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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background and Objectives

The objective of this evaluation is to determine whether, and to what extent, the joint UNDP/UNEP IW-LEARN project achieved its objective of “strengthening Transboundary Waters Management through facilitating learning and information sharing among GEF stakeholders.”  This evaluation also assesses project performance and the implementation of planned project activities and planned outputs against actual results.  This evaluation also reviews various recommendations of the mid term Evaluation. 
This evaluation was conducted in two phases. Phase I covered the UNDP project component. Phase II covered the UNEP project component. Phase II also included consolidation of the UNDP and UNEP components into this report.

This evaluation has utilized a participatory approach. Based in part on the experience of Phase I of this evaluation, Phase 2 emphasised face-to-face interviews with as many project stakeholders and beneficiaries as reasonably possible.

The findings and conclusions from this evaluation come at a particularly opportune time as GEF is currently contemplating a further IW:LEARN initiative. 
This report has been purposefully limited to 50 pages including a comprehensive assessment summary, a manageable number of lessons learned and recommendations which are highlighted in the executive summary as follows:
Comprehensive assessment summary 

A comprehensive summary of the evaluation assessments and ratings assigned throughout this report according to the applicable criteria and standards and tabulated according to the template provided in the Terms of Reference is as follows. 

	CRITERION
	SUMMARY COMMENTS
	RATING

	A. Attainment of project objectives and results 

(overall rating)
	Overall progress towards the Objective appears to have been good and was seen to have been good by various stakeholders.  Shortcomings were only of a minor nature
	SATISFACTORY

	A. 1. Effectiveness 


	The project appears to have been relatively effective in the achievement of its objectives and targets
	SATISFACTORY

	A. 2. Relevance


	IW:LEARN products and services appear to have been  directly relevant to the GEF IW focal area and its Operational Programme Strategies
	HIGHLY SATISFACTORY

	A. 3. Efficiency


	IW:LEARN appears to have been reasonably good value for money
	SATISFACTORY

	B. Sustainability of Project outcomes (overall rating)
	If current circumstances and commitments remain as they are, the overall rating for sustainability of the project benefits is reasonable at least in the short term
	LIKELY

	B. 1. Financial


	Financial resources can be reasonably expected to be available once the GEF assistance ends, at least for some of the IW:LEARN products and services and at least in the short term
	LIKELY

	B. 2. Socio Political


	The greater majority of stakeholders/ beneficiaries / project implementers have stated that they see it in their interest that the project benefits continue to flow and their support is to be reasonably expected in the short term
	LIKELY

	B. 3. Institutional framework and governance
	The sustainability of IW:LEARN project benefits is dependent on ownership and institutions, particularly the IAs but also the GEFSEC.  Mainstreaming and institutionalization of IW:LEARN is critical for the sustainability of its benefits both in the long and the short terms.  Equally important is to show, and wherever possible personalize, the benefits of IW:LEARN to various stakeholders 
	LIKELY

	B. 4. Ecological
	
	N/A

	C. Achievement of outputs and activities
	The project has met and in some cases exceeded the majority of its targets.  There are only relatively minor shortcomings in the achievement of its Outputs and Activities
	SATISFACTORY

	D. Monitoring and Evaluation 

(overall rating)
	M&E system appears to have been  relatively weak and MTE advice rejected
	UNSATISFACTORY (See explanation in text)

	D. 1. M&E Design


	There were various shortcomings in the project M&E design
	MODERATELY SATISFACTORY

	D. 2. M&E Plan Implementation (use for adaptive management) 
	There appears to have been no formal M&E Plan
	UNSATISFACTORY
(See explanation in text)

	D. 3. Budgeting and Funding for M&E activities
	Budgeting for M&E does not appear to have been as comprehensive and dedicated as it could or should have been
	MODERATELY SATISFACTORY

	E. Catalytic Role


	Both the catalytic function and the replication potential of IW:LEARN appear to have been reasonably high
	HIGHLY SATISFACTORY

	F. Preparation and readiness


	This rating takes into account the relatively few shortcomings of the ProDoc, the reasonably sound overall project design
	MODERATELY SATISFACTORY

	G. Country ownership / Drivenness
	Not directly applicable to IW:LEARN (but see “Stakeholder Involvement” below)
	N/A

	H. Stakeholders involvement


	The level of PCU interaction with Project Managers and other stakeholders appears to have been substantial, especially taking into account the global nature of IW:LEARN
	HIGHLY SATISFACTORY

	I. Financial planning


	The unfortunate inability of the ATLAS system to provide the necessary support to project management, and the less than clear situation surrounding co-financing, influence this rating
	MODERATELY SATISFACTORY

	J. Implementation approach


	Implementation arrangements appear to have been dominated  by various challenges associated with the split between two IAs and two EAs.  The rating is improved in part as a result of valiant efforts of the project implementation team.
	MODERATELY SATISFACTORY

	K. UNDP UNEP Supervision and backstopping 
	Support and supervision appear to have been relatively effective.  However there appear to have been a relative lack of visible contractual arrangements e.g. with UNOPS 
	SATISFACTORY

	OVERALL PROJECT RATING
	The project appears to have had had only minor shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives
	SATISFACTORY


Lessons Learned

 This section presents various conclusions in relation to the design and implementation of the IW:LEARN project with a view towards distilling knowledge from this project and informing possible  IW:LEARN successor initiatives.  

1. IW:LEARN identified a critical need (information, experience, knowledge) and an opportunity (various mature and successful IW projects) and after piloting and testing the model, up scaled it into a full project where it generally turned out to be highly successful.  IW:LEARN  has successfully developed and implemented various products and services which are highly valued by many stakeholders. 
2. IW:LEARN achieved a number of its outputs by working with and/or sub-contracting to several partner agencies and organizations to carry out various activities.  Partnership Activity Leads (PALs) were identified early on as directly responsible for realizing specific activity or sub-activity level project outputs.  The PALs model worked reasonably well.  However, the model required a substantial investment in terms of  establishing and maintaining: a clearly articulated agreement with agreed targets and costs, a simple yet unambiguous monitoring process against agreed milestones, an effective feedback loop, and an effective coordination mechanism which kept PALs within the project.

3. The IW:LEARN operational phase was implemented through two (complementary) ProDocs with two different IAs, EAs and PCUs.  Some stakeholders characterized these splits as “necessary evils.”  Some stakeholders also felt that implementation appeared to suffer as a result of these splits. If any future IW:LEARN initiatives must be similarly split they should probably be given additional cohesion through a common SC, EA and PCU.  The objectives and expectations arising from any such future initiatives also need to be as clear and unambiguous as possible.

4. Some of the indicators used for IW:LEARN did not appear to match or correlate with objectives and/or outcomes.  It is not enough for indicators to satisfy the “SMART” criteria.  Indicators should try to arise wholly from objectives or outcomes that they relate to and care needs to be taken to ensure that indicators really indicate what they are meant to indicate.
5. As a global project with a constituency spread across the globe, IW:LEARN faced a tremendous challenge in trying to connect with stakeholders.   The impressive level of interaction, support and readiness to respond to requests for assistance that were available from both the IW:LEARN website and the individuals involved in the PCU was mentioned often to evaluators by stakeholders.

6. A wide range of  stakeholders have reaped the benefits of IW:LEARN but those stakeholders  appear to have been relatively less forthcoming with their contributions to IW:LEARN despite direct interaction by the PCU.  The IW:LEARN ‘brand’ did lead some stakeholders to the website as a source of help. However a website is a very passive source.  There is a need to “push” (as the IW:LEARN team did with their direct interaction) as well as rely on “pull” for electronic products and services.  Stakeholders also really need to be engaged to the extent possible to create a sense of ownership.  This appears to require an active, dedicated, high performance team including to coordinate the acquisition of information and the pushing of the products and services.

7. The GEFSEC and the IAs have invested heavily on knowledge management and put tremendous value on lessons and best practice.  IW:LEARN provided a successful vehicle for this for the IW thematic area which does not have a champion like the other thematic areas with their various legal conventions.  Even if the IAs continue with steps to institutionalize IW-Learning, the GEFSEC continues to be best placed to ensure sustainability of the IW:LEARN products and services.  The more that future IW: LEARN initiatives can also strive to be informed by as wide a range of “adult learning” strategies as possible, while not diminishing the current emphasis on IT, the better.
Recommendations
This section suggests actionable proposals for improvement of the current project or possible successor projects.  Along with each recommendation the background to the issue or problem to be addressed is subsequently stated in the main report. These recommendation are addressed to all IW:LEARN stakeholders.

Recommendation # 1

IW:LEARN experiences and lessons learned should be purposefully mainstreamed into all IW projects and institutionalized by the IAs and particularly by the GEFSEC within the IW core function of the Secretariat.  The long term key to sustainability of IW:LEARN benefits is in purposefully mainstreaming and institutionalizing IW:LEARN experiences and lesson learned.  Another key to long term sustainability of IW:LEARN benefits is to clearly show, and wherever possible personalize, the benefits of IW:LEARN to various stakeholders.  

Recommendation # 2

Future IW:LEARN initiatives, particularly if they are to be split between two or more IAs, should have clear objectives and clearly demarcated lines of authority as well as a single EA, a single PCU and a single SC.

Recommendation # 3

Future IW: LEARN initiatives should strive to be informed by as wide a range of “adult learning” strategies as possible while not diminishing the current emphasis on IT.

Recommendation # 4

Future IW: LEARN initiatives should place renewed emphasis on the principles of active adaptive management and strive to be increasingly cross culturally aware and gender sensitive.
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Acronyms and Abbreviations
APR

Annual Progress Report

ATLAS

Accounting and financial management system employed by UNOPS

CEO

Chief Executive Officer (of the GEF)

CSD

Commission on Sustainable Development

CTA

Chief Technical Advisor (= Project Manager)

EA

Executing Agency 

FSP

Full-Sized Project (GEF)

GEF

Global Environment Facility

GEFSEC

Secretariat of the Global Environment Facility
IA

Implementing Agency (for GEF projects)

ICT

Information and Communication Technology

IW

International Waters (GEF theme)

IWC

International Waters Conference

IW:LEARN
International Waters : Learning Exchange and Resource Network

IWRM

Integrated Water Resources Management

IWTF

International Waters Task Force

LME

Large Marine Ecosystem

LogFrame
Logical Framework Matrix (superseded by the Strategic Results Framework, SRF)

M&E

Monitoring and Evaluation

MoU

Memorandum of Understanding

MTE

Mid-Term Evaluation

OP10

Operational Programme 10 (of the GEF)

PALs

Partnership Activity Leads

PCU

Project Coordination Unit (of the UNDP component)

PDF-B

Preparatory Development Facility, Phase Two (past GEF terminology)

PIR

Project Implementation Report

POPs

Persistent Organic Pollutants (Convention)

ProDoc

Project Document

RTA

Regional Technical Advisor (for UNDP/GEF)

SAP

Strategic Action Programme

SC

Steering Committee

SRF

Strategic Results Framework

TDA

Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis

TWM

Transboundary Water Management

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

UNEP

United Nations Environment Programme

UNOPS

United Nations Office for Project Services

1.0
Introduction and Background
The objective of the IW:LEARN initiative was to strengthen Transboundary Waters Management (TWM) by facilitating structured learning and information sharing among stakeholders. 

IW:LEARN aimed at improving the GEF IW projects’ information base, replication efficiency, transparency, stakeholder ownership and sustainability of benefits through:

A. 
Facilitating access to information about transboundary water resources among GEF IW projects

B. 
Structured learning among GEF IW projects and cooperating partners

C. 
Organizing biennial International Waters Conferences

D. 
Testing innovative approaches to strengthen implementation of the IW portfolio

E. 
Fostering partnerships to sustain benefits of IW:LEARN and associated technical support.

To help the GEF achieve its Strategic Priorities for International Waters as well as the stated objectives of the Global Technical Support Component of OP10, project targets towards this objective included:

· From 2006 onward, all water bodies developing country-driven adaptive TWM programs with GEF assistance, benefited from participating in structured learning and information sharing facilitated by GEF via IW:LEARN.

· From 2008 onward, successful IW:LEARN structured learning and information sharing services were institutionalized and sustained indefinitely through GEF and its partners.

Relevance to GEF Programmes

The operational phase of IW:LEARN directly contributes to GEF’s OP10 objective of developing several global International Waters projects aimed at :

· Deriving and disseminating lessons learned from projects undertaken in the pilot phase;

· Sharing the learning experience with groups of countries cooperating on International Waters projects; and 

· Addressing the technical and institutional needs of those countries cooperating on International Waters projects.

The GEF replenishment included a specific US$20 million for targeted learning within the portfolio, based on the success of the IW:LEARN approach in OP10 and piloted in GEF-2.

Executing Arrangements

The implementing agencies for this project were UNDP and UNEP and the executing agencies UNDP/UNOPS and UNEP/DEWA, respectively. IW:LEARN integrates active involvement by all three GEF Implementing Agencies – as well as the GEFSEC – all of whom serve on IW:LEARN's Steering Committee (SC). Other key partners of the Project Coordination Team (PCT) are listed on-line at: http://www.iwlearn.net/abt_iwlearn/pct/index_html (each activity-level partner is referred to as a “Partnership Activity Lead” or “PAL”).
With the support of its SC members, their agencies and NGO partners, IW:LEARN facilitated the incorporation of successful measures into current and new projects, so that the GEF IW portfolio could expeditiously replicate positive results. IW:LEARN technical assistance to projects for appropriate use of ICT and the Internet also catalyzed increased transparency and participation. This, in turn, promoted greater stakeholder ownership and sustainability of transboundary management institutions assisted by the GEF. Thus by partnering through IW:LEARN, the three IAs advanced their IW projects learning, replication efficiency, transparency, ownership and sustainability during and beyond the IW:LEARN Operational Phase project.

