can assist in narrowing down the selection through a matrix of criteria based on the 
organization’s priorities. A risk analysis alone would not provide conclusive recommendations for 
inclusion in an annual work plan, however, in conjunction with other considerations it can accommodate 
any number of factors and act as a fair and transparent mechanism for putting forward priority areas for 
review. 
 
An annual planning process has been adopted for the office, guided in part by a risk matrix to help select 
programs for review.  With limited staff and resources, it is anticipated that PRO will struggle to keep up 
with demand; active participation during reviews from the relevant department will be central to the 
successful completion of timely reviews.  
 
PRINCIPLES 
 
 All government programs should be designed for maximum effectiveness in order to achieve 

their mandates and attain the outcomes for which they were created.   
 
 Departments should take advantage of internal resources and expertise wherever possible. 

 
 Programs should be reviewed on a regular basis to provide management with program 

information to better inform decision-making. 
 
 Departments will work interactively with each other to increase the program review, 

performance measurement, and program planning function in the GNWT.   
 
 Program Review Office will utilize guidelines for best practice and ethics as per the Canadian 

Evaluation Society  
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PROCESS 
 
On an annual basis PRO will submit a list of proposed projects to Refocusing Government Committee of 
Deputy Ministers (RFGDM) based on information collected from Departments. The approved list will 
form the annual work plan. There are several different processes that will contribute to the list of 
potential reviews put forward by PRO: 
 

• Programs identified as priority areas for review by departments 
• Special requests made by FMB, Cabinet, Standing Committees for review 
• Items that are flagged as a result of previous reviews 
• Items carried over from previous years 
• Items that are time sensitive 

 
Generally, the demand for reviews outweighs the current capacity of PRO to meet the need.  In 
consideration of this and the fact that many projects may be large scale and multi-year, departments 
will be responsible for submitting a list of priority reviews for PRO’s consideration. If Departments are 
struggling to prioritize their needs, a risk analysis framework will be circulated for guidance and PRO 
staff will be available to assist.  Programs submitted for review consideration will include a project 
summary to provide context.  A sample project summary would be as follows: 
 

1. Project Name 
2. Purpose of the Project 
3. Program Description 
4. Program Goals & Measures 
5. Program Budget (not project budget) 

a. % of Departmental budget 
b. Are any Federal funds involved?  If so, what % Federal and GNWT 

6. Program Audience/Clientele (approximately how many people access the program) 
7. Is this a pilot program? 
8. How long has the program been in operation? 
9. Does this program experience high staff turnover? 
10. Does the program go over budget?  If so, how often does this occur? 
11. Are there program renewal commitments? (ie: attached to Federal dollars) 
12. IS the program under-subscribed? 
13. Have any prior reviews, evaluations and reports been done on this program? 
14. Does data collection and analysis occur for this program? 
15. Has this program been discussed in Session in the past year? 
16. What is the nature of assistance you are requesting? 

a. Evaluation Framework 
b. Review or evaluation 
c. Program Monitoring 
d. Review of best practices 

17. Who will be the participating staff from your Department? 
18. Do you have a proposed timeframe? 

 
PRO places each proposal through the risk assessment to help narrow the list down based on priorities.  
The list is then filtered through a multiple pronged process, as a checks and balance, to ensure that the 
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same large scale programs aren’t always selected while neglecting smaller programs.  The process 
includes: 

1. Risk Assessment 
2. Program Operating Environment Assessment 
3. Assessment of Political Climate  
4. Practical Considerations 

 
STEP 1:  RISK ASSESSMENT 

 
Risk assessment is a process used to assign a numeric value to programs based on specific risk factors 
related to an organization’s operating environment. The risk factors below have been identified as areas 
that affect GNWT operations and reflect current priorities.  A risk assessment is a dynamic process and 
can be reviewed and refined periodically as priorities evolve, or as required.  The risk factors presented 
below are generic and are based on similar factors used by the Audit Bureau and the Government of 
Canada.  They can be applied throughout the GNWT and tailored by Departments to suit internal needs. 
This process acts as a guide to help Departments and PRO prioritize projects in a transparent manner.   
  

Risk Factor Level of Risk 
High Medium Low 

Financial 
 

Substantial financial 
resources are assigned to the 
program with significant 
budgetary implications for 
the department.   
 
