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Executive Summary 

A capacity-building partnership for academic English in West Africa 

The Capacity Building for Professional English Programmes (PEP) project is an Erasmus+ CBHE Strand 1 action 
(2023–2026), coordinated by Uppsala University with the University of Galway and six Francophone West 
African partner universities in Mali, Burkina Faso, and Côte d'Ivoire. It set out to strengthen the partner 
universities' capacity to deliver Professional English programmes, so that their students and researchers might 
communicate, publish, and participate more fully in international academic life. This final external evaluation 
assesses the project against the five OECD/DAC criteria, with particular weight on impact and sustainability, 
and follows up on the recommendations of the April 2025 midterm evaluation. It draws on a desk review of 
project documentation, endline surveys of teachers (11) and students (39), key informant interviews, and the 
consortium's own monitoring records, with findings triangulated across these sources. 

Key Findings 

PEP has been a coherent and largely successful intervention that achieved its principal objectives. Its most 
consequential design choice was a co-development model in which local teachers authored the courses they 
would teach, rather than receiving an externally designed curriculum. This generated courses adapted to local 
conditions, a strong sense of ownership among teachers, and — a notable outcome in its own right — a 
cohesive and dynamic partnership that members identify as among the project's most valuable results. By 
project end, all six work packages had been delivered: 13 teachers trained, 12 new courses developed and 
piloted (six oral, six written), and more than 150 students and researchers reached across the two cycles. 

➢ Meeting a real and enduring need 
The project remained highly relevant throughout its duration, and its relevance deepened as it 
extended from oral communication into academic writing and publication — the competencies most 
closely tied to international research visibility. The underlying need is structural and persistent: across 
the three countries, English proficiency is increasingly decisive for research output, employability, and 
participation in international academic networks, yet language provision remains under-resourced. 
Both beneficiary groups confirmed the fit strongly, with teachers rating the relevance of the training 
to their professional needs at 4.55 out of 5 and students rating the relevance of the course content at 
4.22. The benefits students identify — better academic writing, oral fluency, and career prospects — 
correspond closely to the barriers the project was designed to address. 

➢ Delivering the programme 
Delivery was strong across all six work packages, and the co-development model proved effective in 
producing courses that were both usable and locally owned. Building on the strategic groundwork of 
the early phase, the project trained its core cohort of 13 teachers and delivered two full cycles of 
course development and piloting. The written-communication strand was well received by teachers, 
who have begun to apply its methods in their own teaching, and by students, who report tangible 
gains. The one qualification concerns the written-communication training itself: most participating 
teachers had not previously taught academic writing, and visa-related attendance limits meant its in-
person framework-building was only partly completed on site, requiring follow-up online sessions 
before the pilots proceeded — a constraint on process rather than on the substance ultimately 
delivered. 

➢ Managing the project 
Governance functioned as designed, with fourteen Steering Committee meetings over the project's 
life and the management, quality, and communication functions combined into a single coordinating 
forum. Coordination was maintained economically across a geographically dispersed, eight-institution 
partnership through a blended model of online and in-person working. The dominant constraint, 
particularly in the project's second half, was the difficulty of obtaining travel visas for West African 
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partners — most acutely at the written-communication training, where only 2 of 14 teachers were 
able to travel. The consortium responded resourcefully, through hybrid delivery, rescheduling, and 
the reallocation of unspent funds, such that activities remained on track despite the disruption. 

➢ Effecting change 
The evidence of early effect is strongest and clearest at the student level. Of 38 respondents, 36 report 
greater confidence in operating in academic English, and 92% report applying their learning to their 
own research and studies — a like-for-like advance on the 90% recorded at midterm, indicating that 
the project's effects are being absorbed into actual research practice rather than remaining confined 
to the courses. The majority continue to use English after the courses, and students cite concrete 
benefits in academic writing, oral fluency, and career prospects, with several having already produced 
abstracts, theses, and submitted papers. Teachers, in turn, report a substantive effect on their own 
professional development (4.36 out of 5) and value the cross-institutional network the project 
created. The deeper systemic outcomes the project ultimately seeks — sustained increases in 
international publication and conference participation — cannot yet be claimed, since by their nature 
they will emerge only beyond the funding period; but three signals — behavioural change already 
under way, demonstrated demand from participants, and articulated institutional ambition — indicate 
a credible trajectory toward them. 

➢ Prospects for continuity 
Practice sustainability at the level of individual teaching is the strongest dimension: ten of eleven 
teachers intend to continue using the course outlines they developed, and they name specific 
methods they will retain. Institutional commitment has grown across all partners — a clear advance 
on the midterm — evidenced by six official course approvals and, in one university, the adoption of 
the writing course for a PhD programme; in another, the project reinforced an institutional bilingual-
campus strategy already under way. This commitment, however, has not yet translated evenly into 
dedicated teaching hours, budget, and formal curriculum integration, which is the central 
sustainability challenge the evaluation identifies. Two further considerations temper the outlook: the 
diffusion of new practice beyond the trained cohort remains limited, and the cohesive partner 
network, though a genuine asset, is to some degree resource-reliant and will require deliberate, low-
cost maintenance to remain active until new opportunities materialise. 

A project at a point of transition 

The project has created capacity and appetite in abundance; what remains less certain is whether the 
structures and resources required to sustain them will be secured. It stands at a juncture between a 
demonstrably successful intervention and an as-yet-unconsolidated legacy. The value of forward action lies 
less in any single corrective measure than in the consortium's capacity to convert what the project has built 
— capable teachers, adapted courses, and a functioning partnership — into a sustained and strategically 
directed endeavour. 

Recommendations 

Building on the findings and on consultation with the consortium, and carrying forward the direction set at 
midterm, the evaluation offers five recommendations: 

1. Develop a shared long-term vision among partners to guide the design of future projects. 
2. Maintain and strategically leverage the partnership established through the project. 
3. Continue the courses and teacher capacity-building, while exploring a more layered approach to 

prepare for future funding opportunities. 
4. Pursue the institutionalisation of the courses through a differentiated, demonstration-led approach. 
5. Continue capturing results beyond the project and adopt shared indicators as a basis for future 

measurement. 
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About the evaluation 
1.1 The Project at a Glance  
The Capacity Building for Professional English Programs (PEP) is a three-year, multi-country project funded by 
the European Union under the Erasmus+ Programme (Capacity Building in Higher Education – Strand 1), 
running from 2023 to 2026. It is coordinated by Uppsala University (UU) and brings together the University of 
Galway (UoG) in Ireland and six francophone partner universities in Mali, Burkina Faso, and Côte d'Ivoire: 

• Mali — Université des Sciences, des Techniques et des Technologies de Bamako (USTTB); University 
Yambo Ouologuem of Bamako (UoYB, formerly ULSHB) 

• Burkina Faso — University Nazi Boni (UNB); Université Joseph Ki-Zerbo (UJKZ) 

• Côte d'Ivoire — Institut National Polytechnique Félix Houphouët-Boigny (INP-HB); University of San 
Pedro (USP) 

The project responds to a persistent and well-documented challenge in Francophone higher education 
systems in West Africa: insufficient proficiency in academic English, particularly in scientific communication 
and writing. This limitation has constrained the ability of universities, students, and researchers to participate 
fully in international education and research ecosystems, despite strong disciplinary expertise and 
considerable research potential. PEP's distinctive approach is to treat Professional English as an institutional 
service rather than a purely individual skill in order to serve as a systemic enabler of internationalisation, 
research visibility, employability, and academic sustainability. It pursues this by combining staff and teacher 
training with the piloting of new Professional English courses and strategic engagement with partner 
institutions on long-term implementation. 