Project Activities

IW:LEARN project activities are grouped in five components:

A. INFORMATION SHARING: Facilitating access to information about transboundary water resources among GEF International Waters projects. Activities include the IW:LEARN Information Management System at www.iwlearn.net and ICT technical assistance trainings offered both in face-to-face workshops and through distance learning. 

B. LEARNING: Structured learning among GEF International Waters projects and cooperating partners. Activities include Regional Multi-Project Exchanges and Inter-Project Exchange Missions, Portfolio Subset learning opportunities (lake, aquifers, river basins, large marine ecosystems, coral reefs), and training in Public Participation activities. 

C. DIALOG: Organizing biennial International Waters Conferences. These have included the 1st International Waters Conference (Budapest, Hungary, 2000), the 2nd International Waters Conference (Dalian, China, 2002) during the pilot phase, and  the 3rd International Waters Conference (Salvador do Bahia, Brazil, 2005) and the 4th International Waters Conference (Cape Town, South Africa, 2007) during the operational phase of IW:LEARN. 

D. INNOVATION: Testing innovative approaches to strengthen implementation of the IW portfolio. Efforts include a South-East Asia Regional Learning Centre (SEA RLC), a  Transboundary Waters Information Exchange Network for South-Eastern Europe (TWIEN-SEE), and a global roundtable on Integrated Water Resources Management (IWRM) http://watersee.net/ 

E. PARTNERSHIP: Fostering partnerships to sustain benefits of IW:LEARN and associated technical support. Contributions to sustain advances in global transboundary water management include documentary film production, lessons learned documents and outreach materials, co-sponsorship of GEF International Waters projects in international events and conferences, and efforts to integrate gender and water issues. 

All three Implementing Agencies (IAs) jointly proposed and committed to realize the operational phase of the IW:LEARN project. Based on its comparative advantage as one of the implementing agencies in the GEF, UNEP overseed the implementation of Component A and one activity of Component D and one sub activity of Component B, while UNDP implemented the remaining components and activities, with oversight informally shared with the World Bank/World Bank Institute.
UNOPS executed the UNDP-implemented portion of the project, comprising roughly 80% of the GEF's investment. Details on agencies roles can be found in their respective IW:LEARN Operational Phase Project Documents, and their shared Executive Summary, all linked from the IW:LEARN Publications web page.

The delivery of the IW:LEARN project through a range of interlinked products and services is visualized in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: IW:LEARN Products and Services through which IW:LEARN aims at improving the GEF International Waters projects information base, replication efficiency, transparency, stakeholder ownership and sustainability of benefits.

Budget

The allocation of GEF funds to UNEP was US$1,346,534. The allocation to UNDP for the Full Size project was US$4,938,073.  The project also had co-financing from a number of partners details of which are in the project document.

Summary Information on Evaluation

This evaluation took place through a literature review and a wide range of personal interviews with project stakeholders who attended the GEF 5 meeting in Cairns, Australia in October 2009.  Additional interviews with project stakeholders were held in Nairobi, Kenya, Mombassa, Kenya in December 2009 and via telephone.  An electronic questionnaire was also utilized, a copy of which is included in the Annexes to this report. A list of individuals who were interviewed and/or who responded to the questionnaire is also included in the Annexes to this report.
2.0
Scope, Methods and Principles of Evaluation

Scope

The objective of this evaluation is to establish whether, and to what extent, IW-LEARN achieved its objective of strengthening Transboundary Waters Management through facilitating learning and information sharing among GEF stakeholders and the likelihood of future impacts. 

The evaluation also assesses project performance and the implementation of planned project activities and planned outputs against actual results. 

The evaluation also reviews the recommendations of the midterm Evaluation and their implementation. 

This evaluation focuses on the following:

1. To what extent has the project strategy been successful in strengthening transboundary water management? 
2. Did the project effectively capture and disseminate the lessons from the IW projects?

3. Did the project activities foster structured learning and efficient replication of lessons among the GEF projects and cooperating agencies and enhance the technical capacity of the recipients?
4. How did the project activities translate into benefits for transboundary water management? 

5. What mechanisms are in place to ensure stakeholder ownership and sustainability of the benefits of IW: LEARN and associated technical support?
Methods

This terminal evaluation of the joint UNDP/UNEP project occurred in two phases. Phase I covered the UNDP project component and Phase II the UNEP project component. Phase II was longer to take into account the time for consolidation of the report from Phase I with Phase II. This evaluation consisted of an in-depth evaluation using a participatory approach. The evaluators employed a number of methods including face-to-face interviews, telephone (SKYPE) interviews, structured questionnaires and focus group discussions to involve as many stakeholders as possible.  Based on the experience of Phase I of this evaluation, the Phase ii of this evaluation emphasised face-to-face interviews with as many project beneficiaries or stakeholders as possible. The draft report was circulated to UNEP/EOU, the UNDP evaluation office, UNOPS Chief Technical Advisor, UNEP/DGEF Task Manager, and key representatives of the executing agencies.  

Any comments or responses to the draft report were then sent to UNEP/EOU for collation and the evaluators were advise of any necessary or suggested revisions.

The findings of this evaluation were also required to be based on the following:

1. A desk review of project documents including, but not limited to:

(a) The project documents, outputs, monitoring reports (such as progress and financial reports to UNEP and (via UNOPS to) UNDP), and GEF annual Project Implementation Review reports) and relevant correspondence.

(b) Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) report and management responses to the MTE 
(c) Notes from the Steering Group meetings (www.iwlearn.net/sc). 

(d) Other project-related material produced by the project staff or partners as found at the GEF IW:LEARN web-site: www.iwlearn.net and its sub-section dedicated to the project implementation, www.iwlearn.net/abt_iwlearn.
(e) Relevant material published on the GEF IW: LEARN web site: www.iwlearn.net and its sub-section dedicated to the project implementation, www.iwlearn.net/abt_iwlearn.
(f) Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) report and management responses and SC direction (all posted to www.iwlearn.net/mte) and www.iwlearn.net/sc.
2. Interviews with project management and technical support including: the UNEP/DGEF Project Task Manager, UNOPS Chief Technical Advisor and Fund Management Officers, and other relevant staff in UNDP and UNEP dealing with International Waters-related activities as necessary and partners.  

3. Face to face interviews, telephone interviews and focus group discussions with intended users for the project outputs and other stakeholders involved with this project, including in the participating projects and international bodies. These interviews were combined with an email questionnaire.
4. Survey of targeted beneficiaries of the project, including a sampling of GEF IW Task Force members, IA and EA line managers for projects, project managers, and direct participants in GEF IW:LEARN activities and interventions (including government, private sector and civil society).

5. Field visits to project staff in Washington DC (Phase I) and in Phase II- field visits to project staff of a sample of projects in Nairobi and Mombasa (IW:LEARN, WIO-Lab, SWIOF etc) and attendance at the GEF IW Cairns Conference in Australia. 

Evaluation Principles

According to the Terms of Reference for this evaluation:

“In attempting to evaluate any outcomes and impacts that the project may have achieved, evaluators should remember that the project’s performance should be assessed by considering the difference between the answers to two simple questions “what happened?” and “what would have happened anyway?”   These questions imply that there should be consideration of the baseline conditions and trends in relation to the intended project outcomes and impacts. In addition, it implies that there should be plausible evidence to attribute such outcomes and impacts to the actions of the project or determine the contribution of the project to the outcomes and impacts.
Sometimes, adequate information on baseline conditions and trends is lacking.  In such cases, this should be clearly highlighted by the evaluator, along with any simplifying assumptions that were taken to enable the evaluator to make informed judgements about project performance.”

The success of project implementation has been rated on a prescribed 6-notch scale from ‘highly unsatisfactory’ to ‘highly satisfactory’.

3.0
Project Performance and Impact

This section provides factual evidence relevant to the questions asked by the evaluator and interpretations of such evidence.  

A commentary and analysis is provided in relation to eleven prescribed evaluation aspects (A-K).

A. Attainment of Objectives 
B. Sustainability

C. Achievement of Outputs and Activities

D. Catalytic Role/ Replication

E. Assessment, Monitoring and Evaluation Systems

F. Preparation and Readiness

G. Stakeholder Participation / Public Awareness

H. Financial Planning

I. Implementation Approach

J. UNEP and UNDP Supervision and Backstopping

A.  Attainment of Objectives

The Objective of the IW:LEARN project was to strengthen Transboundary Waters Management (TWM) by facilitating structured learning and information sharing among GEF stakeholders.  
Indicators for this Objective should therefore have helped determine whether such facilitation had indeed been carried out, and whether this had led to stronger TWM.  According to the UNDP component evaluator not all of the Indicators selected for this task appeared to do this.

For example, the first of the two Indicators adopted, was “…from 2006 onward, all waterbodies developing country-driven, adaptive TWM programs with GEF assistance benefit from participating in structured learning and information sharing facilitated by GEF via IW:LEARN….”  The focus of this Indicator is on “benefit from participating” and the key phrase in the Target is “report benefits” – clearly the expected result was the “benefit.”  However, the key word in the Objective is “facilitating” (although the ultimate objective is to “strengthen”) and there appears to be a disconnect between the Objective and this Indicator.  When analyzed according to the SMART criteria, this particular indictor arguably is not very Specific to the Objective; it not Measureable since the measurement of “benefit” requires another indicator/s (it is therefore difficult to know if it is Achievable and whether any benefit can be Attributed to the project); not entirely Relevant to the Objective; and, while it is Time-bound because it has a beginning, it will be difficult to Track because it is difficult to measure.

A second Indicator was “…from 2008 onward, successful IW:LEARN structured learning and information sharing services will be institutionalized and sustained indefinitely through GEF and its partners….”  This Indicator seeks “institutionalization” and “indefinitely” and the Target lists services that may be sustained.  Although “indefinitely” is impossible to ascertain, this Indicator and Target relate reasonably well to the Objective since institutionalization can be expected to facilitate “structured learning and information sharing” as targeted by the Objective.  When analyzed according to the SMART criteria, this Indicator – is Specific to the Objective; it is difficult to Measure institutionalization and “indefinitely” is somewhat challenging; while institutionalization may be Achievable, indefinite sustainability may be a bit difficult; it is Relevant to the Objective; and, while it is Time-bound because it has a beginning, it will be impossible to Track indefinitely.

In compiling Table 5 below, the PCU was invited by the UNDP component evaluator to assess its own performance and comments were added by the UNDP component evaluator.  Table 5 provides a summary of the assessment of progress towards Objectives and concludes that IW:LEARN is known to have facilitated structured learning and information sharing.  

Progress towards the Objective is therefore deemed to have been Satisfactory (S).  

This rating was also the most popular rating with various stakeholders who responded to various interviews and questionnaires from both evaluators and is consistent with the findings of the MTE.

Table 1.
Achievement of Project Objective, as measured through its Indicators and Targets according to the PCU with comments by the UNDP component evaluator 

	Objective: To strengthen Transboundary Waters Management (TWM) by facilitating structured learning and information sharing among GEF stakeholders

	INDICATOR
	TARGET
	PROGRESS AS AT 30 JUNE 2007
	PROGRESS AS AT END OF JUNE 2008

	
	
	
	ACCORDING TO PCU
	EVALUATOR’S OBSERVATIONS

	1.   From 2006 onward, all waterbodies developing country-driven, adaptive TWM programs with GEF assistance benefit from participating in structured learning and information sharing facilitated by GEF via IW:LEARN.
	All GEF- supported  
waterbodies report benefits from structured learning and from information sharing.
	Over the period of this  PIR, approximately half of the active portfolio participated in structured learning activities (2 ECA projects, 9 LAC projects and 10 AFR projects) reporting beneficial outcomes.
	HS: Over the period of this PIR, 70 historical, active and future GEF IW projects participated in the 4th and 5th GEF IW Conference, approximately half of the active portfolio participated in structured learning activities consecutively in 10 trainings and exchanges (13 AFR projects, 7 ASIA  projects, 1 Oceania, 6 ECA, 4 LAC).
	 The key phrase in the Indicator is “benefit from participating” and the key phrase in the Target is “report benefits” – clearly the expected result was the “benefit”.  The progress claimed by the PCU only addresses “participating” and there is no indication of the “benefit” gained.  

However, the key word in the Objective is “facilitating”  (although the ultimate objective is to “strengthen”).

Arguably there is therefore a mismatch between the Objective and this Indicator.  While the Indicator has not been attained, the project is known to have facilitated effectively structured learning and information sharing.  This is of direct relevance to the Objective.

	2.   From 2008 onward, successful IW:LEARN structured learning and information sharing services will be institutionalized and sustained indefinitely through GEF and its partners.
	IW-IMS (website resource center), 3 regional and 5 water body-specific learning services, plus biennial conferences, Gender and Water Exhibit, and IW Experience Notes series sustained by partners
	Biennial conferences expected to be continued via MSPs & participant costs mainstreamed into GEF IW projects; Africa structured learning sustained by partners &  MSP; Economic valuation curricula transferred to host institution in W Africa and recycled for LME project and disseminated to e-list of over 1500 marine managers; SE Europe learning will continue with regional partners; G&W LAC Expo tour fully self-sustaining (over10 new events) & Africa expo launched w/partner intending to sustain; WB publishing IWEN series, Regional MSP/s expected to continue generating IWENs.
	HS: Biennial conferences expected to be continued via follow-on project (IWC5 PIF approved, IWC6 under formulation) & participant costs mainstreamed into GEF IW projects; European IW learning continuing through UNECE; Africa structured learning sustained by partners &  MSP; Economic valuation curricula transferred to host institution in W. Africa and recycled for LME project and disseminated to e-list of over 1500 marine managers; marine governance and public participation curricula being adapted by partners and re-delivered to additional  constituencies; SE Europe learning will continue with regional partners; G&W LAC Expo tour fully self-sustaining (over10 new events) & Africa expo launched w/partner intending to sustain; WB publishing IWEN series, Regional learning MSP/s expected to continue generating IWENs.
	 The Indicator seeks “institutionalization” and “indefinitely.”  The Target abandons “institutionalization” and lists services that may be sustained.