 

Considerable financial 
resources are assigned to the 
program - lower budgetary 
implications for the 
department. 
 
 

Minimal department 
resources are assigned to the 
program. 
 
 
 
 
 

Program Impact 
 

The program’s activities have 
a significant impact on large 
segments of the population. 
 
 
Discontinuing the program 
would have considerable 
repercussions.   
 
 

The program’s activities have 
an impact on specific 
segments of the population. 
 
 
Discontinuing the program 
would have some impact. 
 
 

The program’s activities have 
an impact on small segments 
of the population.  
 
 
Discontinuing the program 
would have minimal impact. 
 
 

 Government 
Priorities 

The program is central to the 
government achieving its 
goals and priorities. 
 
 
 
Cancelling the program 
would have a noticeable 
effect on achieving the 
government’s goals and 
priorities. 

The program contributes to 
the government’s goals and 
priorities, but is not central to 
fulfilling them.  Tends to be 
complementary.  
 
Cancelling the program 
would have an effect on 
achieving the government’s 
goals and priorities.  

The program contributes 
indirectly to fulfilling a 
government’s goals and 
priorities.   
 
 
Cancelling the program 
would have minimal effect 
on achieving the 
government’s goals and 
priorities. 
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Program  
Results 

 
 

Clear goals have not been 
defined for this program. 
 
Clear measures have not 
been defined for this 
program. 
 
Little to no data is regularly 
collected or monitored for 
this program. 
 
This program is not reported 
on. 
 
 
 
 
 
No prior review or evaluation 
conducted. 
 
 
 

Goals have been defined for 
this program. 
 
Measures have been defined 
for this program. 
 
Data is collected or 
monitored periodically for 
this program. 
 
 
This program is reported on 
internally (i.e.: within the 
department or government 
via departmental progress 
report or strategic plan etc). 
 
No prior review or evaluation 
conducted; however, 
evaluation framework may 
be on file. 
 

Clear goals have been 
defined for this program. 
 
Clear measures have been 
defined for this program. 
 
Data is regularly collected 
(annually) and monitored for 
this program. 
 
This program is reported 
publicly (i.e.: Business Plans, 
public newsletters or 
updates etc). 
 
 
 
Prior review or evaluation 
has been conducted. 
 
 
 

Public Interest 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

High degree of public 
interest in the program or 
subject matter.   
 
 
Program discussed at 
Legislative level regularly 
(more than once).  
 
Program has received local 
media coverage (more than 
one occasion). 

There is community based 
interest in the subject matter.   
 
 
 
Program not discussed 
regularly at Legislative level.   
 
 
Program has received very 
little media coverage (one 
occasion). 
 
 

Interest in the program or 
subject matter is confined to 
specific and specialized 
advocates. 
 
Program has not been 
discussed at the Legislative 
level. 
 
Program has not received 
coverage in local media. 

Service 
Improvement 

High potential for service 
improvements  to reduce the 
burden on  individuals 
and/or business. 

There is a potential for 
service improvements  to 
reduce the burden on  
individuals and/or business.  

This program does not have 
the potential for any service 
improvements to reduce the 
burden on individuals and/ 
or business. 
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Points Assignment 

Risk Factor Level of Risk 
 High  Medium Low 

Financial 9 6 3 
Program Impact 9 6 3 
Government Priorities 9 6 3 
Program Results 9 6 3 
Public Interest 9 6 3 
Service Improvement 9 6 3 

 
Total 

 
54 

 
36 

 
18 

 
 

High Risk Programs Medium Risk Programs Low Risk Programs 
28-54 Points 19-27 Points 1-18 Points 

 
 
 
STEP 2: PROGRAM OPERATING ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT 
 
The following constitutes the operating environment assessment: 

• Is there high staff turnover? 
• Are there program renewal commitments? 
• Is there on-going client dissatisfaction? 
• Is the program consistently under subscribed? 
• Is the program consistently over budget? 
• Are staff unclear as to what the purpose of the program is? 
• Are there Cabinet, FMB, or Standing Committee requests for review? 
• Has this program been identified as a priority by the Department, Standing Committees or 

Refocusing Government Committee? 
• Has this program been flagged as a result of previous program reviews? 
• Is the budget clearly identifiable by the Department? 
• Is the review project time sensitive? 
• How did the program score in the Department’s internal risk assessment process? 