The project's general objective is to increase the competitiveness and institutional capacity of the African 
partner universities for international collaboration, education, and research. In the medium to long term 
(2025–2030), the modernisation of Professional English programmes is expected to strengthen the partner 
universities' ability to conduct international research and education collaborations, enhance graduate 
employability, and improve their competitiveness in global academia. This aim is pursued through three 
specific objectives: 

1. Develop strategies, frameworks and activities for Professional English programmes; 

2. Strengthen the capacity of language teachers for Professional English teaching; 

3. Increase the skills of students and researchers for scientific communication and writing in English. 

Beyond its core objectives, the project is explicitly aligned with the CBHE Strand 1 priority of promoting access 
to cooperation in higher education, the regional priority of Sustainable Growth and Jobs in Sub-Saharan Africa, 
and Sustainable Development Goals 4 (Quality Education) and 17 (Partnerships for the Goals). 

The project is delivered through six interconnected work packages, which together move from coordination 
and design, through teacher training and course piloting in both oral and written communication, to quality 
assurance and dissemination. A defining feature of the model is that the thirteen trained teachers (two to 
three per African partner university) were not only trained but became co-developers of the new courses, 
working closely with European partners and peers — an approach that underpins both the quality of the 
courses and their prospects for local ownership. 
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1.2 Evaluation Approach and Methodology 
This final evaluation is the concluding step of a multi-phased external evaluation process aligned with the 
overall project timeframe. It builds directly on the midterm evaluation completed in April 2025 and adopts a 
comparative approach: rather than starting afresh, it measures the distance travelled since the midterm, with 
particular attention to the two OECD/DAC criteria most salient at project end — impact and sustainability. The 
criteria of relevance, effectiveness, and efficiency, already well established at midterm, are revisited more 
briefly to confirm or nuance the earlier findings, with efficiency updated to reflect the operational disruption 
caused by visa-access barriers in the second half of the project. The evaluation covers the full project period 
(2023–2026) across all partner institutions, and follows up throughout on the recommendations issued at 
midterm, asking whether they were relevant, whether they were applied, and if not, why not. 

Consistent with the midterm, the evaluation adopts a light comparative meta-evaluation approach. Because 
robust internal monitoring tools and a midterm baseline were already in place, the external evaluation builds 
on existing evaluative evidence rather than duplicating it: it combines a critical synthesis of project 
documentation with a focused set of online questionnaires and a small number of key informant interviews. 
The midterm instruments were reused and adapted, preserving key questions for comparability while adding 
new items on WP4 written communication and on sustainability, so that, where the measures are genuinely 
like-for-like, a real before-and-after comparison is possible. This longitudinal dimension is a deliberate strength 
of the design. A guiding principle in presenting the data is that the report leads with the final (endline) results 
and draws an explicit comparison with the midterm only where the underlying measures support it; elsewhere, 
final results are presented on their own terms. 

The evaluation methodology is based on the following activities and steps, also illustrated in the diagram 
below: 
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I. Desk Study - Review of all relevant project documents produced throughout the project's lifetime. 

These included the original project proposal and inception documents, the midterm evaluation report, 
internal progress reports, training materials, and institutional course programs, together with the 
materials specific to the project's second half: the WP4 training and written-communication course 
delivery records, WP6 dissemination outputs, Steering Committee minutes from May 2025 to April 
2026, records of the Galway training week and the Uppsala April 2026 meeting, and the consortium's 
internal quality reviews and impact report. 

II. Consultation and Evidence Gathering - Consultation was carried out through online questionnaires 
targeting teachers and students, complemented by key informant interviews with Steering Committee 
members and coordinators from both European and African institutions. Responses were collected 
over a period of two weeks. In total, 39 students and 11 teachers responded, and a small number of 
interviews provided explanatory depth on sustainability dynamics. While the short data collection 
period posed some limitations, the diversity of respondents across partner universities allowed for a 
balanced perspective. 

III. Data Analysis - The analysis combined quantitative and qualitative methods. Quantitative survey data 
were analysed using descriptive statistics, with midterm figures presented alongside final figures 
where comparable to make change visible. Qualitative data from open-ended survey responses and 
interviews were analysed through thematic coding to identify recurring themes and patterns. Findings 
from the different sources were triangulated to strengthen the reliability of the conclusions and to 
ensure that no single source was relied upon in isolation. AI-assisted tools supported the coding and 
analysis process, consistent with the approach adopted at midterm. 

IV. Report Finalization - Drafting of the evaluation report, incorporating findings and key reflections to 
support learning and future implementation. The report deliberately follows a structure parallel to the 
midterm report, so that the two documents can be read as a coherent series. 

Throughout, the surveys and interviews constitute the independent evidence base, while the consortium's 
own monitoring documents — the internal quality reviews and the impact report produced by Uppsala 
University as implementer — are used to corroborate findings and supply activity and output counts, rather 
than as the sole basis for any conclusion. Two further limitations should be borne in mind: the evaluation 
establishes contribution rather than attribution, since there is no control group and reported changes reflect 
respondents' own assessments; and the adaptation of the instruments between waves means some midterm 
indicators (notably the detailed WP3 oral-skill ratings) were not repeated, limiting direct comparison in those 
areas. 
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Evaluation Findings 

2.1 Meeting the Contextual Needs: Relevance 

KEY TAKEAWAYS: RELEVANCE 

• The project remains highly relevant at its conclusion: the structural demand for academic 
English proficiency in Francophone West Africa persists, and the project's capacity-building 
model is well aligned with it. 

• The project corresponds to the full range of competencies required for international academic 
engagement. 

• Endline data confirm strong alignment with stakeholder needs, with teachers and students 
rating the relevance of the training and course content highly. 

➢ Midterm recommendation R1 (deepening the practical, task-based focus of the written-
communication courses): Applied — discussed further under effectiveness. 

The contextual factors that shaped the PEP project remain pertinent at its conclusion and continue to underpin 
its relevance. Across West Africa, English is increasingly recognised as a critical enabler of international 
collaboration in higher education, of access to global academic resources, and of scholarly mobility. While 
French remains the primary language of instruction in Mali, Burkina Faso, and Côte d'Ivoire, proficiency in 
English is widely regarded as essential for strengthening research output, employability, and participation in 
international academic networks.  