Although “indefinitely” is impossible to ascertain, this Indicator and Target relate reasonably well to the Objective and the progress reported by the PCU does indeed record effective moves made towards institutionalization which in turn will facilitate “structured learning and information sharing” as targeted by the Objective.  As such, this is of relevance to the Objective.



	Progress towards the Objective is Satisfactory (S)


Attainment of Outcomes and Outputs

This section deals with the Outcomes including as expressed in the LogFrame matrices and as used in the various PIRs.

The UNDP Component of IW:LEARN targeted four Outcomes.  The UNEP Component of IW:LEARN targeted a lesser number of outcomes.  The achievement of these is discussed below.  Table 6 deals with components B, C, D, and E and is compiled from the PCU self-assessment of progress towards Outcomes with the addition of comments and assessment from the UNDP component evaluator. Table 6A deals with component A. 

OUTCOME A: Improved access to TRM data and information across the GEF IW portfolio and their partners and stakeholders.  
Progress towards this Outcome is deemed to have been Satisfactory (S).
OUTCOME B:  Enhanced TWM capacity at project and basin levels through sharing of experiences among subsets of the GEF IW portfolio, including projects, their partners and counterparts.
Progress towards Outcome B as measured by the Indicators could be seen as Highly Satisfactory (HS) since the appropriate Indicators have all either been met or exceeded.  However, while the Indicators are relevant to the measurement of “sharing of experiences,” they say nothing about the “enhanced TWM capacity” Outcome. Progress towards this Outcome is deemed to have been Satisfactory (S).
OUTCOME C: GEF IW portfolio-wide increase in awareness and application of effective TWM approaches, strategies and best practices; numerous new and enhanced linkages and exchanges between GEF IW and other TWM projects with shared TWM challenges.
The Indicators focus on the means (IWCs and CSD interaction) but do not measure the Outcome which was “increase in awareness ….”  Progress towards Outcome C in terms of the Indicators is deemed to have been Moderately Satisfactory (MS) since while the IWCs were held successfully, the interaction with CSD-13 did not take place.  However, there is widespread evidence of increased awareness and progress is deemed to have been Satisfactory (S).
OUTCOME D: A widely available suite of tested and replicated ICT and other tools and approaches for strengthening TWM.
The Outcome was a “suite of tools” and the Indicators do not address this in general, although two are relevant.  Progress towards Outcome D as measured by the Indicators is Moderately Satisfactory, however, knowing that tools have been developed by the project, progress is deemed to have been Satisfactory (S).
OUTCOME E: TWM learning and information sharing mechanisms mainstreamed and institutionalized into GEF IA and ongoing projects, as well as transboundary institutional frameworks of completed projects (e.g., Regional Seas and freshwater basin secretariats).
The Outcome sought “learning and info sharing mechanisms mainstreamed and institutionalized” and the Indicators focus on the means (e.g. Sustainability Plans, side events) rather than the Outcome.  There is little evidence that IAs have “institutionalized” any mechanisms produced by the project.  However, in recognition of the fact that the achievement of this Outcome cannot reasonably be expected in the short lifetime of the project, progress towards Outcome E is deemed to have been Moderately Satisfactory (MS).

Table 2.
Progress towards the Outcome indicators (UNDP Component) as at the end of June 2008

	OUTCOME B:  Enhanced TWM capacity at project and basin levels through sharing of experiences among subsets of the GEF IW portfolio, including projects, their partners and counterparts

	INDICATORS
	TARGET
	PROGRESS AS AT 30 JUNE 2007
	PROGRESS AS AT END OF JUNE 2008

	
	
	
	ACCORDING TO PCU
	EVALUATOR’S OBSERVATIONS

	8. By 2008, 3 multi-project regional TWM learning exchanges organized to assist total of at least 10 projects:

B1.1 Caribbean Inter-linkages Dialog

B1.2 Africa IW Network

B1.3 Southeastern Europe and Mediterranean
	3 exchanges
	S: 2 multi-project exchanges held: Pan-Africa and SEE Europe, serving over 15 projects 
	HS: Cumulative 3 multi-project exchanges held: 2 Pan-Africa (plus 1 more in 2008 with additional PAL co-finance) and one Eastern Europe and Central Asia, serving at least 16 projects

[UNEP-IW:LEARN PIR addresses additional Caribbean exchanges under that sub-project]
	Indicator is relevant to the Outcome and very specific making the Target redundant.  

Indicator achieved fully.

	9. By 2008, 5 multi-project thematic learning exchanges organized on a transboundary ecosystem basis assist at total of at least 15 projects: 
B2.1 Freshwater

B2.1.1 Groundwater/Aquifers
B2.1.2 River Basins
B2.1.3 Lake Basins
B2.2 LMEs (incl. MPAs)

B2.3 Coral Reefs
	5 multi-project thematic exchanges
	S: 2 major exchanges: African River & Lake Basins; LME projects serving approx15 projects; and 3 smaller exchanges (groundwater, lake, coral), also online ecosystem-based e-groups
	HS: 6 major exchanges, 28 GEF projects served; and 6 smaller exchanges (groundwater, lake, coral), also online ecosystem-based e-groups, LME Governance manual     

	Indicator is relevant to the Outcome and very specific making the Target redundant.  

Indicator exceeded.

	10. 5-7 multi-week staff/stakeholder exchanges between pairs of 10-14 new (or pipeline) projects and experienced projects, at a rate of 1-4 exchanges per year for 4 years.
	5-7 multi-week exchanges
	HS: 4 exchanges supported
	HS: 10 exchanges launched serving 23 projects, two exchanges produced guidance materials, two exchanges leveraged 4:1 co-financing  vs. GEF

	 Indicator is relevant to the Outcome and very specific making the Target redundant.  

Indicator exceeded.

	11. Training for a least 15 projects (5 government-NGO partnerships trained each year for 3-4 years) to jointly develop, refine and/or implement activities to increase public access and involvement in IW decision-making
	At least 15 projects receive training
	S: 9 projects have received training 
	HS: 21 projects have received training, draft handbook (for replication) near production  captures learning from (at least 3) GEF regions
	 Indicator is relevant to the Outcome and very specific making the Target redundant.  

Indicator exceeded.

	The Targets appear to be redundant since they repeat some of the detailed wording of the Indicator.  Progress towards Outcome 2 as measured by the Indicators is Highly Satisfactory (HS) since the Indicators have all either been met or exceeded.  However, while the Indicators are relevant to the measurement of “sharing of experiences,” they say nothing about the “enhanced TWM capacity” which is the real Outcome.  Progress towards the Outcome is deemed to have been Satisfactory (S).


	OUTCOME C: GEF IW portfolio-wide increase in awareness and application of effective TWM approaches, strategies and best practices; numerous new and enhanced linkages and exchanges between GEF IW and other TWM projects with shared TWM  challenges

	INDICATORS
	TARGET
	PROGRESS AS AT 30 JUNE 2007
	PROGRESS AS AT END OF JUNE 2008

	
	
	
	ACCORDING TO PCU
	EVALUATOR’S OBSERVATIONS

	12. 2 IWCs, with biennial needs assessments and portfolio-wide interactions, in 2005 (C1 in Brazil) and 2007 (C2 in South Africa)


	2 IWC’s
	HS: 2 conferences held with roughly 300 participants and more than half of the portfolio involved
	HS: 2 conferences held with roughly 300 participants and more than half of the portfolio involved at each conference.

IWC4 redesigned for highly needs-driven agenda & P2P interactive learning, in response to IWC3 feedback; very well received
	Indicator relevant to the implementation but not the achievement of the Outcome.  

Indicator achieved fully.

	13. Documented recommendations from GEF IW portfolio to CSD-13 Policy Session (Spring 2005)
	
	HU: GEF IW conference was delayed until after CSD-13 
	HU: GEF IW conference was delayed until after CSD-13 (due to UN-SECORD directive requiring change of venue & dates)
	Indicator not achieved.

	The Indicators focus more on the means (IWCs and CSD interaction) but do not measure the Outcome which was “increase in awareness …”.  Progress towards Outcome 3 in terms of the Indicators is deemed to have been Moderately Satisfactory since while the IWCs were held successfully, the interaction with CSD-13 did not take place.  However, there is evidence (e.g. via questionnaires) of increased awareness and progress is deemed to have been Satisfactory (S).

	

	OUTCOME D: A widely available suite of tested and replicated ICT and other tools and approaches for strengthening TWM

	INDICATORS
	TARGET
	PROGRESS AS AT 30 JUNE 2007
	PROGRESS AS AT END OF JUNE 2008

	
	
	
	ACCORDING TO PCU
	EVALUATOR’S OBSERVATIONS

	17. Five (5) 3-day Southeastern Europe Transboundary Waters Roundtables for senior officials and experts by 2006.
	3 roundtables (+2 100% partner-financed)
	HS: 3 roundtables held, 1 planned for Q42007 (groundwater), 1 for Q12008 (public participation)
	HS: 6 roundtables held, including 3 that were 100% co-financed 
	Indicator achieved.

	18. Internet-based targeted information exchange network on Transboundary Waters (for Southeastern Europe Transboundary River Basin and Lakes Management Program) launched by 2005, sustained through regional partners by 2006.
	Network launched
	S: Network launched and operational w/GWP-Med hosting (watersee.net)
	S: Network launched and operational w/GWP-Med hosting (watersee.net), 3 electronic dialogues conducted, 8 capacity building documents prepared
	Indicator relevant to the Outcome.  
Indicator achieved.

	19. Network for dissemination of Mediterranean experience in transboundary aquifer management [for Mediterranean Shared Aquifers Management Program] – realized in conjunction with Activity B2.1
	Groundwater network operating
	U: (to be established in conjunction with groundwater roundtable in Q42007)
	U: Not established, no demonstrated interest from stakeholders, and no actionable language built into PAL contracts or workplans, TWIEN website does provide networking opportunities
	Indicator not achieved.

	20. One global roundtable meeting to clarify the role of IWRM  or related IW issue of common priority to the CSD and the GEF (in 2004) – e.g., bringing together select nations to build IWRM capacity to meet Millennium Development Goal for national IWRM strategies in 2005 and to support water-focus of CSD-12/CSD-13 biennium (2004-05)
	1 global IWRM meeting
	S:1 global IWRM meeting (Tokyo) in 2006

TDA/SAP & IWRM joint Learning Centre session, CSD-12
	S:1 global IWRM meeting (Tokyo) in 2006; TDA/SAP & IWRM joint Learning Centre session, CSD-12; substantial in-kind cost share (co-finance) and cancellation of plans for IWRM learning in conjunction w/IWC3 linked to CSD-13 (consequence of IWC relocation & rescheduling due to security situation in host city) resulted in 5-figure savings to GEF budget.
	Indicator partly achieved.

	The Outcome was a “suite of tools” and the Indicators do not address this in general, although two are relevant.  Progress towards Outcome 4  as measured by the Indicators is Moderately Satisfactory, however, knowing that tools have been produced, progress is deemed to have been Satisfactory (S).

	

	OUTCOME E: TWM learning and information sharing mechanisms mainstreamed and institutionalized into GEF IA and ongoing projects, as well as transboundary institutional frameworks of completed projects (e.g., Regional Seas and freshwater basin secretariats)

	INDICATORS
	TARGET
	PROGRESS AS AT 30 JUNE 2007
	PROGRESS AS AT END OF JUNE 2008

	
	
	
	ACCORDING TO PCU
	EVALUATOR’S OBSERVATIONS

	21. By 2008, Sustainability Plans implemented, including l transfer of various services to appropriate organizations, SC acceptance of associated financing and personnel TORs, etc.

22. By end of project, IW:LEARN products and services are maintained and enriched in perpetuity through a network of partners
	Implemented plan
	MS: Overall plan yet to be finalized but partially developed: Africa MSP prepared; SEE partners supporting on-going activities,; Basin EV curricula transferred to partners; LME network supported by projects and partners; groundwater forum & Digital Aquifer Environments established by partners; GEF has begun mainstreaming some costs of IWC participation into IW projects; LME video translated into Chinese, Russian pending; Gender & Water Expo continuing & self-sustaining; MSPs expected to continue to generate IWExperience Notes. 
	S: Iterations of sustainability plan drafted and presented to SC, nearly finalized; some PAL's and IA's are acting or have pledged to continue various valued IW:LEARN services (see indicator #2 above)

MS:  Africa MSP prepared  and launched (Sept 07); SEE partners supporting on-going activities; Basin EV curricula transferred to host partner; LME network supported by projects and partners; groundwater forum & Digital Aquifer Environments established by partners; GEF has begun mainstreaming some costs of IWC participation into IW projects; LME video translated into Chinese, Russian pending; Gender & Water Expo continuing, adding new region (Asia) & self-sustaining; Learning MS Ps expected to continue to generate IWExperience Notes. 
	Indicator 21 relevant to the Outcome at least partially.  

Sustainability Plan will not be adopted before project closure (UNDP Component), let alone implemented.

Indicator not achieved.

Indicator 22 is very relevant to the Outcome but its achievement is somewhat modest.