 
 
STEP 3: POLITICAL CLIMATE 
 
These considerations assist PRO in assessing the political appetite to engage in a review or evaluation of 
sensitive program areas: 

• Is the subject matter highly sensitive? 
• Is the program subject to public scrutiny? 
• Would changes to the program prompt political dissent? 
• Does the program affect youth, seniors or otherwise marginalized populations? 
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STEP 4: PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Once a draft list of reviews has been compiled PRO works to narrow down the list further to be in line 
with its capacity by contemplating the following practical aspects of undertaking a review: 
 

• What is the estimated scope of study? 
• Is the program large scale and highly complex? 
• Is specialized or technical expertise required to review the program? 
• What resources are available within the Department to assist with this review? 

o Staff availability to participate 
o How accessible is the data 
o Is there data 
o Tool development costs 
o Travel 

• Does the review require public consultation? 
• Is the program on the Audit Bureau’s work plan?  (or has it been in the recent past?) 
• Are there other reviews or evaluations underway, proposed or planned in the near future? (by 

PRO, the Auditor General, internal evaluators or consultants?) 
 
Addressing the factors above assists PRO in determining which programs are put on the review 
schedule, and the most appropriate time to do so. Upon completion of a draft program review annual 
plan and schedule, the plan will be submitted to RFGDM for review and approval. To avoid overlap of 
valued time and resources PRO will consult with the Audit Bureau prior to finalization. 
 
TIMING 
 
It is suggested that departments engage in review planning during the Business Planning process to 
better integrate the review function with departmental wide planning processes. 
 
VALUE 
 
Engaging program staff in assessing how programs are working towards their goals will enhance 
transparency and accountability within departments.  It will help staff to think about how effectively and 
efficiently programs are being implemented and whether the intended results are being achieved. 
Annual planning for program reviews increases awareness of how the program review office can help 
departments identify and address challenges.   
 
The participation of senior management in determining departmental review priorities will increase 
their awareness of how effectively programs are achieving their goals; identify any implementation 
challenges, and whether programs need to be adjusted. It will contribute to greater program knowledge 
and more informed decision-making.   
 
It would be optimal for departments to include review planning in their management and planning 
activities. Ongoing program review and monitoring would provide a valuable tool to support and identify 
the information needs of senior management. 
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The Program Review Office does not conduct reviews independently of departmental staff.  A Program 
Review Analyst will lead the project and solicit assistance from the appropriate staff as identified by 
senior management.  It is expected that in submitting a list of priority reviews for consideration, senior 
management will make the appropriate staff and data readily available to participate on the project 
working group. 
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PRO Annual Work Plan Process – Step 1

Departments prepare priorities and 
submit to PRO

Departments submit a list of evaluations or reviews they have planned 
in the near future

PRO applies 4 part assessment process to 
narrow down potential review list

PRO works with departments to address any gaps in the information 
provided
PRO applies a risk assessment, operating environment assessment, 
consideration of the political climate, and practical assessment 
PRO ranks the potential reviews numerically based on the assessment 
process

PRO prioritizes potential review list

PRO considers any special requests from Deputies, Committees, FMB 
or Cabinet in prioritization process 
Carry overs from previous work plans, departmental requests, and 
recommendations from previous reviews also considered
Analysts work with departments to further describe scope of reviews 
on the draft plan and confirm continued interest in PRO assistance

Draft annual plan proposed
PRO establishes a draft plan to work from
PRO drafts Terms of Engagement for each proposed project to further 
inform scheduling of reviews

Draft annual plan submitted to RFGDMs 
for review and comment

RFGDMs review the draft plan and provide comments on the selection 
of proposed projects and priorities
PRO adjusts plan as necessary based on committee’s 
recommendations
A schedule  is established for the upcoming year when committee is 
satisfied with the Annual Work Plan

Annual Work Plan finalized and 
distributed to RFG Committee of Cabinet 

and the SCOPP

The Annual Work Plan is distributed to RFG Committee of Cabinet and 
to SCOPP 

Program Review Call Letter goes out
PRO issues a call letter to departments for potential reviews and 
evaluations 