National higher education strategies in all three countries — including Mali's Plan de Développement de 
l'Enseignement Supérieur (2021–2030), Burkina Faso's initiatives to integrate English into graduate scientific 
programmes, and Côte d'Ivoire's investment in bilingual programmes through its Ministry of Higher Education 
and Scientific Research — have increasingly identified English proficiency as a strategic priority for research 
and regional integration. 

These needs persist within an operating environment marked by enduring structural constraints, including 
under-resourced language centres, outdated teaching materials, and a shortage of teachers trained in 
academic and professional English pedagogy, compounded by political and economic volatility. The visa-access 
barriers that disrupted in-person mobility during the latter half of the project (discussed under efficiency) 
further illustrate the conditions in which partner universities pursue international engagement. In this context, 
an intervention that develops local teaching capacity and supports its institutional embedding holds particular 
relevance, given the limitations of models that depend on sustained external mobility. 

The scope of the project's relevance also broadened over its lifetime. At midterm, the project's activities 
centred on oral scientific communication; by its conclusion, the intervention also encompassed academic 
writing and research publication. In addressing the full range of academic communication needs, both oral 
and written, the project corresponds to the complete set of competencies required for effective international 
academic engagement. 

Relevance to Stakeholder Needs 

The final evaluation confirms the strong alignment between PEP activities and stakeholder needs observed at 
midterm. Teachers rated the training they received at an average of 4.55 out of 5 in terms of how well it 
addressed their needs as Professional English teachers, consistent with the universal confirmation of relevance 
recorded among teachers at midterm. The students' responses are similarly positive: students rated the 
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relevance of the course content to their academic and professional needs at an average of 4.22 out of 5, closely 
consistent with the high relevance ratings (an average of 4.4) recorded at midterm. 

The demand-driven character of the project is also evident in the benefits students report. When asked about 
the most significant benefit of PEP, students consistently identified the academic and professional capabilities 
central to a research career. As one student observed, "I am very happy to participate in the PEP course 
(speaking and writing); it helped me to organize my ideas and to read and write my abstracts and scientific 
papers more easily." Another noted that PEP "has given me greater confidence and significantly improved my 
academic English communication skills, especially in speaking and writing." The distribution of reported 
benefits reinforces this alignment: better academic writing was the most frequently cited benefit (30 of 39 
respondents), followed by improved oral fluency (23), enhanced career prospects (19), the submission of 
articles in English (15), and applications to international programmes (13). These correspond closely to the 
needs the project was designed to address and to the barriers to international academic participation 
identified in its rationale. 

Meeting Broader Educational Objectives 

Beyond individual stakeholder needs, the project remains closely aligned with national and supranational 
priorities. It supports the internationalisation and language-proficiency objectives articulated in the three 
countries' national higher education strategies, and it addresses Erasmus+ CBHE Strand 1 priorities by 
supporting institutional reform, enhancing the quality of education, and widening access to high-quality 
professional language training — including for economically disadvantaged students for whom private 
language tuition would otherwise be inaccessible. The project's conception of Professional English as an 
institutional service rather than solely an individual skill, together with its alignment to the regional priority of 
Sustainable Growth and Jobs and to Sustainable Development Goals 4 and 17, situates it within a broader 
agenda of systemic capacity building. 

In addressing both immediate capacity needs and longer-term systemic improvements in the provision of 
professional English, the PEP project has remained a relevant and timely intervention well matched to the 
needs of its target institutions and beneficiaries and to their international engagement objectives. 

2.2 Delivering the Project: Effectiveness 

KEY TAKEAWAYS: EFFECTIVENESS 

• All work packages were delivered: 13 teachers trained and 12 new courses (6 oral, 6 written) 
piloted, reaching 92 students in oral communication and 78 in academic writing.  

• The co-development model proved effective, and the written-communication strand (WP4) 
was well received (mean 4.55/5), though its in-person framework-building was constrained by 
visa-related attendance limits.  

➢ Midterm recommendation R3 (teacher support and peer learning): Partially applied — a 
handbook/toolkit was produced, but sustained peer-learning structures remain to be 
consolidated.further under effectiveness. 

 
This section reviews the effectiveness of the project through the advancement of its substantive work 
packages — the development of Professional English programmes (WP2) and the two cycles of teacher 
training and course development, for oral (WP3) and written (WP4) communication. Quality assurance (WP5) 
and dissemination (WP6) are addressed under the relevant criteria below. The account draws on the 
consortium's deliverable records and is corroborated, where possible, against the teacher and student survey 
evidence. By the close of the project, all planned work packages had been delivered, although, as set out 
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below, the completion of the written-communication framework was affected by the operational constraints 
discussed under efficiency. 

Developing Professional English Programmes (WP2) 

WP2 established the strategic and analytical foundations for the project. Led by the Unit for Professional 
English at Uppsala University, it was completed by early 2024. Through a Design Thinking methodology, 
introduced at the Uppsala kick-off (November 2023) and developed further at the Ivory Coast meeting (March 
2024), the consortium identified the institutional changes required to implement Professional English 
programmes and built shared working relationships across the partnership. The work package produced two 
key deliverables: a Report on Good Practices, offering a comparative analysis of the challenges and 
opportunities for English language teaching across the six West African universities; and a Report with 
Scenarios for Institutional Change. The good-practices analysis identified recurrent regional issues — the 
absence of standardised methodologies, limited access to teaching materials and modern infrastructure, weak 
formal assessment frameworks, staff shortages and uneven teacher training, and low student motivation — 
and produced context-appropriate recommendations that directly shaped the design of the courses 
developed under WP3 and WP4. The midterm assessed this foundational work as successfully completed, and 
the present evaluation confirms that assessment. Its significance for effectiveness lies in the fact that the 
subsequent courses were not imported templates but were built on a systematic, consortium-owned analysis 
of local needs. 

Teacher Training and Course Development — Oral Communication (WP3) 

WP3 strengthened the capacity of teachers from the six partner universities to deliver oral scientific 
communication courses. A five-day intensive training, led by Uppsala University, was held in September 2024 
and brought together the project's 13 teachers (two to three per partner university), supported by preparatory 
online sessions. The training employed a collaborative, cross-institutional approach in which teachers co-
developed lesson plans, teacher guides, and materials and reviewed one another's work as “critical friends,” 
producing a curriculum that was both pedagogically sound and contextually adapted. Following the training, 
the six universities delivered the pilot oral-communication course between October and December 2024, 
reaching 92 master's and doctoral students. The midterm documented strong results from this cycle, including 
the universal confirmation by teachers that the training met their real needs and high self-assessed 
implementation success; these findings are not re-examined here, as the corresponding survey items were 
not repeated at endline. Importantly for the project's overall effectiveness, the oral cycle also functioned as 
the proving ground for the co-development methodology subsequently carried into the written-
communication strand. The consortium's internal reviews note that, while the model was effective, the 
partnership absorbed some staff changes along the way, including the replacement of two teachers at USTTB 
in Mali without disruption to delivery. 