	23. Side events at TWM meetings (e.g., CSD, WWF4, IUCN Assembly): 2 GEF IW presentations, information kiosks, or side events per year for 4 years; 2-3 GEF IW projects/year receive cost-sharing to participate; 

 

24. Outreach &/or learning products disseminated
	2 side events per year; 2-3 gef project/year get cost-sharing to participate; ; 1-2 outreach &/or learning products disseminated per year
	HS: 7 side events; 18 GEF projects supported; 8 IW Bridges newsletters disseminated to all GEF IW projects, (100+ LME Governance Handbooks disseminated in 3rd-4th Q 2006),

18 IW Experience Notes disseminated on- line and at side-events. 
	HS: 10 side events, 21 GEF project supported; 12 IW Bridges newsletters, (500+ LME Governance Handbooks disseminated), 27 IW Experiences Notes disseminated online and at side events,  LME video seen by over 100 nations reps, translated in-kind by partners into Mandarin and (text of script only) Russian. Produced 'Reflections' videos capturing participant perspectives at GEF IWC4; and video 'reflections' short for Africa Groundwater and Climate conference, Kampala, 2008.  IW:LEARN's Gender and Water traveling expo has (as of 2008) opened at GEF IWC3 (LAC expo, Brazil 2005) and GEF IWC4 (Africa expo, South Africa 2007) and toured or triggered at least 25 global, regional and national events in at least 20 countries in Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC), Africa, Europe, North America, and Asia/Pacific regions. 
	Indicator 23 is only partly relevant to the Outcome.  Targets add a little more detail to that contained in the Indicator texts.  

Indicator 24 is not a measure of mainstreaming or institutionalization.

The products, services and activities produced under this Outcome are laudable but they are not evidence of mainstreaming and institutionalization.

	The Outcome sought “learning and info sharing mechanisms mainstreamed and institutionalized” and the Indicators focus on the means (e.g. Sustainability Plans, side events) rather than the Outcome.   The Targets add little, if anything.  There is little evidence that IAs have “institutionalized” any mechanisms produced by the project.  However, it needs to be acknowledged that the achievement of this Outcome cannot be expected in the short lifetime of the project.   Progress towards Outcome 5 as measured by the Indicators is deemed to have been Moderately Satisfactory (MS).


 

Table 3. Progress towards the Outcome indicators (UNEP Component) 
	OUTCOME  A: Improved access to TRM data and information across the GEF IW portfolio and their partners and stakeholders.  

	INDICATORS
	MIDTERM TARGET
	END OF PROJECT TARGET
	PROGRESS AS AT 30 June 2009

	
	
	
	ACCORDING TO UNEP
	EVALUATOR’S OBSERVATIONS

	% of GEF IW projects that access www.iwlearn.net
	At least 75% of

projects indicate

they access

www.iwlearn.net
	At least 85% of

projects indicate

they access

www.iwlearn.net
	77.4 % GEF IW project staff indicated they use iwlearn.net

(survey done during the WWF in March ‘09) Increase of 8.4% from FY08
	Quantitative measure only

	Number of ICT requests from IW community that UNEP IWL responds to
	UNEP-IWLEARN

responds to 50

IW community

ICT requests
	UNEPIWLEARN

responds to 100

IW community

ICT requests
	148 issue tracker submissions related to technical backstopping projects in using the website toolkit out of a total of 637 issues covering other topics including internal, PCU, SC, etc) were addressed
	

	Number of IW projects with web sites


	90 GEF IW

projects have

websites


	By 2009, 140

IW projects have

websites


	60 % (115 out of 190 projects) of the GEF IW portfolio (based on records on  www.gefonline.org) have websites based on the iwlearn.net project database. 40% of projects with websites are still under Implementation while the remaining 20% that have been completed have been archived on iwlearn.net http://www.iwlearn.net/archive
	 Corroborated through interviews and independent research

	Number of IW

projects that

have websites

link to

www.iwlearn.net
	60% of IW

projects that

have websites

link to

www.iwlearn.net
	By 2009, 90% of IW projects that have websites link to www.iwlearn.net
	90% of IW projects that have websites link to iwlearn.net (Google search)
	 Corroborated 

	% of projects that are accessible through

www.iwlearn.net
	95% of IW

projects that

have websites

are accessible

from

www.iwlearn.net
	IW projects that

have websites

are accessible

through

www.iwlearn.net
	100% of IW projects with website are accessible through iwlearn.net (this is largely due to the technology utilized by the iwlearn.net search engine)
	

	Increased number of unique visitors accessing www.iwlearn.net
	>48,000
(estimated)

unique visitors

access

www.iwlearn.net
	>60,000
(estimated) in

unique visitors

access

www.iwlearn.net
	For this PIR cycle, a total of 166,356 unique visitors accessed iwlearn.net, which represents an increase of 83% compared to the previous PIR cycle. http:// www.iwlearn.net
	

	Number of datasets from and about IW projects sites available through the www.iwlearn.net 
	20 datasets about IW project

available

through the

www.iwlearn.net
	50 datasets about

IW projects

available

through the

www.iwlearn.net
	74 datasets have been gathered to date. Of this total, metadata has been written, and are searchable. The datasets are now linked to the iw:learn website

http://www.iwlearn.net/webgis 
	

	% of projects that have deployed a

website using the UNEPIWLEARN

website toolkit


	> 20 project

deploy websites

using the UNEPIWLEARN

website toolkit


	> 60 projects

deploy websites

using the UNEPIWLEARN

website toolkit


	34 projects have deployed the Website Toolkit. Out of these 34 projects using the toolkit 18 are under development and include:

http://caspian.iwlearn.org/

http://clme.iwlearn.org

http://twap.iwlearn.org

http://coast.iwlearn.org

http://lss.iwlearn.org

http://lta.iwlearn.org

http://nutrient-bestpractices.iwlearn.org/

http://hungary.iwlearn.org/

http://plone25.iwlearn.org/sites/workshops/map
	

	Number of Projects Indicating Satisfied assistance from IWLEARN 
	60% of project

responses

indicate

satisfaction
	80% of project

responses

indicate

satisfaction
	Based on surveys and feedback documented:

WWF workshop participants (March 09) =100%

Tunis Workshop participants (July 09) = 100%

Athens workshop participants (Sep 08) =90%

The findings of an IWLEARN survey that included questions to gauge users on satisfaction on the ICT Services

http://www.iwlearn.net/websitetoolkit/survey
	Corroborated by individual interviews

	Source: IWLEARN PIR 2009 FINAL.PDF  received January 2010 (204 KB) (copy in the Annexes to this report). Progress towards the Outcome is deemed to have been reasonably Satisfactory (S).


The ratings obtained by the MTE
 are consistent with the above.  
Overall conclusion on project results and impacts

According to the UNDP component evaluator  54% of stakeholders said that the UNDP component had strengthened TWM, facilitated learning, captured and disseminated lessons, fostered structured learning and replication, and enhanced technical capacities.  
By comparison, 43% of respondents said that these gains had been achieved only slightly and 3% said they had not been achieved at all.  

Similar results were obtained regarding the UNEP component.  More specifically various stakeholders who were interviewed and/or who filled out a digital questionnaire regarding the UNEP component generally gave UNEP a rating of “Satisfactory” when asked their opinion “Whether IW:LEARN (UNEP component) had produced its programmed and activities and outputs?”  

Table 4.  Summary of responses to the UNDP component evaluator’s questionnaire regarding the UNDP component

	OBJECTIVE
	ACHIEVEMENT (TALLY)

	To what extent has Transboundary Water Management been strengthened by IW:LEARN? 


	SIGNIFICANTLY

27
	SLIGHTLY

20
	NOT AT ALL

0
	-

	Has the Project facilitated learning and information sharing among GEF stakeholders?


	YES

33
	PARTLY

16
	NO

0
	DON’T KNOW

7

	Did the Project effectively capture and disseminate the lessons from the IW projects?


	YES

22
	PARTLY

18
	NO

2
	DON’T KNOW

12

	Did Project activities foster structured learning and efficient replication of lessons among the GEF projects and cooperating agencies?
	YES

13
	PARTLY

23
	NO

3
	DON’T KNOW

13

	Did the Project enhance the technical capacity of the recipients?

	YES

25
	PARTLY

20
	NO

1
	DON’T KNOW

9

	TOTALS
	120 (54%)
	97 (43%)
	6 (3%)
	41


223 replies in all (ignoring the 41 who did not know)
The above assessment by the questionnaire respondents was consistent with those who were consulted face to face by both evaluators.  

The project overall is therefore considered to have been Satisfactory (S) since the project has met and in some cases exceeded the majority of its targets and there were only minor shortcomings in the achievement of its Outputs and Activities.

Effectiveness

The immediate task of IW:LEARN was to facilitate structured learning and information sharing.  From the evidence presented by the PCUs, the responses of those consulted, and the picture that has emerged from other research, it appears that IW:LEARN has been generally effective in facilitating structured learning and information sharing.  It has reached out both directly and indirectly to a wide range of stakeholders including project practitioners and decision-makers with effective products and services to enable them to apply the information and knowledge delivered by IW:LEARN in their project planning and decision-making on an array of IW issues and challenges.

The ultimate test of the project’s impact is the strengthening of TWM and a comprehensive assessment of this is probably unrealistic within the resources and timeframe of this evaluation.  However, the great majority of stakeholders appear to believe that IW:LEARN has made a significant contribution towards stronger TWM.  The achievement of its Objective and Outcomes by IW:LEARN is therefore considered Satisfactory (S).

Relevance

The outcomes of IW:LEARN are consistent with the GEF IW focal area and operational programme strategies.  IW:LEARN has contributed directly to the GEF OP10 objective of developing several global International Waters projects which aim to derive and disseminate lessons learned from projects undertaken during the pilot phase and the operational GEF.  

IW:LEARN has strengthened global capacity to learn and applied the lessons from TWM experiences, and it has also been instrumental in promoting the GEF Business Plan’s capacity-building strategic priorities, in particular Strategic Priority (IW-2) for targeted IW learning. The GEF Replenishment included a specific US$20 million for targeted learning within the portfolio, based on the success of the IW:LEARN approach in OP10 and piloted in GEF-2.  The learning experiences among GEF projects undertaken within the IW portfolio have been judged successful by survey, project evaluations and OPS2.  The learning is aimed at exchanging successful approaches among existing projects and those under preparation so that they may be adopted within a framework of adaptive management that characterizes the GEF approach to transboundary water systems.  They also help avoid problems that have been encountered by projects.  Such South-to-South ‘structured learning’ contributes significantly to the success of GEF's foundational/capacity building work in IW.  By design, IW:LEARN components and activities were well aligned with the OP10 technical support component to realize these strategic priorities.  

In terms of its relevance to the GEF, IW:LEARN is deemed to have been Highly Satisfactory (HS).
Efficiency

According to the UNDP component evaluator  “it has not been easy to get to grips with the financial aspects of the project, particularly expenditures at Outcomes and Outputs level and it is not possible to state categorically that the project was or was not cost effective.”  

According to the UNDP component evaluator, for a project with a global scope (with its concomitant travel and communication costs), running over four years, with a staff of three, $5 million
 does not seem excessive as an investment by GEF.  When one looks at the array of products and services that IW:LEARN has provided to the vast number of stakeholders and beneficiaries IW:LEARN appears to have been good value for money.

IW:LEARN does not appear to have been effective at forecasting in its efforts at leveraging co-financing and the single most significant co-financing failure was one that had been tagged as an UNDP contribution in-kind.  

While the total amount was less than predicted, the contributions by 13 co-financiers who had not pledged but still contributed in-kind or cash, is a good measure of efficiency on the part of the project.  Nine co-financiers also delivered 100% or better than their pledged amount.
In terms of efficiency  IW:LEARN was therefore Satisfactory (S).

B.  Sustainability

Introduction and Background

Sustainability, which is understood as the probability of continued long-term project-derived outcomes and impacts after the GEF project funding ends, appears to be part of the project design for all GEF projects including IW:LEARN.  According to the IW:LEARN ProDoc, “[p]roject design includes Component E in order to ensure that strategic partnerships adopt and sustain IW:LEARN benefits beyond the conclusion of the project.” Activities E1 and E2 explicitly relate to implementation of sustainability plans, while E3 provides outreach which promotes the ongoing utility of and mandate for the IW learning portfolio to participate in wider IW community events and venues for knowledge sharing. Annex E of the ProDoc provides a Sustainability Plan.

According to the UNDP component evaluator the Sustainability Plan in the ProDoc needed review and further development. 
The MTE also addressed the need for a Sustainability Plan and commented that “there is no secure plan for delivering IW:LEARN goods and services beyond October 2008” and made recommendations on this which were subsequently declined  by the SC.  

The current Sustainability Plan provides substantial detail of the steps that need to be taken, by whom and at what cost, in order to sustain the products and services of IW:LEARN beyond the life of the project.  Its structure is along the same lines, more or less, as the project structure: 

· Information Management

· Targeted Training, Workshops, Peer to Peer Learning Exchanges/Study Tours and Regional Dialogue Processes

· Portfolio-Wide Meetings: Biennial International Waters Conferences

· Information Dissemination and Assembly

· Development of Partnerships for New GEF-able Learning Project Proposals

· Implementing Agency Support to Transboundary Waters Learning and Knowledge Management

After discussing each of these components, the Draft Sustainability Plan lists (see Table 5 below) what individual GEF IW projects can do to sustain GEF IW-Learning.   

Table 5.
Requirements prescribed by the draft Sustainability Plan for all IW projects in order to sustain the benefits of IW:LEARN
	1. Each GEF IW implementing agency shall require their GEF IW projects to develop a website following UNEP-IW:LEARN content management guidelines or utilizing their toolkit, both available at: http://www.iwlearn.net/websitetoolkit
2. Every GEF IW Project Document shall include a specific mechanism and budget as necessary the production of at least 2 quality IW Experience Notes capturing project experiences for dissemination to comparable projects seeking to replicate successes and review hard-learned lessons.

3. Every GEF IW Project Document shall specify commitment and funding for project and shall send 1 project representative and 1-2 national representatives to biennial GEF IW Conferences.