PRO Internal Work Planning – Step 2

Project Assignment Upon Approval of work plan, PRO assigns projects to analysts

Scheduling
PRO Analysts work with the departments involved in their assigned projects to determine 
reasonable timeframes

Terms of Engagement
Terms of Engagement are discussed further with departments to assist in the development 
in Terms of Reference for each project
Key personnel for each project are identfied

Background Research
Analysts begin research to inform development of Terms of Reference

Finalization
Timeline/schedule is finalized
Analysts notify/confirm with departments when their projects will begin



Template for Departmental Engagement with Program Review Office - 
Step 3 

2014 

 
Department:    
Name of contact/s:    
Date of initial contact:  
Completion date:   
 
PURPOSE 
 
Clearly state the purpose of the engagement and expectations of the Program Review Office 
 
BACKGROUND AND PROGRAM OVERVIEW   

 
 Please provide the following information: 
 
 Name of program or initiative that being requested for advise on  
 Any history on the program as it relates to how it came to be reviewed or developed 
 Attach or provide links to all relevant material i.e. Government Priorities, Departmental Strategic 

Plans, previous relevant reviews or evaluations 
 
 
ISSUES TO CONSIDER  

 
 Identify any areas of public or political concern or work being conducted by others  

 
PARTICIPATION  
 
 
 Identify all departments and/or other organizations involved in this project and their roles and 

responsibilities  
 Provide contact names of any steering committee or working group members  

 
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION   
 
 Please use this space to add any comments as they relate to the project and work that has been 

requested  
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Review Project Process – Step 4a

PRO Annual Report

PRO Produces an annual report that includes the purpose of each project, the 
observations and recommendations
The Annual Report is sent to REFGCoC  prior to the Business Planning exercise begins

Steering Committee Review of 
Report

Steering Committee meets to discuss report (after having at least 2 weeks to review it)
PRO presents the highlights of the report
Opportunity for Steering Committee to seek  clarification of issues and findings, requests 
adjustments.  If no adjustments are requested, report is finalized

Report Revisions

Report is revised based on working group review and PRO peer review
After report is revised and the working group reviews it a second time
Upon second review of report, it is forwarded to the Steering Committee for review

Working Group Review of Report

Working Group meets to discuss draft report – opportunity to seek clarification of issues 
and findings, address factual errors or misinterpretation
The purpose of this meeting is not to influence the objectivity of the analysis, but to 
address any errors or misrepresentations of the data

Draft Report

Initial report is drafted
Each review typically produces 3 reports: a Technical Report where all TOR questions are 
addressed, an Overview Report that presents an overview of the analysis, and a Summary 
Report that presents a summary of the Overview Report’s highlights & findings
Report is peer reviewed by PRO Director and working group members
Additional data collection/clarification occurs as necessary

Management Response
The participating Department(s) provide a management response  to PRO to close off the 
operational aspects of the project

Refocusing Government 
Committee of Deputy Ministers

RFGDM are updated on the main findings of the report & management response
A Summary Report (of the final report) is shared with committee members
Participating Department(s) is invited to appear before RFGDM to discuss report and their 
responding action plan

Hold preliminary meeting with department(s) leaders to discuss project scope, timing and 
identify working group members
PRO begins drafting a Terms of Reference

Review projects are identified in a number of ways – through the annual work plan or through 
specific requests from Deputies, Committees, FMB or Cabinet
PRO establishes a terms of engagement prior to first meeting with Department(s) participating 
in the review to determine scope and level of PRO involvement

Project inception

Initial Working Group meeting

PRO calls the first working group meeting to introduce project scope and  intent and draft 
research questions.  
PRO solicits feedback on the nature of the project, relevant past research and documents, 
proposed project questions, potential issues

Terms of Reference Review

The working group has the opportunity for review, comment and feedback on TOR
TOR revised as necessary
When Working Group is satisfied with the TOR, the draft final TOR is sent to the Steering 
Committee for review

Steering Committee Meeting

The Steering Committee meets to discuss TOR and approve it or provide direction for 
revisions
Revisions occur as necessary to satisfy the needs of the Steering Committee
The Steering Committee can approve the TOR electronically if all are in agreement with 
the terms and questions contained in the document. 