Teacher Training and Course Development — Written Communication (WP4) 

WP4 represents the principal substantive addition since the midterm and extended the project's model to 
academic writing and research publication, which are the competencies most directly connected to 
international research visibility. Led by the University of Galway, the work package applied the same logic that 
had proved effective in WP3: rather than delivering a ready-made course, it engaged the existing cohort of 13 
teachers to co-develop a new written-communication curriculum, which they then piloted at their home 
institutions. The internal quality reviews provide a detailed account of how this co-development proceeded at 
the Galway training (May 2025). The work began from the teachers' own prior experience of academic and 
professional writing, identifying what had and had not worked in their teaching; teachers were then paired by 
institution to plan their first sessions, building deliberately from the foundations of academic writing upward. 
Working as a group, they submitted and gave peer feedback on lesson ideas spanning the comparison of 
academic and general English, academic integrity and style, language to avoid, and the different types of 
academic and professional writing — the substance of a task-based academic-writing course. 

It is important to record, however, that the objective of completing the full written-course framework at the 
Galway training was only partially met, for two reasons documented in the internal reviews. First, unlike the 
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oral pilot, the great majority of trainees had never previously taught an academic-writing course, so the initial 
sessions necessarily concentrated on the fundamentals of what academic writing is and how it is taught before 
a framework could be built. Second, owing to visa-access constraints (discussed under efficiency), only two of 
the fourteen teachers were able to travel to Ireland, and the training therefore ran in a largely hybrid format 
that the consortium itself found was not consistently conducive to collaborative course design. In response, 
the consortium scheduled further online sessions and a dedicated week-long workshop in August 2025 to 
populate the academic-writing framework with lesson plans, so that the six written-communication pilots 
could proceed as planned from 20 September 2025. These pilots reached 78 master and PhD students, with 
between 10 and 16 participants per university. With their completion, the consortium had by project end 
developed and piloted twelve new courses in total — six oral and six written — consolidated, together with 
the project's teaching methods, in an open-access teacher handbook/toolkit. 

The endline survey evidence indicates that, notwithstanding these delivery constraints, the written-
communication strand was effective. On the teaching side, all eleven responding teachers rated the extent to 
which the WP4 training addressed their needs at the top of the scale — six at 5 (“completely”) and five at 4 — 
for a mean of 4.55 out of 5. This satisfaction has begun to translate into practice: five teachers reported that 
they had already implemented the WP4 methods in their own teaching and a further five that implementation 
was in progress, with only one not yet having done so. 

The methods teachers identify as carrying forward are concrete and characteristic of task-based academic-
writing instruction: writing abstracts, paragraphs, and essays; the features and language to avoid in academic 
writing; the development of different essay types and critical thinking; and student-centred, collaborative, 
communicative approaches. Eight of the eleven teachers reported having already observed improvements in 
their students' written English, while three considered it too early to judge. 

On the student side, the written-communication course was rated highly for relevance (mean 4.22) and for its 
effect on participants' own academic writing (mean 4.24). The distribution of the latter is instructive: of 37 
respondents, 14 rated their improvement at the maximum of 5 and a further 18 at 4, with only 5 at the mid-
point and none below — indicating a broadly shared sense of progress rather than gains concentrated among 
a few. 

 

Figure 1. WP4 — self-rated improvement in academic writing skills (n=37). 

The strand's effectiveness is most tangibly evidenced by the academic outputs participants have begun to 
produce. Eight students reported that they had already written or submitted an academic text in English, and 
a further nineteen that they were in the process of doing so; seven had not yet done so. These are not merely 
intentions: respondents cited concrete examples, including a master's-thesis abstract, a translation study, and 
a co-authored scientific paper on solar-cell modelling. This evidence is consistent with the consortium's own 
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pilot evaluation, which gathered feedback from eleven participating instructors, recorded uniformly positive 
ratings (45% “excellent,” 55% “good”), and reported at least one instance of a participant's paper being 
published in a highly rated journal. While that internal evaluation is the implementer's own instrument, its 
alignment with the independent survey evidence strengthens confidence in the finding. 

The evidence indicates that the project was effective in delivering its core technical components and, in 
particular, in extending its proven co-development model from oral to written communication. The principal 
qualifications concern not the substance of what was delivered but the conditions under which the written 
strand was developed — the compression of in-person framework-building into a hybrid format and the 
consequent reliance on follow-up online work — and the consolidation of continued peer-learning structures 
beyond the immediate project team. The internal reviews note in this connection that some teachers, not all 
of whom are trained English-language specialists, would benefit from further training and peer support. These 
points are analysed under sustainability in connection with midterm recommendation R3.  

2.3 Managing the Project: Efficiency  

KEY TAKEAWAYS: EFFICIENCY 

• Governance functioned as designed (14 Steering Committee meetings; joint 
Steering/Quality/Communication teams) and coordination was maintained economically 
across the partnership. 

• Visa-access barriers were the main constraint, most acutely at the Galway WP4 training (only 2 
of 14 teachers could travel); the consortium adapted through hybrid delivery, rescheduling, 
and budget reallocation. 

➢ Midterm recommendation R4 (operational constraints): Partially applied — adaptive 
management was strong, but visa and connectivity constraints are structural and persist. 

The midterm evaluation assessed the project as efficiently managed, supported by a well-structured 
governance model and a blended approach to coordination. The present evaluation confirms that this 
assessment broadly held through to project completion, while documenting one substantial operational 
constraint that intensified in the second half: barriers to obtaining travel visas for in-person activities. 

Governance Structure and Decision-Making 

The project's governance model — overall coordination by the Division for research and partnership support 
at Uppsala University, with a Steering Committee comprising a senior representative of each partner 
institution — was maintained throughout the project. As at midterm, the Steering Committee, Quality Team, 
and Communication Team met jointly, since most members participate in all three; the Steering Committee 
meetings thus served as a combined forum for management, quality, and communication matters. The 
internal quality reviews record fourteen Steering Committee meetings over the project's lifetime, well in 
excess of the planned cadence of four per year. This sustained meeting rhythm provided regular oversight of 
pilot delivery, evaluation feedback, and scheduling, and ensured that decisions were taken and communicated 
to partners in good time. 

Communication and Meeting Effectiveness 

The project sustained a deliberate blended approach to meetings, combining a small number of in-person 
gatherings with regular online coordination. Over the project, the consortium held seven project meetings, of 
which six were in person — the Uppsala kick-off and design-thinking workshop (November 2023), the Ivory 
Coast meeting (March 2024), the Uppsala teacher training (September 2024), the Galway meeting (May 2025), 
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and the final Uppsala meeting (April 2026) — with routine governance conducted online. The consortium also 
arranged preparatory online sessions before the intensive in-person trainings to make efficient use of limited 
face-to-face time. This model maintained collaboration across a geographically dispersed, eight-institution 
partnership while containing travel costs. At the same time, the consortium itself emphasises that in-person 
meetings are essential to effective collaboration — building trust and enabling clearer communication, 
particularly given that several African partners contend with unstable or limited internet connectivity — which 
is why the erosion of in-person participation through visa barriers, discussed below, carried real consequences. 
The consultation of key informant for the final evaluation brought up also that more meetings between English 
teachers from the different Universities could have been an opportunity to further reflect on good practices 
and lessons learned derived from day-to-day practice. 