4. All GEF IW projects shall provide for production of knowledge-sharing exhibits for the Innovation Marketplace at GEF IW conferences.

5. Every GEF IW Project Document shall specify commitment and funding for appropriate project partner(s) or staff representative(s) to participate in at least 1 GEF IW learning event per project year, including regional dialogues and/or targeted training workshops.

6. Every GEF IW Project Document shall specify commitment and funding either to host or for appropriate project partner(s) or staff representative(s) to participate in at least one inter-project learning exchange or peer-to-peer study visit during the project period.

7. Project news will be sent on a regular basis to ebulletin@iwlearn.org for global distribution and/or be syndicated on the IW:LEARN website (via .rss feeds).

8. Provision shall be made by all GEF IW projects to submit and verify at least annually that all project contact information and documents (TDA/SAP docs, regional workshop inputs/outputs, M&E Plans, Stakeholder Involvement Plans, and Sustainability Plans) are accurate and available via iwlearn.net. 

9. Project vacancy announcements (for project personnel, evaluators, etc. will be sent in timely fashion to jobs@iwlearn.net

HYPERLINK "mailto:jobs@iwlearn.net", respectively, for global distribution and/or to be syndicated on the IW:LEARN website (via .rss files).

 Each project shall include sufficient resources, responsibilities and activities to perpetuate and benefit from global project-to-project learning (e.g., IWENs, iwlearn.net contributions including news syndication, participation in IWCs and regional events, etc.).


According to the UNDP component evaluator, concern was expressed to him by UNEP that various PALs do not think their involvement in IW:LEARN is worth sustaining.  According to the UNDP component evaluator UNEP stated that the PALs were supposed to play an important part in sustaining learning activities beyond project closure.  Networks built under the learning components were not always encouraged using the virtual platform/website and content developed in these structured learning activities was not systematically feeding into www.iwlearn.net, thereby generating the core content for the website.  

According to the UNDP component evaluator this view was also strongly countered by the PCU which advised that “networks were not encouraged to use the virtual platform/website because, for a very long time, that platform simply didn't work.  In fact, with respect to the e-forums which used the platform, repeated glitches and snafus eventually led us to remove all e-forums from the UNEP-administered iwlearn.net system and instead manage the lists manually via gmail (i.e., UNOPS PCU-administered iwlearn.org domain).  Repeated UNOPS PCU requests for wiki-type functionality to assist our partners and constituents usage of iwlearn.net was also never realized... [and that] ... I made huge efforts to upload stuff a couple of months ago...I also dispute that networks were not encouraged...rather we actively sought to build CoP networks using iwlearn.net but ran into all kinds of roadblocks.”

Institutionalization and Mainstreaming

According to the UNDP component evaluator, at least one PCU staff member has been instrumental in the formulation of four GEF/UNDP projects which aim to sustain, improve and expand upon the foundations established by IW:LEARN.  Some of these projects have already been approved and this largely accounts for implementation of the sustainability plan as a transitional exit strategy whereby a new category of GEF 'learning projects' has been launched.  These include the 'Governance Tools' MSP which aims to identify, analyze and trigger replication of successful TWRM approaches with an emphasis on institutional and legal frameworks, the 'Africa Governance Process' MSP which continues TWRM dialogues among transboundary basins, supports capacity building of parliamentarians and engagement with ministries of finance, promotes integration of groundwater management in context of climate change and is testing lakes systems twinning (between African rift lakes and North American Great Lakes commissions).  

A UNDP/ADB initiative is also underway which will carry the “IW:LEARN” brand with a focus on marine issues and regional learning.  It will be part of the Coral Triangle Initiative and, among other things, support the next phase of the Global Oceans Forum and the 5th GEF IW Conference, which was sponsored by Australia and hosted by the Great Barrier Reef MPA, in November 2009.  In addition to the 5th IWC where there were over 300 participants and 70 IW projects, the project also features:
· at least 10 GEF IW Experience Notes

· at least 10 GEF IW projects contribute practical experience to the 5th Global Oceans Conference

· feedback to GEF from IW portfolio

· inter-project exchanges of results

· Online COPs established and populated with substantive user-driven information and resources on  www.iwlearn.net.
The IW:LEARN PCU has also been contributing to the development of the UNDP/UNEP MENARID project which is currently under formulation with the collaboration of GWP-Med and UNESCO.  The project, provisionally entitled GEF IW:LEARN: Global portfolio learning in international waters with a focus on groundwater in the MENA region, is likely to include, inter alia, the following among its Outcomes/Outputs of interest to this evaluation:
· The 6th IW Conference

· Inter-project exchanges

· Experience Notes (with focus on groundwater, plus others on cross-cutting priorities)

· IWRM and Gender mainstreaming communities of practice

· Global groundwater knowledge management component for www.iwlearn.net
· Data management system and stakeholder interface tools

· Integration of sub-platforms and global communities of practice (e.g. on gender and climate change impacts) on www.iwlearn.net
· GEF IW portfolio provided with tested tools to address climate change risks at basin level

Although the Coral Triangle Initiative project is focused on coral environments in the Southwest Pacific region and the MENA project is focused on groundwater and the North Africa/Middle East region, they are seen as substantial contributors to the sustainability package that is emerging for IW:LEARN products and services, and could be characterized as a continuation of GEF IW-Learning.  

According to the PCU, significant mainstreaming is also taking place in the shape of the GEF-4 Results-based Management Tracking Tool which includes IW-Learning indicators which will be incorporated in all new GEF IW projects.  In addition, at the component activity level, the PALs are sustaining the benefits of IW:LEARN through a significant and continuing proliferation of iterative and follow-on learning and knowledge-sharing activities. 
The views of stakeholders

According to the UNDP component evaluator, many of those who responded to a question in the questionnaire which asked “Do you know if there are mechanisms in place to ensure stakeholder ownership and sustainability of the benefits of IW:LEARN and associated technical support”, responded less than positively.  

The following table lists a selection of the answers received.  

Five respondents gave an outright “no”, whereas four said they did not know, and two were not sure.  
Of the rest, a few replied in the affirmative, a few suggested possible mechanisms, but the majority do not seem particularly optimistic, possibly reflecting the fact that the IW:LEARN sustainability plan had not yet been adopted and/or fully implemented.

Table 6.  Questionnaire responses regarding the existence of sustainability mechanisms for the benefits of IW:LEARN

	· Not enough! Although IW:LEARN activities (at least KM and learning part) should be mainstreamed into all future projects, in my opinion it will never replace the capacity provided through having a capable and dedicated IW:LEARN KM team.

· I believe that there are no durable mechanisms in place now.  
· We are working on ensuring that cooperation exists with other river basins in a more intensive way through funding we have received through other sources.

· The setting up of mechanisms to ensure continuity of shared experiences and exchange is very difficult to maintain, probably because in most cases, participants do not have an immediate opportunity to put into practice their new skills.  The opportunity to share new information starts to close from between six to twelve months after a training course as participants start to disperse into new projects or lose touch with the original group.

· Be trained how to use Website toolkit, our project staff can sustainably maintain it. The created site is in our ownership.

· Yes, via ongoing UNEP component, regional IW:LEARN projects.

· National Committees established; Inter-focal dialogues being planned or established; new GEF projects considering building in resources for IW:LEARN support to website development/maintenance.

· Follow up activities of the Petersberg Phase II/Athens Declaration Process on enhancing cooperation on TWRM in SEE, involving key players on the subject in the region.

· GEF projects willing to/already have incorporated IW provisions in their operational plans.

· Parliamentary Conference suggested by IW:LEARN and our project.

· 1) ensuring the budget allocation for IW:LEARN activities from all the GEF IW projects; 2) including learning & knowledge management activities, such as extraction of lessons learned/production of IW Experience Notes, in GEF IW project design.

· Not at the national level, but certainly at the regional and global levels.

· Externalizing IW:LEARN services to other organizations.

· Internalizing IW:LEARN services to GEF agencies .

· Including % of future project budgets towards IW:LEARN type services.

· UNEP incorporating the IWLEARN activities into the UNEP regular programme.

· Under Component A, a survey on projects needs is being prepared and earlier efforts to identify user needs took place prior and during the 4th International Waters Conference: 

· UNEP has started an internal discussion about knowledge management as part of developing its ecosystem sub-programming framework for 2010-2011. One element in this discussion is to what extent IW:LEARN benefits, data and technical support can be sustained through this knowledge management system. 

· UNEP has provided advice on a fee-for-service structure for maintaining IW:LEARN technical IT support.

· GEFSEC has adopted the ball park figures for development of a website and the delivery of experience notes as a design requirement for new GEF-funded International Waters projects.

· No, but I assume by the way the question is written and the nature of the GEF and IAs that there are.

· This is a corporate GEF Programme – UNDP and UNEP involving their programmes somewhat which adds to corporate effort.


The general commitment of UNEP and UNDP to sustaining IW-Learning generally augurs well for the future of IW:LEARN  as this seems to guarantee that financial resources can be expected to be available once the GEF assistance ends, at least for some IW:LEARN products and services.  Financial sustainability is therefore reasonably Likely (L) at least in the short term.

Institutional sustainability can also be expected since the greater majority of stakeholders and beneficiaries (project implementers) certainly see it in their interest that the project benefits continue to flow and their support is also reasonably  Likely (L) in the short term.  

However, IAs priorities and commitments may change with time, the commitment of project implementers may be  ephemeral and there may well be  a substantial turn-over with time.  Without a proactive “push” effort which does not rely solely on the website, new stakeholders’ awareness and IA support for the IW:LEARN products and services may not be secure in the long term. 
The key to long term sustainability remains mainstreaming, institutionalization and clearly and unequivocally showing, and wherever possible personalizing, the benefits.
C.  Achievement of Outputs and Activities

The project targeted nine Outputs under the four Outcomes of the UNDP Component.  These are listed in the table below together with the tally of views expressed by questionnaire respondents.  Outputs A.1 and A.2 and Output D.1 were the responsibility of the UNEP Component.
Table 7.
Achievement of Outputs as perceived by questionnaire respondents (UNDP Component)


(percentages for each score shown in brackets)
	OUTPUTS  (of the UNDP Component)
	ACHIEVEMENT
	TOTAL

	
	YES 

FULLY
	ONLY PARTLY
	NOT 

AT ALL
	DON ‘T KNOW
	

	OUTPUT B1: Multi-project learning exchanges within a region, e.g. in Africa, Eastern Europe, Central Europe, Central Asia 
	23 (40)
	20 (34)
	0 (0)
	15 (26)
	58

	OUTPUT B2: Multi-project learning exchanges for similar IW projects, e.g. Freshwater Projects, Large Marine Ecosystem Projects, Coral Reef Projects 
	23 (40)
	23 (40)
	2 (3)
	10 (17)
	58

	OUTPUT B3: Inter-project exchanges between GEF IW projects and partners, including: multi-week staff/stakeholder exchanges between pairs of projects
	13 (23)
	12 (22)
	3 (5)
	28 (50)
	56

	OUTPUT B4: Face-to-face and virtual training to enhance public participation in Transboundary Waters Management, e.g. to increase public access and involvement in TWM decisions
	16 (30)
	16 (30)
	2 (3)
	20 (37)
	54

	OUTPUT C1&C2: Organize the third (Salvador, 2005) and fourth (Cape Town, 2007) GEF International Waters Conferences
	40 (70)
	3 (5)
	0 (0)
	14 (25)
	57

	OUTPUT D2: Face-to-face and virtual training, knowledge sharing, capacity-building and cooperation between IW stakeholders in Southeastern Europe and the Mediterranean Sea, including roundtables for senior officials and internet-based targeted information exchange network 
	9 (16)
	5 (9)
	1 (2)
	40 (73)
	55

	OUTPUT D3: Roundtable on IWRM to clarify the role of IWRM 


	7 (13)
	7 (13)
	4 (8)
	34 (66)
	52

	OUTPUT E1: Partnerships to sustain IW:LEARN’s benefits through dialog with GEF Implementing Agencies, Executing Agencies, and external organizations
	14 (25)
	16 (30)
	4 (7)
	21 (38)
	55

	OUTPUT E2: Promote GEF IW contributions to sustainable development and participation of GEF IW projects in broader TWM community through outreach publications, syntheses, videos, CD-ROMs and GEF IW bulletins as well as Gender and Water Exhibit at GEF IW Conferences and related international events
	28 (50)
	15 (27)
	2 (3)
	11 (20)
	56

	TOTALS
	175
	117
	18
	183


According to the UNEP component evaluator:

When asked the question “Whether in your opinion IW:LEARN has produced its programmed activities and outputs “A” and “D” the responses were moderately satisfactory or satisfactory with just one highly satisfactory.  There were no ratings moderately unsatisfactory or lower.

According to the UNDP component evaluator :

More or less the same number of respondents rated each Output (between 52 and 57).  The best known Outputs (with the least Don’t Knows) were Outputs B2 and E2.  The least known Outputs were D2 and D3.  However, these data could be influenced by the number of individuals actually involved in these particular Outputs and their Activities.  By that measure, it is surprising that 25% of those who marked Output C2&C3, seemed unable to rate it.  Although the questionnaire was not sent specifically to Conference participants, it was to be expected that virtually all those contacted would have attended at least one Conference.

The highest level of outright achievement was seen to be obtained by the combined Output C1&C2.  If full achievement is combined with partial achievement, Outputs B2, C1&C2, E2 and B1 stand above the rest at between 74% and 80%.  At the other end of the scale, the highest level of non-achievement was scored by Outputs D3 and E1.  However, the number of individuals (a mere 4 for each) is too low to be significant.

Overall, some 37% of respondents were unable to express an opinion on achievement of the specific Outputs.  However, of the 63% that did express an opinion, 56% considered the Outputs as fully achieved and 38% said they were partially achieved.  Only 18 scores (6%) considered some Outputs as not having been achieved at all.  