Data Collection & Analysis Phase

The working group meets to identify data needs and where (from whom) the data can be 
accessed
Data gathering and analysis begins
Typically the most lengthy phase of the review
Updates provided to the Steering Committee as and when required – working group 
members are free to update their leaders as requested

Identification of Review Project

Special 
request 
projects

Work 
plan 

projects



              Program Review Office - Operational Guidelines  2014

 
MANDATE 
 
The Program Review Office was established in 2008 to help advance the goal of effective and efficient 
government. The Program Review Office exists to: 
 
• Conduct targeted reviews of programs and services to address specific issues of effectiveness or 
sustainability and to recommend modifications 
 
• Lead an on-going review of all programs and services to clarify and confirm mandates, determine 
program effectiveness, and report on results achieved 
 
• Work with departments and their program staff to improve review, evaluation, monitoring, and results 
reporting so that effectiveness and efficiency is demonstrated. 
 
WORK PLANNING  

Most of the work that PRO does is brought forward through a work planning exercise where a call out to 
Departments yields a list of potential projects. Targeted reviews can also be identified through 
Refocusing Government Committee, SCOPP, and recommendations from previous reviews. The projects 
then undergo a risk assessment and are ranked in appropriate priority in the PRO work plan.  

There are also instances when projects are added to the work plan at a later date, as Departments 
request assistance from PRO on work they are currently undertaking. 
 
SERVICE LEVELS AND ENGAGEMENT 

PRO involvement in review projects varies according to project type and purpose. Involvement varies 
from leading reviews to providing advisory assistance.  Most of the work that PRO does is brought 
forward through the annual work plan however, there are also instances when projects are added at a 
later date, as Departments request assistance from PRO on work they are currently undertaking and 
require advice on.   

PRO-led reviews: 

• Each review project is managed by a steering committee of senior managers from central 
agencies and the department(s) involved, with project tasks completed by a working group that 
includes managers and senior program staff from program departments. 
 

• A Terms of Reference guides the review process. 
 

PRO Advisory: 

• Requests for advice or the development of a framework for evaluation can be filtered in through 
the work plan, or be made on an ad-hoc basis with Directors, Program Staff contacting PRO for 
assistance.  
 

• A Terms of Engagement is established to clarify roles and responsibilities for PRO involvement 
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Program Review Office – Decision Matrix  2014
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 Add projects to work plan          

 Approve/Review work plan          

 Determine Working Group for 
Reviews  

         

 Approve Terms of Reference for 
Reviews 

         

 Determine report distribution          

 Request Management response           

 

 Requests for PRO assistance           

 Develop PRO Terms 
Engagement 

         

 Analyst selected/assigned file          
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Generic Schedule for Program Reviews 2014 
 

 

Task Description Estimated 
Timeframe 

Contributing Factors (to timeframe) 

Preliminary Meeting with Department Discuss purpose and scope of project Week 1  
Draft Terms of Reference (TOR) PRO drafts TOR for Working Group review and discussion Week 1  
Review TOR Working Group reviews and comments, possible 

negotiations ensue or adjustments are made  
Week 2 The timeliness of this piece depends 

largely on dept’s comfort level with the 
stated purpose and scope of the review.  
At times this step has been a rubber 
stamp, and other times it took 3 months 
worth of negotiations between the 
partners involved. 

Finalize TOR Revised TOR are circulated and working group and Steering 
Committee finalize the document 

Week 3 If there is a large multi departmental 
working group and Steering Committee, 
it can be challenging to schedule 
meetings. More so with a large scale, 
highly political project. 

Identification of data needs Discussions with working group members as to what data is 
needed to answer the questions in the TOR.  Department 
advises what is available and how accessible it is 

Week 4  

Data gathering PRO Analyst works with working group members to gather 
any pertinent information to the review.  This process often 
drags on throughout the analysis process as you discover 
new areas of inquiry or come across various references. 

Weeks 5-8 This stage is often a challenging one as 
data is either difficult to access, 
incomplete, unavailable, or takes the 
Department a long time to provide to 
PRO.   

Data analysis PRO analyst begins sifting through data and trying to 
identify any gaps in information or areas where there is not 
enough data to adequately answer the question.  We often 
gather more data throughout this phase.   

Weeks 6-9 Again, this process can be difficult if data 
is messy, incomplete, or not available. 