Adaptive Management and Resource Utilisation 

The project demonstrated a consistent capacity to adapt to circumstances while protecting its objectives. The 
midterm documented several instances of pragmatic adaptation, including relocating the kick-off meeting 
from Côte d'Ivoire to Uppsala to orient partners new to Erasmus+; responding promptly to teacher turnover 
at USTTB in Mali; and, with the EU desk officer's approval, reallocating Steering Committee travel and 
accommodation funds to the purchase of English-language teaching materials (a decision further revised in 
the end). This orientation towards making the best use of available resources continued through the second 
half of the project. 

The dominant efficiency challenge of the project's second half, however, was the difficulty of securing travel 
visas for West African partners — a constraint documented in detail in the consortium's internal quality 
reviews. The problem was present from the outset: the kick-off meeting was moved from September to 
November 2023 because most partners required visas that could not be obtained in time, and even then a 
group of Ivorian partners received their visas only two days before departure. It recurred with greater 
consequence as the project progressed. At the September 2024 Uppsala teacher training, three teachers were 
stopped because the dates on their visas did not match their arrival dates, and a fourth was denied boarding 
after a passport was damaged in transit; nine of the thirteen teachers ultimately attended in person, with four 
joining by Zoom. The most acute impact fell on the Galway written-communication training (May 2025): owing 
to visa constraints, only 2 of the 14 teachers were able to travel to Ireland, obliging the session to run in a 
largely hybrid format. The consortium's own review notes that this was not always conducive to good practice 
— remote participants experienced communication difficulties and a reduced sense of ownership and 
collaboration — and that, combined with the novelty of academic-writing instruction for most trainees, the 
objective of completing the written-course framework was only partially met at that meeting, requiring follow-
up online sessions and a further workshop. 

The consortium responded to these constraints with pragmatic adaptations: shifting to hybrid delivery, 
scheduling additional Zoom sessions and a dedicated August workshop to complete the writing framework, 
and reallocating unused travel funds. The final Uppsala meeting in April 2026 was itself an adaptive measure, 
an amendment to the original plan, conceived to make use of budget left unspent because earlier in-person 
meetings could not be fully attended. Even this meeting was reshaped by circumstances: changes to visa 
procedures in Mali and Burkina Faso, compounded by the closure of the Swedish embassy in Burkina Faso, 
required affected partners to apply through Nairobi at a cost exceeding EUR 1,200 per trip, so the Malian and 
Burkinabè partners participated online. 

These observations qualify, without overturning, the midterm's finding of efficient management. Governance 
functioned as designed, coordination was maintained economically, and the consortium managed disruption 
resourcefully. But the visa-access barriers represent a structural constraint largely outside the consortium's 
control, with tangible effects on the depth of in-person collaboration and on the full utilisation of the project 
budget. This carries directly into the project's sustainability prospects and into midterm recommendation R4, 
where the persistence of such operational and infrastructural constraints is analysed further.  
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2.4 Effecting Change: Impact 

KEY TAKEAWAYS: IMPACT 

• Clear early impact for students: 36 of 38 feel more confident in academic English, and 92% 
apply their learning to their own research — a like-for-like advance on the 90% at midterm. 

• Teachers report strong professional-development impact (mean 4.36/5); Longer-term systemic 
outcomes (publication, international conference participation) cannot yet be claimed, but the 
evidence — behavioural change, demonstrated demand, and articulated institutional ambition 
— indicates a credible trajectory toward them. 

➢ Midterm recommendation R1 (task-based written-communication focus), outcome side: 
Applied — the written strand is already yielding tangible academic outputs (see effectiveness). 

This section assesses the project's impact, intended as the wider effects of PEP on its constituency and their 
institutions, as the first of the two data-led deep dives. It leads with the endline survey evidence, presenting 
students first, given the size and clarity of that dataset, followed by early effects on teachers and institutions. 
Where the midterm provides a genuine like-for-like measure, the comparison is drawn explicitly; otherwise, 
endline results are presented on their own terms. 

Impact on Students 

The most consistent impact reported by students concerns their confidence in operating in academic English. 
Of the 38 students responding to the question, 36 reported feeling more confident than before PEP in taking 
part in conferences and academic exchanges — 22 “much more” confident and 14 “a little more” — with only 
two reporting no gain. Confidence is a meaningful early-impact indicator in this context, since it is the 
precondition for the international academic participation the project ultimately seeks to enable. This finding 
is consistent with, and somewhat stronger than, the midterm, where three-quarters of students reported 
increased confidence. Equally important is whether students have carried their learning beyond the classroom 
into their own academic work. The clearest like-for-like comparison available between the midterm and the 
final evaluation concerns precisely this question: at midterm, 90% of students reported applying their learning 
to their research and studies; at endline, 36 of 39 — 92% — report the same. The indicator has held at a high 
level even as the cohort has grown and the written-communication strand has been added, indicating that the 
project's effects are being absorbed into students' actual research practice rather than remaining confined to 
the courses. 

 

Figure 2. Applied learning to research/studies: midterm versus final (% of students). 

A further indication of durable effect is that the great majority of students continue to use spoken English after 
completing the course: 27 of 37 report using it regularly and a further 9 occasionally, with only one no longer 
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using it. Sustained use of this kind suggests the project has contributed to a change in practice, not merely a 
temporary boost during the course. 

Asked what concrete benefits PEP had brought them since the midterm, students identified gains running 
along exactly the pathways the project was designed to open. Better academic writing was the most frequently 
cited benefit (30 of 39 respondents), followed by improved oral fluency (23), enhanced career prospects (19), 
the submission of articles in English (15), and applications to international programmes (13).  

 

Figure 3. Concrete benefits reported by students since the midterm (multi-select, n=39). 

Students' own accounts, offered in both English and French, convey the texture of this impact more vividly 
than the ratings alone. Many describe a transformation in confidence and self-assertion: PEP brought “la 
confiance, le courage, la motivation à relever les défis” (“confidence, courage, the motivation to take on 
challenges”), and “une confiance ferme dans l'affirmation de mes capacités linguistiques en anglais tant à l'oral 
qu'à l'écrit” (“firm confidence in asserting my language abilities in English, both spoken and written”). Others 
locate the change in concrete academic capability — learning “la méthode de rédaction de documents 
scientifiques” (“how to write scientific documents”), the ability to “make a difference between formal and 
informal writing,” and to “organize my ideas and write my abstracts and scientific papers more easily.” One 
student captured the distance travelled: before the course, having not spoken English for years, they struggled 
to find words; by the end, expression had become markedly more fluent. Several volunteered effects beyond 
language altogether — “a good network of international friends,” teamwork “dans un environnement où on 
parle exclusivement anglais” (“in an environment where only English is spoken”), and simply “the pleasure of 
speaking English.” These voices indicate an impact that reaches confidence, professional identity, and 
academic belonging, not only measurable skills. 