The positive view held by the majority of questionnaire respondents regarding the products and services of IW:LEARN reflects the general positive feeling about the project and that there is ample documentary evidence of the benefits of IW:LEARN reaching out to its constituents.   The PCU and its sister organization based in Nairobi implementing the UNEP Component, have also supplied the evaluators with data on some of the products and services provided by IW:LEARN.

The biennial IW Conferences have been seen as the project’s flagship event and they provide the project with the best opportunity for outreach.  The 4th GEF International Waters Conference in Cape Town, (with 314 participants from 68 countries and 70 GEF projects) and the also well attended 5th GEF International Waters Conference in Cairns are the most successful so far.  The interactive and demand-driven design of the 4th and 5th Conferences, which was based on experiences and feedback from the 3rd Conference in Salvador (with 293 participants from 84 countries and 85 GEF-supported IW projects), were particularly well received.

One of the most visible products of the project is its website – www.iwlearn.net.  The website is a tangible manifestation of the reach that the project as a whole has had to its wide constituency.  According to UNDP
 as far back as 2007 the IW:LEARN website had received 1.3 million hits – including 27,000 unique visitors – from more than 120 countries since it became operational. One in ten visitors bookmarks the website.

The “Experience Notes”, which came about through a project revision, have been successful in providing a source of best practice.  Annex 10 contains a list of some 70 Experience Notes tracking their various stages of development as supplied by the PCU.  

IW:LEARN has also made available on its website a virtual “library” of IW SAPs and TDAs from various IW projects.  The number of visitors to the SAPs during 2007 and 2008 (up to 31 July) has been 1,048.  The corresponding figure for TDAs is 1,107 hits.

The PCU has also provided a list of key “publications” emanating from IW:LEARN.  It shows the publications organized according to project Activity.  Most are in the form of a hot link so they can be accessed directly on the project website.  Special mention is warranted of the 1,000 copies of the LME Governance and the Socio-Economic Handbooks that were produced and distributed to LME and other projects.  Similarly noteworthy is the 26-minute video documentary on GEF projects' sustaining of the Earth's Large Marine Ecosystems which has been translated by partners into Mandarin Chinese (UNEP-GPA) and Russian (Black Sea project) and adapted into an educational package for schools (by NOAA and IUCN).
As a global project, IW:LEARN faced various challenges in reaching out to its constituents and great reliance was based on the website.  One respondent described the website as “a goldmine” but added that “the mine had first to be found and then the gold had to be mined.”   The website is a passive interface that may or may not be encountered by those who do not know of the project.  Therefore, in addition to the “pull” effect of the website, there was a need for the project to also engage in “push” activities in order to ensure contact and visibility with its potential beneficiaries.  The project achieved this through its tireless efforts at participating in IW and related global events where it could get maximum exposure.  There was also a concerted effort to reach out and physically visit projects and project sites in face to face encounters.  Members of the PCU also carried out over 140 visits to project sites and other face to face encounters with project personnel.  

Providing the website and reaching out to constituents in other ways has been successfully carried out by the project.  However this is largely a measure of effort and what is more important is a measure of impact, and this is more difficult to ascertain.  

One example of excellent effort but more modest impact is under Activity E2.3 Gender and Water Expo.  This was a joint undertaking with the Gender & Water Alliance which, according to the PIR/APR 2008, was “designed to help GEF projects take stock of gender issues and identify expertise in order to address issues identified.”  Unfortunately, despite the efforts of the GWA partners, “the GEF response has with one exception (SPREP-IWP) illustrated the adage, ‘you can lead a horse to water but you cannot make it drink’ and served to highlight a profound lack of awareness and interest in the majority of GEF IW projects in understanding or addressing gender equity and justice.” 
The final word on whether and to what extent the project has had an impact is gleaned from the questionnaire responses.  Table 8 lists various responses including to the question “How did the Project activities translate into benefits for Transboundary Water Management?” 

Table 8.
 Various responses from questionnaires regarding the benefits of IW:LEARN (UNDP and UNEP components)

	· Replication of good practice; avoidance of “same mistakes again”

· The multidisciplinary nature of the programme provided the needed information of transboundary water management

· Created a partnership for information sharing; built a network of professionals in TWM; provided opportunities for learning

· 1. capacity of recipients was built; 2. skills and knowledge gained was shared with other people who were not direct beneficiaries; 3. suggestions were made to Nile Basin Initiative on how valuation could be used to achieve its goals

· The project helped number of projects to have their own websites even without technical background

· IW LEARN cooperated and transferred the knowledge to and from institutions/organizations involved in Transboundary Water Management and projects

· We have received direct support from IW Learn for specific activities we have been engaged in – in particular transfer of information about other project activities

· We have used the IW Learn contacts for disseminating information about our activities to others involved in this work in other parts of the world

· As what was considered a pioneer project (the Danube Regional Project) we felt a responsibility to provide information about our activities to others and the IW Learn network was a good basis to do so

· New skills to implement

· A compilation of case study materials

· A network of specialists and peers to learn from and interact with

· 1) Building Website with UNEP   2) International exchange & study tour
· IW is the only forum for learning from others that is available to GEF supported managers

· by raising awareness amongst countries participating in a particular project of shared realities, situations, threats and goals and by enabling greater cooperation amongst them through various means

· Interaction, Communication,  IT/WEB strengthening

· Raised awareness at regional and global levels

· Empowering transboundary management institutions

· Facilitating dialogue leading to new regional initiatives

· Better information dissemination resulting in lessons learning and replication 

· Knowledge exchange

· Activities which facilitated technical cooperation and exchange of information strengthened networking and brought persons from different countries together

· Dissemination and promotion of good experiences will have a long term impact on water governance and also inform the design of on-the-ground interventions

· Reduced waste of effort and money in that each project didn’t “reinvent the wheel” 

· Fostered the emergence of common bottlenecks and lessons that are more economically addressed globally than individually 

· Provided fora and platform for exchanging information, learning about best practices, as well as a central node for accessing relevant IWRM information

· Information exchange platform did contribute to the smooth flow of information on the projects; The IW Conference actually brings in all project officials to carry out face-to-face information exchange

· projects are better informed about what is going on in the wider GEF International Waters portfolio (e.g. through the Innovation Market Place exhibit and opportunity to meet face-to-face at the International Waters Conference

· projects have access to lessons learned from others – although it is unclear to what extend these have been used by projects and whether these have been translated into better Transboundary Water Management

· Fostered learning and exchange of ideas through conferences, study tours, one-off trainings.  Provided opportunities for stakeholders to participate in specific training through DL or CD-ROM

· One of the main reasons I’ve given a ‘3’ score on IW LEARN activities and outputs is due to the limited access of many of our partner countries to the internet and associated networks within their own government office contexts. This by default acts as a limit on their involvement and sharing of learning and innovation and therefore affects the overall sustainability of the IW LEARN model. Having said this I believe in the longer term having an internet network and sharing mechanism like IW LEARN will enhance the likely sustainability of the joint efforts of our projects.
· In addition to about one year delay in start-up which put the UNDP component at a disadvantage in not being able to resolve expectations of services to be provided by the UNEP component, the subsequent roll-out of services has been so slow that it is only really in the final year of the project that UNEP-IWL has been able to satisfactorily address many of the website support requests and services beneficiary projects have been expecting since the project started, and so chaotic that it is still not clear what exactly these services are and how to access them. The Caribbean regional activity was delayed for literally years and inadequately administered by UNEP from Nairobi despite availability of dedicated support staff both in the regional UNEP coordination unit and from the UNDP component. Interface with component B & D structured learning activities has never been satisfactory – it is almost impossible for beneficiaries of the ‘face to face’ regional & thematic activities to find (access) information about the activities and communities of practice they expected to be supported through the website to sustain networking & knowledge-sharing among peer groups formed through targeted training and dialogue activities. As a project beneficiary I was unable to establish even the rudiments of what I would consider a viable website while waiting for UNEP to allow our project to participate in one of the training workshops for projects to do this (& has yet to happen). The dis-connect between the info system users and provider has been profound at every level, despite good communication between UNEP & UNDP project staff and good will and eventual responsiveness of UNEP staff. The fact that IWC participants are unable to upload materials to share with each other after the Cairns meeting is evidence that this disconnect continues to characterize the role of UNEP as info system provider, and after 4 years of failing to ‘catch up’ my conclusion is that the division of the project at the outset between two separate implementing agencies was a mistake, led to irreparable loss of opportunities to excel in services to support inter-project learning, and should not be repeated.

· IW:LEARN needs to promote its activities and services more to GEF IW projects. Perhaps a requirement of new IW managers/projects) when under development or early in the implementation) should be to familiarize themselves with the services provided by IW:LEARN. The structure of IW:LEARN is invaluable as an archiving system for GEF IW Lessons Learned and hosting of websites for projects which have ended. This should not be lost. Further investment in the sustainability of IW:LEARN is therefore needed.
· Comment 1: It might be too early to assess the impact IW:LEARN has had on strengthening transboundary waters management. As far as  I know, there are no good data on the table measuring this. Projects benefited in various ways from IW:LEARN but IW:LEARN might have made a contribution in addition to other factors – so attribution is difficult. One of the most important roles that IW:LEARN has played in my view however is to facilitate transboundary waters (learning) networking – this became quite clear to me at the recent International Waters Conference in Cairns.  Comment 2: Although some elements, such as the Experience Notes and Bridges/e-bulletin, captured experiences well, there was a disconnect between structured learning activities and exchanges and capturing and disseminating lessons learned and experiences portfolio-wide in my view.  For example, meeting inputs from participants and workshops results could have been captured and made available to the wider portfolio through the information management platform – beyond those who participated in the learning activities and to future users. Although the website was developed under component A as the technical tool in IW:LEARN for information management, there was no continuous flow of “learning content” (e.g. information, knowledge and lessons learned) from components B, C and D (where experiences were shared and knowledge created) feeding into this information management system. Comment 3: Adaptive management took place in response to the Mid-Term Evaluation and the monitoring and evaluation systems were further improved for the UNEP component. The project design was revisited and the logframe revised as per the MTE recommendations, project representatives were added to the Steering Committee composition, management roles and responsibilities were clarified whereas regular Steering Committee meetings continued to be held, close project oversight provided and yearly Project Implementation Review reports prepared for the UNEP component including risk assessments and an M&E section. 

· In general, and in particular the last year of implementation, the quality and delivery of the component has been drastically improved. The success of the IW:LEARN Toolkit (alongside the flagship iwlearn.net) speaks for itself. The trainings have been excellent as well. I do think however there are still a lot of improvements that need to be made…especially in organization of the overall site’s content, how information is displayed, the community space, proper tagging of content, an assessment of the existing content and whether it is meeting the portfolio’s needs, greater push of the help-desk function and a much greater emphasis on pulling out of projects their results (and displaying that effectively). And the list could be much longer…

· From a project managers perspective I believe that the following are useful initiatives for the future:

· An introductory “course” for project managers and senior stuff on GEF, the IW portfolio, various tools and methods, etc.

· Face to face sharing of experiences, supported by appropriate documentation and lessons learned notes

· Community of practices, to harvest, analyze and synthesize experiences and approaches form both GEF and non GEF initiatives


D.  Catalytic Role/ Replication

According to the UNDP component evaluator IW:LEARN has triggered a number of similar activities and these are well documented in the lists provided by the PCU.  The catalytic effects of IW:LEARN also continue.  For example, the PCU has had enquiries from the ILO regional office in Bangkok which has expressed an interest in adapting the IW:LEARN website toolkit for their own use.  Similarly IUCN has advised the PCU that a number of follow-up learning events have emerged from the Iguacu Workshop on the use of Environmental Flows (a key management tool promoted by IW:LEARN).  These include: four training workshops in Panama; a Role Play workshop in Guatemala on basin governance reform/flows; and a series of three workshops planned in Brazil to bring together government and hydropower operators.  Additionally, UNDP's Climate Division has recently launched an 'Adaptation Learning Mechanism' project which benefited from feedback and consultation with IW:LEARN in its project design.

The catalytic function as carried out by IW:LEARN, appears to have been Highly Satisfactory (HS).

Replication, in the context of this evaluation refers to lessons and experiences coming out of the project that are adopted or scaled up in the design and implementation of other projects.  The potential for this to happen with the IW:LEARN approach to knowledge management; data gathering, storing and retrieval; and information and experience sharing, is very high.  According to the UNDP component evaluator indications are that IW:LEARN has positively influenced a number of IW and other projects.  The replication rate for IW:LEARN can therefore be considered as Highly Satisfactory (HS).

E.  Assessment Monitoring and Evaluation Systems

Monitoring and evaluation

GEF requires that all GEF projects must include “a concrete and fully budgeted monitoring and evaluation plan by the time of Work Programme entry for full-sized projects.”  The required M&E Plan should comprise a number of minimum requirements
 and these are listed in the table below together with summary observations of the way that IW:LEARN satisfies these elements, or not.  