Preliminary analysis and PRO peer 
review 

Once the bulk of the gathering and analysis is complete, we 
often distribute a draft of our analysis for peer review 
purposes.  At this time we may be directed to gather more 
data or to explore additional lines of inquiry – at which 
point we return to working group for further information. 

Week 10  
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Additional data gathering and analysis Additional information is sought from departments to fill 
gaps or explore areas in further detail that were not 
foreseen at the time the TOR were drafted. 

Weeks 11-
12 

Again, depending on cooperation and 
availability from departments to assist as 
well as accessibility of data, this stage 
can often delay the review. 

Draft report PRO analyst begins drafting report Weeks 13-
14 

 

Working group review of draft report The working group is asked to review the report for data 
accuracy and verification and general commentary.   

Weeks 14-
15 

If working group members are busy this 
stage can be delayed. 

Report revision Discussions ensue if significant changes are suggested, 
otherwise changes are incorporated as appropriate. 

Week 16 If there are issues with the data, this 
could add additional time to the 
finalization process. Or if the 
department is not happy with the 
report, it is possible the Steering 
Committee get involved to resolve any 
disagreement or disputes. 

Steering Committee review of report The report is distributed to the steering committee for 
comment 

Weeks 17-
18 

 

Report revision Steering Committee comments incorporated Week 19  
Summary report drafted A summary report is drafted based on the pertinent issues 

that came out throughout the course of the review 
Week 19  

PRO quality control review of report 
and summary report 

PRO reviews the full report for quality control and final 
editorial issues.  The summary report is also reviewed with 
discussions about what the salient points and data that 
should be included in the condensed version should be. 

Weeks 20-
21 

This process can take quite a while 
depending on agreement within PRO 
and Strategic Planning as to the key 
issues to raise in the summary report. 

Report revision Report revised as agreed upon within PRO and Strategic 
Planning 

Week 21  

Report finalized and submitted to the 
Steering Committee 

Report is finalized and submitted to Steering Committee.  
Depending on nature of the review, reports also get 
distributed to Refocusing Government Committee (RFG) 
and possibly even Standing Committee on Priorities and 
Planning (SCOPP) 

Week 22  
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ID Task Name Duration Start Finish Predecessors

1 Generic GANT Chart 166 days Mon 9/9/13 Mon 4/28/14
2 Terms of Reference 29 days Mon 9/9/13 Thu 10/17/13
3 Preliminary Meeting with Department (creation of Working Grou 10 days Mon 9/9/13 Fri 9/20/13
4 Draft Terms of Reference (TOR) 5 days Mon 9/23/13 Fri 9/27/13 3
5 Review TOR 10 days Mon 9/30/13 Fri 10/11/13 4
6 Finalize TOR 4 days Mon 10/14/13 Thu 10/17/13 5
7 Data Collection & Analysis Phase 70 days Mon 10/21/13 Fri 1/24/14
8 Identification of Data Needs 5 days Mon 10/21/13 Fri 10/25/13
9 Data Gathering 10 days Mon 10/28/13 Fri 11/8/13 8

10 Data Analysis 15 days Mon 11/11/13 Fri 11/29/13 9
11 Preliminary Analysis & PRO Peer Review 30 days Mon 12/2/13 Fri 1/10/14 10
12 Additional Data Gathering & Analysis 10 days Mon 1/13/14 Fri 1/24/14 11
13 Report Phase 51 days Mon 2/17/14 Mon 4/28/14
14 Draft  Report 15 days Mon 2/17/14 Fri 3/7/14
15 WG Review of Draft Report 10 days Mon 3/10/14 Fri 3/21/14 14
16 Report Revision 5 days Mon 3/24/14 Fri 3/28/14 15
17 Steering Committee Review of Report 5 days Mon 3/31/14 Fri 4/4/14 16
18 Report Revision 5 days Mon 4/7/14 Fri 4/11/14 17
19 Sumary Report Drafted 5 days Mon 4/14/14 Fri 4/18/14 18
20 PRO Quality Control Review of Report and Summary Report 3 days Mon 4/21/14 Wed 4/23/14 19
21 Report Revision 2 days Thu 4/24/14 Fri 4/25/14 20
22 Report Finalized & Submitted to the Steering Committee 1 day Mon 4/28/14 Mon 4/28/14 21

Prepared for PRO using only their available data
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