Impact on Teachers and Institutions 

The project's impact extends from students to the educators responsible for sustaining it. Teachers rated the 
impact of PEP on their own professional development at an average of 4.36 out of 5, and their open responses 
make clear that this was not narrowly technical. Teachers describe strengthened pedagogical capacity and 
confidence, a new appreciation of “the role and importance of academic English for researchers,” and, 
repeatedly, the value of a professional network: PEP “broadened my professional network” and enabled 
“collaboration with our colleagues from the different universities in West Africa and in Europe.” One teacher 
reported a clarifying professional gain — “now I have a clear idea about Professional English writing curriculum 
components, which makes it easier to adapt the course to different majors” — that points directly to a capacity 
to carry the work forward independently. Because these teachers remain in their institutions, this is the most 
durable channel through which the project's effects can continue, a theme developed under sustainability. 
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One of the most significant, if less tangible, results of the project concerns the consortium itself. Evidence 
from interviews with the coordinating team indicates that PEP has forged its partners into a cohesive, 
enthusiastic, and dynamic group, characterised by strong interpersonal relationships and a shared sense of 
purpose that extends beyond the formal requirements of the grant. This team spirit is itself a project outcome 
of real consequence: in capacity-building interventions of this kind, the quality of the relationships among 
partners is frequently what determines whether activities outlast their funding. The collaborative, co-
development methodology adopted throughout the project, in which partners built courses together rather 
than receiving them, appears to have been instrumental in generating this cohesion. The resulting network 
constitutes a platform with clear potential to channel future opportunities for growth, provided it can be 
sustained; the conditions for doing so are considered under sustainability. 

At the institutional level the early effects are more nascent but discernible, and the most telling evidence again 
comes from the participants themselves. One teacher situated PEP within an institutional ambition that far 
exceeds a single course: "My institution USP is planning to become the first public bilingual (French–English) 
university in Côte d'Ivoire; PEP was a step towards becoming a bilingual university." This ambition is grounded 
in concrete institutional action: the University of San Pedro had set in motion a bilingual-campus initiative 
some years earlier — designating weekly English-speaking days for staff and students, encouraging trained 
teachers to deliver short segments of their classes in English, and establishing an American Corner for English-
language activities — with the same team driving both that initiative and the university's participation in PEP. 
In this respect the project did not create the institutional momentum so much as reinforce it, adding value to 
an effort already under way. Such cases indicate that, for at least some partners, the project has given impulse 
to a local institutional strategy already in motion — though, as the sustainability section shows, the degree of 
institutional embedding varies considerably across partners, and this depth of integration is not yet typical of 
the consortium as a whole. 
 

The Longer-Term Trajectory: An Evidence-Based Reading 

Assessing longer-term impact at the close of a capacity-building project requires distinguishing what can be 
demonstrated from what can reasonably be anticipated. On the evidence, the project's intended outcomes — 
sustained increases in international publication and in conference participation by the partner universities' 
researchers — cannot yet be claimed: they are systemic effects that, by their nature, will materialise only over 
a period extending well beyond the grant, and the present data captures a cohort at the threshold of those 
outcomes rather than past them. 

What the evidence does support is a reading of trajectory. Three independent signals suggest the conditions 
for longer-term impact are being established: (i) change is already moving from capability into behaviour: 
students are not only more confident and skilled but are sustaining their use of English and producing real 
academic texts — among them a master's-thesis abstract and a submitted scientific paper on solar-cell 
modelling; (ii) the demand expressed by participants is oriented toward exactly the directions the project 
intends to seed. Students ask not for PEP to end but to deepen and persist: that it be “includans la maquette 
de l'université” (“included in the university's curriculum”), that it runs every year, that it extends into research 
methodology, project design and funding, and that “des articles soient publiés” (“articles be published”) as a 
direct outcome; (iii) teachers articulate institutional and professional ambitions — bilingual-university 
strategies, cross-regional research collaboration, curriculum adaptation — that locate the project within a 
longer arc of change. 

These signals indicate that the project's longer-term impact is best characterised not as an achieved result but 
as a credible and well-founded trajectory whose realisation depends on the sustainability conditions assessed 
in the next section. The principal risk to that trajectory is not a lack of capability or appetite — both are evident 
— but whether the institutional embedding and continued support needed to convert it into systemic change 
will be secured. 
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2.5 Prospects for Continuity: Sustainability 

KEY TAKEAWAYS: SUSTAINABILITY 

• Practice sustainability at teacher level is strong: ten of eleven teachers plan to continue using 
the course outlines they developed, naming concrete methods they will retain.  

• Institutional commitment has grown across all partners (all eleven teachers report an increase), 
but commitment has not yet translated evenly into resources: administrative support and 
space are common, while dedicated teaching hours, budget, and formal curriculum integration 
remain rare, and three teachers report no concrete support yet. 

• Concrete signs of embedding exist — six official institutional approvals of the new courses 
(D5.4), one partner adopting the writing course for its PhD programme, and another framing 
PEP within a bilingual-university strategy — alongside an explicit consortium appetite to 
continue through a planned PEP 2.0. 

➢ Midterm recommendation R2 (strengthen institutional integration): Partially applied — 
integration is underway but uneven, and securing dedicated resources is the key outstanding 
task. 

This section assesses sustainability, intended as the prospects for the project's effects to endure beyond the 
funding period, as the second data-led deep dive. Consistent with the evaluation's design, it is analysed first 
at the level of individual teaching practice, the most immediate and verifiable form of sustainability, and then 
at the level of institutional integration and resource commitment, before turning to post-project prospects. 

Practice Sustainability at Teacher Level 

The evidence on individual practice is the strongest dimension of sustainability. Ten of the eleven responding 
teachers intend to continue using the course outline they developed through PEP, with one undecided and 
none intending to discontinue. Crucially, teachers are specific about what they will retain: they name student-
centred and collaborative learning, tailored grammar instruction, task-based academic writing (abstracts, 
paragraphs, essays), critical thinking and essay types, the treatment of academic integrity and plagiarism, and 
a range of interactive techniques — warm-ups, brainstorming, lead-ins, debates, and peer feedback. One 
teacher described the durable professional gain as a clear conceptual grasp of “what a Professional English 
writing curriculum should contain, which makes it easier to adapt the course to different majors” — the kind 
of internalised capability that outlasts a project. 
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Figure 4. Teacher practice sustainability — intention to continue and sharing with colleagues (n=11). 

The clear qualification concerns diffusion beyond the trained cohort. Only five of the eleven teachers have so 
far shared PEP approaches or materials with colleagues outside the project team. Since the multiplier effect 
on which long-term sustainability depends operates precisely through such sharing, this is the weakest link in 
the practice-level picture and connects directly to the midterm recommendation on peer learning and 
continued support (R3, addressed under effectiveness). The internal quality reviews reinforce the point, noting 
that some teachers — not all of whom are trained English-language specialists — would themselves benefit 
from further training and peer support to consolidate their new practice. 