Table 9.
GEF M&E minimum requirements

	GEF M&E REQUIREMENTS
	OBSERVATIONS

	SMART indicators for project implementation, or, if no indicators are identified, an alternative plan for monitoring that will deliver reliable and valid information to management

	The ProDoc has a section on Monitoring, Evaluation, Reporting, and Dissemination which makes reference to the LogFrame Matrix and Indicators  



	SMART indicators for results (outcomes and, if applicable, impacts), and, where appropriate, corporate-level indicators
	The PCU submitted that “GEF guidance regarding “SMART” indicators was apparently not yet even published at the time of this project's 2004 approval by the GEF”

	A project baseline or, if major baseline indicators are not identified, an alternative plan for addressing this within one year of implementation 
	Discussion of baselines are found in the ProDoc and the Project Executive Summary that formed the basis for CEO endorsement 

	An M&E Plan with identification of reviews and evaluations which will be undertaken, such as mid-term reviews or evaluations of activities
	While most of the elements of a Monitoring Plan are mentioned, there appears to be no discrete Monitoring Plan e.g. no inception workshop, no monitoring timeline

	An organizational setup and budgets for monitoring and evaluation
	Apart from a budget line for Evaluations, the ProDoc appears to makes no specific organizational or financial provision for monitoring and evaluation


There appears to have been no clearly identifiable specific M&E Plan for IW:LEARN.  However, in spite of a lack of a Plan, performance monitoring as carried out by the project appears to have satisfied the essentials of the GEF.  Quarterly Progress Reports, APRs and PIRs appear to have been prepared regularly, and independent Mid-Term and Terminal Evaluations were carried out.   

According to the UNDP component evaluator, the PCU believes that it “not only complied with GEF M&E expectations at the time of our ProDoc approval, but we also demonstrated full transparency and verification for measurements of all indicators.  Contracts with PALs included activity-level monitoring and every effort was made to derive and apply learning from activity level monitoring to improve subsequent delivery (case in point: incredible re-design of IWC4 vis IWC3, based on evaluations from IWC3) ...  we regularly met or exceeded GEF and IA expectations for M&E.  We also exceeded expectations for transparency, access to verification evidence, learning from M&E, and dissemination of lessons via IW Bridges, IWENs, etc..”
It is a GEF requirement that the M&E Plan be accompanied by an organizational set-up and an explicit budget for monitoring and evaluation.  According to the PCU, the ProDoc explicitly dedicates $50,000, more than 1% of the GEF's investment in the project, to the MTE and the TE.  However, day-to-day monitoring appears to be incorporated into the ToRs of PCU personnel and project contractors and is not easily identifiable as the M&E budget and cost. 

In light of the issues above the UNDP component evaluator rated the project monitoring and evaluation system for IW:LEARN as:
· M&E Design Moderately Satisfactory (MS) since there was no direct tie-up between baselines and indicators even though both elements can be found albeit in different documents; 

· M&E Plan Implementation Unsatisfactory (U) since there was no “concrete” M&E Plan, even though most of the elements of a plan can be found; and,

· Budgeting and Funding for M&E activities Moderately Satisfactory (MS) since the budgeting was dispersed.  

According to the UNDP component evaluator the above ratings are influenced by two important factors.  First, the over four years between project formulation and the Terminal Evaluation, is a long time for GEF and the project was designed under a particular set of requirements but is being evaluated under another set of requirements.  Second, the need that has been previously articulated for an up-to-date and complete “master copy” of the ProDoc can be repeated here for an M&E Plan.

In all of the circumstances the UNDP component evaluator considered an overall rating of Moderately Satisfactory (MS) as a fair reflection of the IW:LEARN M&E System.  

However, this has been constrained by GEF M&E Policy
 which requires that the overall rating for a project’s M&E system cannot be higher than the rating for the “M&E Plan Implementation.”  
The M&E System for IW:LEARN must therefore be rated as Unsatisfactory (U).
F.  Preparation and Readiness

The IW:LEARN project arose out of the perceived need for the knowledge gained by mature projects and their partners to become readily available to ongoing projects and those at the development phase.  According to the ProDoc, participants in GEF IW projects seeking such knowledge, found it challenging to discover it without targeted capacity building or technical assistance from a dedicated technical support mechanism.  The IW:LEARN project was designed to remedy this problem pursuant to GEF OP10, first as a three-year pilot phase and subsequently as a full-size operational project lasting four years.  

The aim of the IW:LEARN project was to transfer pertinent experiences across projects by fostering a “learning portfolio” for the GEF IW focal area comprising a network of projects that use similar strategies to achieve a common end and work together to achieve three goals:

· Implement more effective projects

· Systematically learn about the conditions under which these strategies work best and why

· Improve the capacity of the members of the portfolio to do adaptive management

The design and structure of IW:LEARN created the mechanism to deliver on these three goals by information sharing and structured learning, by transferring good practices and lessons learned horizontally across projects, and by providing feedback to projects in preparation and those underway.  Based as it was on the experience learned from the pilot phase, the operational phase of IW:LEARN had a good foundation.  The designed structure, which is illustrated in the diagram below taken from the ProDoc, was sound and has generally delivered. A project such as IW:LEARN, dealing with knowledge management and capacity building, is somewhat open-ended and this is particularly so in view of the transient nature of projects with old projects  winding down and new projects continually arising.  Whether four years was an appropriate timescale for such a project will always remain a moot point but it appears to have been reasonably adequate to achieve the project’s goals and objective and create the products and establish the services that had been targeted.   
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Figure 2. The structure and scope of IW:LEARN taken from the ProDoc

One unique design feature of the IW:LEARN project was the partnership arrangements which, through the counterpart resources (funding, staff, and facilities) negotiated prior to project implementation, became responsible for delivery of significant Outputs.  In general these arrangements worked well and while there was some lack of delivery, others exceeded expectations.

IW:LEARN’s Global Development Objective is its supreme target and reads as follows: 

· To strengthen Transboundary Waters Management (TWM) by facilitating learning and information sharing among GEF stakeholders
The LogFrame Matrix identified the following two Indicators for the Development Objective with clear time-bound targets for the project:

· From 2006 onward, all waterbodies developing country-driven, adaptive TWM programs with

GEF assistance benefit from participating in structured learning and information sharing

facilitated by GEF via IW:LEARN.

· From 2008 onward, successful IW:LEARN structured learning and information sharing services

are institutionalized and sustained indefinitely through GEF and its partners.

Further targets are set by each of the five components, namely: 

A. TWM improved across GEF IW project areas through projects’ and stakeholders’ access to TWM data and information from across the GEF IW portfolio and its partners

B. Enhanced TWM capacity at project- and basin-levels through sharing of experiences among subsets of the GEF IW portfolio, including projects, their partners and counterparts
C. GEF IW portfolio-wide increase in awareness and application of effective TWM approaches, strategies and best practices; numerous new and enhanced linkages and exchanges between GEF IW and other TWM projects with shared TWM challenges
D. A widely available suite of tested and replicated ICT and other tools and approaches for strengthening TWM
E. TWM learning and information sharing mechanisms are mainstreamed and institutionalized into GEF IA and ongoing projects, as well as transboundary institutional frameworks of completed projects (e.g. Regional Seas and freshwater basin secretariats)
Risks and assumptions

Risks do not appear to be explicitly identified in the LogFrame Matrices.  Assumptions are identified.  Assumptions are the conditions necessary in order to ensure that the project activities will produce results while risks are the possibility that they may not occur.  Risks need to be recognized and prevented to the extent possible, and contingency plans should be put in place to deal with them should they happen.  The ProDoc did identify a risk which centred around various partners’ receptivity to establishing institutional infrastructure at the project’s outset and leadership thereafter to sustain IW:LEARN services and support beyond the end of the Operational Phase FSP.  In mitigation, the ProDoc proposed that if the assumed support is not forthcoming, the IW:LEARN PCU will alert the project’s Steering Committee and consult in depth with those partners of concern in order to resolve such issues early and thoroughly.

The draft PIR 2008 identified the risk that “SC may not ratify final Sustainability Plan in time for UNOPS PCU to help implement it” and notes that “[s]uccessive drafts provided to SC through 30 June 2008 without final sign-off at 16 July 2008 SC meeting. Once further inputs received from UNEP and WB are incorporated, final sign-off expected by SC. If not, given high level of inter-agency conflict and limited commitment across GEF agencies with respect to coordination of implementing IW:LEARN sustainability plan, it is quite possible that the plan will not be ratified in advance of UNOPS IW:LEARN's operational closure (2008Q4).”  

Taking into account the apparent shortcomings of the ProDoc, and the reasonably sound project design, the overall preparedness for the project can be considered Moderately Satisfactory (MS).

G.  Stakeholder Participation / Public Awareness

Stakeholders are the individuals, groups, institutions, or other bodies that have an interest or stake in the outcome of the project.  For IW:LEARN the most obvious stakeholders are the GEFSEC and the IAs, and they are fully involved through their membership of the IWTF as well as the SC.  The beneficiaries or clients of IW:LEARN, who can also be considered stakeholders, are the IW projects all over the globe.  According to the ProDoc, “[i]n order to provide customized and targeted services and support to stakeholders, partners and on-the-ground beneficiaries, IW:LEARN is committed to developing personal relationships with all projects within the GEF IW portfolio”.
In order to make sure that this commitment is carried out, the ProDoc contains an elaborate Stakeholder Involvement Plan.  This Stakeholder Involvement Plan sets up its own Goals, Objectives and Strategies, such that it almost looks like a separate project or sub-project.  It then takes each and every project Activity and goes into further detail on what was planned for stakeholder engagement.  

The account provided by the PCU when asked by the UNDP component evaluator to describe their interaction with Project Managers and other project personnel was substantial.  Their response shows that in the lifetime of the project, they carried out over 140 encounters with their clients (Project Managers and other personnel) by the end of 2008 alone.  Of these, at least 58 were very direct missions carried out to the project site or headquarters.  This represents a lot of “push” for a project that has been criticized by some as relying on “pull” (such as through a passive website). However, in spite of this impressive record, one of the greatest shortcomings of IW:LEARN was not having gained a true, formal entry-point to all GEF projects.  It would seem that the programme of interaction embarked by the PCU more than made up for this initial omission and IW:LEARN has done all it could to reach out to its stakeholders, clients and other constituents.

The overall rating for stakeholder involvement is deemed to be Highly Satisfactory (HS).

H.  Financial Planning

Background and Introduction

This discussion is limited to determining whether financial management appears to have been done according to best practice and whether the approach applied appears to have helped project management obtain the best value for money.

UNOPS was the Executing Agency for IW:LEARN (UNDP) responsible for management of the project’s financial resources.  Similarly IW:LEARN (UNEP) relied on UNON as its Executing Agency.  In common with a number of other UN agencies UNOPS used the “ATLAS” system for this task.  As UNOPS candidly advised the UNDP component evaluator, the ATLAS system “is not very flexible when it comes to detailed management of project budgets and hence projects need to keep shadow budgets.  This in turn has lead to confusion of where and what to charge in the project.  If project or UNOPS staff are not clear from where a charge should be made within the project budget it can easily be charged to the wrong Activity. This is because ATLAS checks funds availability against total project budget for the year not by allocations to each Activity.  UNOPS budget and expenditure reports can become misaligned with the shadow budget … Activities are not budgeted nor can data be aggregated from the system in this way.  Under each ATLAS activity there are a series of Accounts which are predetermined and cannot be changed … There is no way within our system to aggregate the various components … as our client (UNDP-GEF) does not require reports from us at this level we do not provide and indeed as mentioned above could not using ATLAS.”   The situation is exacerbated by the confusion in the terminology used - what the ProDoc calls “Components” appear to be referred to as “Activity-level” by UNOPS and this led the PCU to label UNOPS/ATLAS activities numerically (Activity 1-5, corresponding to PCU costs plus costs for Components B-E, respectively), creating in effect two sets of Activities.

The concomitant need to create a parallel, shadow budget for the project, and the constant reconciliation with ATLAS is not something that was anticipated in the ProDoc or provided for in the original budget.  The time, human resources and actual costs also represent a drain on project resources that could have been spent supporting other core PCU functions.
According to the UNDP component evaluator it is an unfortunate flaw in the system that a GEF project manager has to keep a "shadow budget" for management purposes.  Under these circumstances, it is much more difficult  for project management to make informed decisions regarding the budget and allow for a proper and timely flow of funds for the payment of satisfactory project deliverables. 
According to the UNDP component evaluator, the PCU nevertheless found the disbursement process “generally functional,” but noted occasional problems such as when disbursement was delayed by weeks or even months, which strained the relationship between IW:LEARN and its vendors and stakeholders.  Miscoding errors (across activities and even across projects) were also noted and some lingered long after they had been reported, creating problems when the PCU tried to reconcile the project-level shadow budget with UNOPS.  The system also meant that payments could occur after the fact in the year a purchase order was created, thus one would not know it had occurred without returning to the previous years' books. Until the PCU was allowed real-time viewing access to the project accounts in 2008, they had to wait at least a month before being able to see what charges had been made to the project account.  On the positive side, the PCU noted that the “inventiveness and willingness of the portfolio manager” always managed to solve the problem; and, as UNOPS conceded, “there have been difficulties and discrepancies in expenditure reports but the bottom line is always correct.”
According to the PCU, the budget was revised/adjusted on four occasions to reflect changing needs and circumstances and the project did attract some additional funding.  However, the budget appears to have been more or less on target and while a number of revisions were needed for practical reasons the budget was not adjusted dramatically over the course of the project. 

In conclusion, it would seem that while the budget was adequate and financial management was carried out in the best interest of the project, the system employed by the EA was not helpful to project management and a shadow system had to be established.  
Co-Financing

The Evaluator’s ToRs state explicitly that the evaluation report “shall … include (as an annex) Summary co-finance information…” and a template is provided for Co-financing and Leveraged Resources which states “basic data to be supplied to the consultant for verification.”

The documents relied upon to complete this section included the ANNEX –IV UNEP IWLEARN Clarified Logical Framework.PDF received January 2010 (36KB); PIR -2009 Annex 3 Co-financing Table 1 received January 2010 (55KB) and IWLEARN PIR 2009 FINAL.PDF received January 2010 (204 KB).
The (UNDP) ProDoc, in Table 5, provided a helpful list of 22 co-financing sources.  These were expected to contribute $6,250,800 ($175,000 in cash) of which, $5,805,800 had been confirmed in writing.  