Institutional Integration and Resource Commitment 

At the institutional level, the direction of travel is positive in principle. All eleven teachers report that their 
institution's commitment to Professional English has grown since PEP began — six describing the increase as 
significant and five as somewhat — with none reporting it unchanged or diminished. This marks a clear 
advance on the midterm, at which half the partners still described PEP as operating as a separate project and 
only a quarter reported full integration. 

Commitment in principle, however, has not yet translated evenly into committed resources. The most 
common forms of concrete support are administrative support (reported by seven of eleven teachers) and 
physical space (five), while dedicated teaching hours, formal curriculum integration, and budget allocation are 
each reported by only a few, and three teachers report no concrete institutional support as yet.  

 

Figure 5. Institutional support currently committed (multi-select, n=11). 

Asked what further support is needed, teachers are strikingly consistent: the recurring requests are for formal 
insertion of the courses into the official curriculum and for dedicated budget — “to insert PEP program courses 
in the University teaching curriculum,” to allocate “teaching hours, curriculum integration, teaching materials,” 
and “political will.” This gap between strong commitment in principle and uneven resourcing in practice is the 
central sustainability challenge identified by this evaluation. There are nonetheless concrete signs that 
institutional embedding is taking hold in some partners. The project secured, as a formal deliverable, official 
institutional approval of the new courses from all six African partner universities. Beyond this baseline, one 
teacher reported a tangible advance achieved through the project team's own advocacy: “with our advocacy, 
the school has decided to adopt the writing course for our PhD programme.” Another located PEP within a 
longer institutional strategy — the University of San Pedro's ambition to become the first public bilingual 
university in Côte d'Ivoire. Students corroborate a reasonably supportive institutional environment, rating 
their university's support for continuing PEP activities at an average of 4.08 out of 5, with most ratings at 4 or 
5. 
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Post-Project Prospects and Risks 

Looking beyond the funded period, the evaluation finds a genuine and explicitly expressed appetite for 
continuation. The consortium's internal records document a strong intention to continue the project beyond 
its funded cycle, including active consideration of an iterative successor, “PEP 2.0,” and of funding 
opportunities to support it, together with planned future Erasmus+ International Credit Mobility applications 
to maintain teacher and researcher networks and an alignment with Uppsala University's International Science 
Programme for longer-term follow-up. The cross-university network established through the project — which 
teachers repeatedly identify as one of PEP's most valuable and lasting outcomes — is itself a sustainability 
asset, provided it can be maintained without the external coordination the project has so far supplied. 

The central sustainability question raised by this evaluation is therefore not whether the appetite to continue 
exists — it plainly does — but whether this well-functioning group can remain active in the interval between 
the end of funding and the potential materialisation of new projects. A realistic concern is that the group's 
cohesion is, at least in part, resource-reliant: the in-person meetings, coordinated activities, and facilitation 
that have sustained it to date have depended on project funding. A pragmatic objective for the consortium 
would be to identify a set of low-cost "basic activities" — for example, periodic online exchanges, shared 
resources, or light-touch peer support — capable of keeping the network alive and engaged until it is able to 
secure the funding needed to pursue its larger ambitions. Sustaining momentum at low cost in this interim 
period may prove as important to the project's legacy as the design of any successor initiative. 

In this connection, the consortium's intended approach to developing PEP 2.0 is relevant to its sustainability 
prospects. The successor project is to be informed by a consultation of partners and teachers — a bottom-up 
approach consistent with the local-ownership orientation that has characterised PEP throughout. Such an 
approach has clear merits for relevance and ownership. Its effectiveness, however, tends to depend on the 
degree to which it is structured: consultation across eight institutions may generate a wide range of 
aspirations, and translating these into a feasible project design is likely to require structured facilitation that 
frames the process around clear and realistic parameters, including the resources likely to be available, the 
lessons of the current project, and a defined set of priorities. 

Two risks temper this otherwise encouraging picture. The first is the resourcing gap described above: without 
dedicated hours, budget, and formal curriculum integration, the strong individual commitment of teachers 
rests on goodwill that may erode under competing institutional demands. The second is structural and was 
made vivid during the project itself: the visa-access and connectivity constraints documented under efficiency 
demonstrate the fragility of a model dependent on international mobility. The foundations for sustainability 
are firmly in place at the level of individual practice and institutional intent, while their consolidation into 
durable, resourced institutional structures remains the principal task ahead. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

The PEP project set out to address a structural disadvantage confronting Francophone West African 
universities — limited institutional capacity in academic English — that constrains their researchers' visibility 
and participation in international scholarship. Considered across its full arc, from the design-thinking 
foundations to the written-communication pilots, the project represents a coherent and largely successful 
intervention that achieved its principal objectives, while bringing into focus the conditions upon which its 
enduring value will depend. 

Its central achievement lies in the creation of capacity where little had previously existed. Through a co-
development model that positioned local teachers not as recipients of an externally designed curriculum but 
as the authors of their own, the project produced twelve new courses, trained a committed core of thirteen 
teachers, and reached more than one hundred and fifty students and researchers across two cycles of oral 
and written communication. This model proved to be the project's most consequential design choice: it yielded 
courses adapted to local conditions, a strong sense of ownership among the teachers who developed them, 
and a cohesive and dynamic partnership whose members identify the network itself as among PEP's most 
valuable outcomes. The relevance of this work was consistently evident and arguably deepened as the project 
extended from oral communication into the more demanding domain of academic writing and publication. 

The evidence of early effect is correspondingly strong at the level on which the project was best positioned to 
act. Students report increased confidence, sustained use of English, and the application of their learning to 
their own research; several have already produced abstracts, theses, and submitted manuscripts. Teachers, in 
turn, report a substantive effect on their own professional practice. These constitute the foundations of the 
broader outcomes the project ultimately seeks — higher rates of publication and fuller international 
participation — which by their nature extend beyond the horizon of the funding period and cannot yet be 
demonstrated, but toward which the project has established a credible trajectory. 

That trajectory, however, is not assured, and the project's concluding phase brought its principal vulnerability 
into clearer view. Strong individual commitment and institutional goodwill have not yet translated consistently 
into the dedicated teaching hours, budgetary provision, and curricular integration required to render the gains 
durable; the diffusion of new practice beyond the trained cohort remains limited; and the visa-access 
constraints that disrupted the final training served as a salient reminder of the fragility of a model dependent 
upon international mobility in this operating context. The project has generated considerable capacity and 
appetite; what remains less certain is whether the structures and resources necessary to sustain them will be 
secured. 

It is precisely at this juncture — between a demonstrably successful intervention and an as-yet-unconsolidated 
legacy — that the potential value of forward action is greatest. The evaluation suggests that this value lies less 
in any single corrective measure than in the consortium's capacity to convert what the project has built — 
capable teachers, adapted courses, and above all a functioning partnership — into a sustained and strategically 
directed endeavour. Four directions follow from the analysis. The first concerns the articulation of a shared 
long-term vision among partners, within which future projects can be conceived as deliberate steps rather 
than discrete interventions. The second concerns the continuity of the partnership itself, and the means by 
which a valued but resource-reliant network might be maintained through the interval before new 
opportunities materialise. The third concerns the deepening of the capacity already developed, progressing 
beyond the pilot rather than repeating it. The fourth concerns the uneven task of institutionalisation, and the 
need for consistent measures by which results can be tracked over time. The recommendations that follow 
develop these four directions, framed in recognition of the markedly different circumstances of the partner 
institutions and of the realism that effective, lasting change in this context demands. 

Building on the evaluation's findings and on consultation with the coordinating team, the following 
recommendations are provided along the key areas identified, addressed to the consortium and its partner 
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universities as well as to the design of any future initiative, and building upon the trajectory established by the 
midterm evaluation. 

Recommendation 1 — Develop a shared long-term vision among 
partners to guide the design of future projects. 
The consortium's evident commitment to continuation would be strengthened were it grounded in a clearly 
articulated and collectively held long-term vision, established prior to, and as the foundation for, any future 
funding application. Rather than formulating project ideas in isolation, partners might first reach agreement 
on their longer-term aspirations — for instance, the provision of bilingual programmes or the establishment 
of dedicated English centres across the partner universities — and proceed from that horizon to determine 
the steps necessary to achieve it, giving consideration to the priority target groups, the resources that may 
realistically be mobilised, and the potential allies available to them. Specific initiatives for the short, medium, 
and long term would then be conceived within this agreed framework, such that each successive project 
constitutes a defined stage in the pursuit of a common objective rather than a discrete intervention. Integral 
to this approach is a re-conception of sustainability: rather than a matter addressed at a project's conclusion, 
it is more appropriately posed at the point of design. Any successor project would accordingly benefit from 
incorporating an explicit sustainability plan from the outset, directly aligned with its objectives and specifying, 
for each intended result, the means by which it is to be carried forward once funding has ceased. Conceived 
in these terms, sustainability becomes the organising principle of the design itself rather than an aspiration 
appended to it, while the long-term vision furnishes the reference point against which the durability of each 
successive project may be assessed. 

Recommendation 2 — Maintain and strategically leverage the 
partnership established through the project. 
Among the project's most valuable, if least tangible, outcomes is the cohesive and dynamic partnership it has 
established, which its members consistently identify as a principal achievement. A central consideration for 
the consortium is how this network might be maintained in the interval between the conclusion of current 
funding and the realisation of new opportunities, when the resources that have hitherto sustained 
collaboration are no longer available. The continuation of basic, low-cost activities would serve this purpose, 
provided they are pursued with sufficient structure to remain purposeful rather than nominal; periodic 
exchanges — quarterly online meetings to share developments, or short thematic workshops accompanied by 
guided reflection — would help preserve momentum at minimal expense. Beyond mere maintenance, the 
network merits treatment as a resource to be mobilised deliberately, not least as a means of channelling 
opportunity and experience from better-positioned partners towards those operating under greater 
constraint. 

Recommendation 3 — Continue the courses and teacher capacity-
building, while exploring a more layered approach to prepare for 
future funding opportunities. 
Consultation with the coordinating team pointed consistently to continued capacity-building as the realistic 
core of any successor initiative — deepening teachers' confidence, expanding the available materials, and 
consolidating their command of the methodology — and partner universities are accordingly encouraged to 
sustain the courses and the associated capacity-building activity as they now stand. Looking ahead, a 
complementary consideration is how provision might be advanced beyond its present form should new 
funding arise: structuring it into a foundational and an advanced course, for instance, would enable 
participants first to consolidate and subsequently to refine their skills as appropriate to their level and 
discipline, framing a successor not as a repetition of the pilot but as a deliberate deepening of it. Where 
universities are well placed to do so, the foundational course might also lend itself to piloting in an e-learning 
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format, building on the materials already developed and widening access to a larger body of students. Such an 
approach would also furnish a natural vehicle for the peer-learning and continued-support needs identified at 
midterm but not yet fully consolidated, including accessible, low-connectivity resources and lightweight 
communities of practice. Capacity-building of this kind, moreover, need not be confined to teachers: the 
coordinating team's interest in activating students themselves, through exchange mechanisms and student-
ambassador roles, suggests a further means of extending the project's reach and cultivating a cohort able in 
time to sustain and propagate its methods. Finally, should a successor project materialise, it would be valuable 
for the lead agency to dedicate part of its investment to building the partner universities' own capacity to 
design and manage projects; equipping local institutions with these competencies would strengthen their 
ownership, lessen their dependence on external coordination, and contribute to their longer-term institutional 
growth and the sustainability of the results. 

Recommendation 4 — Pursue the institutionalisation of the 
courses through a differentiated, demonstration-led approach. 
The evaluation finds institutional commitment to have grown across all partners, while remaining unevenly 
translated into dedicated resources and formal integration. Partner universities are accordingly encouraged 
to identify concrete entry points through which to advocate for embedding the Professional English courses, 
recognising that they are differently placed to do so: some project leads occupy senior management positions 
affording real influence, others considerably less. A pragmatic, demonstration-led approach would allow 
integration to proceed at a pace suited to each institutional context rather than being pursued uniformly — 
the better-positioned universities advancing new pilots that may subsequently be replicated by their partners, 
so that demonstrated success in one setting furnishes both a model and an argument for adoption in others. 
Where deeper institutionalisation is not yet feasible, particularly in the more constrained operating 
environments, the realistic and still-valuable channel for durability is the absorption of the improved methods 
into teachers' existing courses, ensuring that the capacity the project has built continues to inform teaching 
even in the absence of formal curricular change. 

Recommendation 5 — Continue capturing results beyond the 
project and adopt shared indicators as a basis for future 
measurement. 
The consortium has thoroughly documented the results of the project itself; the consideration here concerns 
the period that follows. Much of the project's value will accrue after its formal conclusion, as universities 
continue to deliver courses, integrate methods into their teaching, and support students towards publication 
and international participation, yet this continuing activity will go unrecorded unless some modest means of 
capturing it is maintained. It would therefore be of benefit for partners to sustain a light recording of what 
they continue to do once funding ends, and to adopt a small set of shared indicators — for instance, the 
number of students attending courses, the number of scientific articles written and published, the number of 
teachers actively applying the methodology, or the number of courses delivered and institutional approvals 
secured — that all partners can record on a common basis. Defined and applied consistently, even a few such 
indicators would furnish a baseline against which the progress of future initiatives might be measured, and 
would supply the evidence on which subsequent funding applications and advocacy may draw. Should new 
projects be secured, this initial recording system could then be further structured and systematised, 
consolidating into a more developed framework for the documentation of results and learning. 

 

 