According to the UNDP component evaluator, UNOPS declined to provide co-finance data stating:  “we do not keep any information on co-financing as this element(s) of the project were not direct cost-sharing and thus do not come through our books or under our purview (sic).  Hence whether or not they were realized is best sought from the project directly and perhaps corroborated with the co-financer (sic) .”

According to the UNDP component evaluator, information from the PCU was sought and a table compiled through information provided by the PCU is to be found in Annex 8 to the UNDP component evaluator’s report.  It shows that during the life of the project, 58 sources of co-financing were identified and/or pledged support – more than double the original list in Table 5 of the ProDoc.  Of these, 33 were in-kind, 17 were in cash, six were sponsorships, one was parallel financing and one was not determined.  Of the $6,740,581 that appears to have been pledged, $3,279,828 actually appeared (49%) which is somewhat short of the confirmed pledges which had been indicated in the ProDoc Table 5.  Some 25 had low (less than 25%) or no delivery (including six multilaterals), but these were compensated for by 13 who had not pledged but still contributed in-kind or cash.  There were nine who delivered 100% or better on their pledged amount and of these, four were NGOs and two were governments.  

According to the PCU, the single most significant co-financing failure was in not engaging with Cap-Net (in spite of several efforts) which was shown in the ProDoc Table 5 as the UNDP contribution worth $1.4 million in-kind
.  According to one consultee, UNDP should have taken a more proactive responsibility for the ultimate failure to leverage Cap-Net co-finance, not only due to failure to meet a pledge upon which the project was at least in part approved, but also for failure to leverage the knowledge-sharing, networking and information resources which the Cap-Net pledge was a proxy for.
As an overall conclusion on financial planning and management, it can be said that financial planning was satisfactory since the budget available for the project appears to have been adequate.  This was in spite of the relatively disappointing outcome for co-financing.  And, while financial management by the PCU was effective, the inability of the ATLAS system to provide the necessary support to project management and this evaluation, lead to an overall rating of Moderately Satisfactory (MS) for financial planning and management.

I.   Implementation Approach

The ProDoc did not dwell on the splitting of the project between two project documents, two IAs and two EAs.  The ProDoc illustrated the implementation framework in the diagram below.
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According to the MTE, the split of the project tended to reduce operational effectiveness, negated the design of a single line of authority and accountability, created a lack of coordination between project elements, and resulted in significant confusion among project partners, stakeholders, potential beneficiaries, personnel and even the SC itself.  

According to the UNDP component evaluator, the PCU felt that the two components were separate and parallel rather than a unified mutually-reinforcing project with two sides.  There were persistent difficulties in effective collaboration, frequent lapses in communications, and a chronic lack of follow-through in expected supporting measures and action. 
UNOPS considered the split as “never a good idea” and one that created “a number of difficulties.”
A number of stakeholders described the spilt as a “necessary evil.”
According to the UNDP component evaluator the PCU appears to have worked to maintain a working relationship across the split that was generally cordial and “sporadically well coordinated but overall results have been poor.”  The PCU acknowledges an improvement following the criticisms in the MTE report, but it still felt held back by what it considered to be a relatively inefficient UNEP side.  

The UNDP component was entrusted to a PCU consisting of a Chief Technical Advisor (CTA), a Deputy Director, and a Programme and Administrative Assistant.  The PCU was officially based in Washington DC, however, in effect the three PCU staff operated out of different physical locations.  

According to the UNDP component evaluator, while location of the PCU is not a major issue for a global project like IW:LEARN, the Washington base is seen as appropriate in view of the proximity to the GEFSEC and the presence (or proximity, e.g. New York) of representative offices of the IAs and other stakeholders and partners.  

The scatter of PCU personnel between Washington, Boston and Bratislava (together with Copenhagen for UNOPS) could have created obvious difficulties but staff demonstrated that they were extremely adept at communicating electronically, through Skype, etc..  However, time zones have to be taken into account and the UNDP component evaluator stated that “there is no substitute for face-to-face communication."
  

The PCU worked with several partner agencies and organizations (some designated formally as Partnership Activity Leads (PALs)) to implement specific project activities according to formal MoUs or other basis of agreement, including co-financing in cash and in kind.  As a design feature, this has already been noted as a generally effective mechanism for project implementation.  In fact, the PCU realized most activities in collaboration with a PAL and other supporting partners (up to 20 sub-contracts).  PALs have also been responsible for contributing to and helping to implement sustainability plans for their respective activities.  The following table lists various PALs that have helped with the implementation of project Activities.

Table 10.      Partnership Activity Leads and the Activities that they were involved with

	ACTIVITY
	PARTNERSHIP ACTIVITY LEAD (PAL)

	B1.1
	UNEP Caribbean Regional Coordination Unit

	B1.2
	InWEnt - Capacity Building International, Germany

	B1.3
	Center for Transboundary Cooperation (Peipsi-CTC)

	B1.3
	United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE), Environmental and Human Settlements Division

	B2.1.1
	UNESCO (IHP) 

	B2.1.2
	The World Conservation Union (IUCN) Water and Nature Initiative (WANI) 

	B2.1.3
	LakeNet

	B2.2
	The World Conservation Union (IUCN) Global Marine Programme (GMP)

United States National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

	B2.2.2
	University of Rhode Island (URI)

	B4
	Environmental Law Institute (ELI)

	C1/C2
	Global Environment and Technology Foundation

	D1
	SEA-START/Chulalongkorn University

	D2
	Global Water Partnership – Mediterranean

	D3
	Capacity Building for Integrated Water Resources Management (Cap-Net)

	E2.2
	Francois Odendaal Productions (FOP)/EcoAfrica Associates

	E2.3
	Gender and Water Alliance (GWA)


The general consensus that emerged from all those consulted during this evaluation, was that the UNDP/UNOPS PCU has performed remarkably well, personnel have been helpful and cooperative to the extreme and the implementation of the UNDP component of the project can be said to have been generally effective and efficient.  

MTE and response

The MTE is credited with helping the project “to resolve an incredible impasse in coordination with and allocation of sufficient attention and resources by the UNEP team to ensure it got "back on track" as best as possible. It also provided structural improvements to our SC and placed several important lines in the sand for the project and its SC to consider if/when/how IW:LEARN should be sustained ... [and] he did register and effectively convey some of the big challenges we needed to overcome and was effective in helping us to focus on them.”  

More specifically out of 27 substantive recommendations of the MTE, a number were considered to have been beyond the brief of the MTE and outside the ability of the project to implement.  The SC and project management rejected 13 recommendations and the full management response (as provided by the PCU) is tabulated in Annex 7 to the report of the UNDP component evaluator together with the UNDP component evaluator’s comments and reactions.

Those recommendations of the MTE that were accepted have, in the main, been implemented, even if with some delay.  UNEP also prepared a comprehensive management response to the MTE addressing all recommendations. 
The LogFrame Matrix and Adaptive Management

The MTE was critical of the LogFrame Matrix which was seen as overly elaborate and confusing and one of the causes of an alleged “disengagement” between the project and its stakeholders.  

While rating the LogFrame Matrix as 7 out of a maximum of 10, the PCU considered that the LogFrame had a  "’salad bar’ approach: Activities which patrons felt should be there were included and financed to the extent those patrons [who were not learning or IT experts] thought was politically appropriate.  Thus, some activities were over-designed and/or over-funded, while others were under-designed and/or under-funded, and some were imposed without establishing sufficient demand from the nominal clients and beneficiaries (the projects themselves), impacting cost-efficiency of proposed interventions.”
The MTE concluded that “[t]he logical framework does not provide a clear roadmap for delivering the overall goal.  There is limited vertical logic (there should be clear logical links between one component and the next).” 

The MTE recommended that “the logical framework should be revised and simplified to contain a clear vertical logic that will contribute to delivery of the overall goal.  If practical and appropriate it should reinforce the Learning and Exchange (LE) and Resource Networking (RN) elements of the LEARN mnemonic and there should be a strong emphasis on developing a long-term institutional home for core goods and services.” 

This recommendation was one of those not implemented by UNDP because it was considered as beyond the scope of the ToRs of the Project Coordination Team.  However, as noted elsewhere, UNEP did revise the LogFrame matrix in so far as possible without affecting the UNDP component.
In fact, according to the PCU, the LogFrame Matrix for the UNDP component did not change much during the lifetime of the project with only one change considered as significant, namely the addition of the so-called GEF IW Experience Notes programme, loosely placed under Activity E2.
However, the PCU also advised the UNDP component evaluator that there were a number of “updates to project design and implementation” as follows:

	Component B: Structured Learning

Result B: Verification data has been collected but not fully analyzed to determine whether "30+ projects" threshold has been achieved. 

B1.1 (led by UNEP) has been delayed until 2008; as of July UNEP Caribbean Regional Coord Unit was waiting for sign-off from Nairobi to circulate TORs to hire the consultant necessary to initiate this regional dialogue process activity. 

B1.3 Logframe typo listed "Southeastern Europe and Mediterranean" as target region and should have been consistent with UNDP ProDoc (para 57): "Eastern Europe, Central Europe and Central Asia." (Nonetheless, significant synergies were achieved by linking partners and processes with D2 activities in the SEE/Med region).

B2 No design changes; however, in response to limitations of e-fora documented in mid-term evaluation, original emphasis on e-dialogs shifted to more targeted regional face-to-face learning activities. 

B3 Implementation delayed ~1 year due to low initial response from projects; addressed with SC approval by augmenting activity design to allow for multi-project exchanges (not just "pairs") in response to client demand.

B4 Plans to train teams of government-NGO partnerships were not significantly realized as most GEF projects were not prepared to send reps from multiple sectors; PAL provided additional training support pro bono to Component C (IW Conferences) and also developed "catalytic impact" of parallel training program for private sector, sponsored by CocaCola Co. 

Component C: IW Conferences 

C1: Inability of UNSECORD to approve original host city (Rio de Janeiro) necessitated moving IWC3 to Salvador and rescheduling after CSD-13. As a result, GEF IW inputs into CSD-13 were delivered more informally by designated reps from GEF projects, instead of formal input from the GEF IW portfolio as a whole. 

C2: No formal changes to design, though traditional delivery style was replaced with a new active learning format in response to participant feedback from IWC3 recommending more opportunities for interactive, peer-to-peer practical knowledge innovation-sharing.

Component D: Testing Innovative Approaches 

D1 SEA-RLC (implemented by UNEP): Limited utility expressed by lead project (South China Sea), coupled with failure to effectively engage with other projects in SEA region, resulted in radical modification of this activity. UNEP is supervising ongoing adjustment to realize the objectives of this activity. 

D2 Activity took longer than anticipated to launch, but number of transboundary dialogue and targeted training events and outcomes, including on-going cooperative learning, co-finance and commitments to sustain regional processes have exceeded expectations. D2.1 is operational but under-utilized; archived dialogues supporting regional activities in 2005, 2006 and 2007 can be viewed at www.watersee.net.  Similarly a handshake agreement with UNESCO to support regional groundwater dialogue has been upheld but stakeholders in the SEE region have not shown much interest in e-dialogue. 

D3. Expectations met with fortuitous in-kind co-finance and organizational support from the Japan Water Forum; GEF-IW input to CSD included two Learning Centre courses with focus on linkages between TDA/SAP and IWRM planning processes; plans for partnership with Cap-Net were unfortunately not realized when the joint objective of building capacity in IWRM was superseded in the emergence of other learning priorities within the GEF IW portfolio.

Component E: Partnerships

E1: Design and implementation of Sustainability Plan delayed by lengthy process to reach agreement among GEF Agency partners (with much constructive criticism from the World Bank) and reasonable expectation of PALs for fee-for service cost-recovery in undertaking any further work to sustain benefits of IW:LEARN. ETA for finalization of SC-approved plan before close of UNDP/UNOPS project in early November 2008. 

E2.2: In addition to LME video, and quarterly IW Bridges newsletters, this activity evolved (at Spring 2006 SC meeting) to include roll-out of an IW Experience Notes series, which has been fairly prolific, with a number of high quality (and a few low quality) substantive products. World Bank SC reps have recently questioned the end-user utility of this series, whether "anybody is reading these," a query for which Terminal Evaluation assessment would be greatly appreciated. 

E2.3: Original design (for 2 'chapters' of travelling Gender/Water expo, first in LAC, then in Africa) was augmented by separately-funded (new co-finance and catalytic impact) SPREP-IWP 'Gender/Water/Climate' expo produced for Montreal Climate COP (2005). African partner's delays and inaction beyond first set of panels launched at GEF IWC4 (Cape Town, 2007) triggered IW:LEARN's 2008 agreement to GWA (Gender & Water Alliance, E2.3 PAL) proposal to reallocate remaining time and funding to launch an Asian chapter, which is already on track for Stockholm Water Week kick-off. The addition of another major regional chapter with significant new co-finance constitutes a significant addition to the original design (and a catalytic impact) and is hoped to revive early interest among the SPREP-IWP countries to expand the new Asia chapter among Asia & Pacific GEF IW projects, however only the first stage in SE Asia can be expected to be realized within the remaining project period. While LAC chapter has continued far beyond expectations and continues to generate activities among GWA membership, the objective of providing a means for GEF IW projects to become better informed and to take action in gender mainstreaming has been largely unmet, and the significant expansion of the project and robust sustaining support in LAC after IW:LEARN support ended is unfortunately offset by the joint project's failure to effectively raise awareness and interest in gender mainstreaming among GEF IW projects. Even when GWA members who are also involved in GEF IW projects (generally as government ministry representatives) have provided integral and active support to the LAC travelling expo, GEF projects in LAC as well as Africa have consistently failed to respond to calls for material and invitations to utilize the expo. 


According to the UNDP component evaluator, an early Inception Workshop to discuss and confirm/fine-tune the LogFrame Matrix would have been very beneficial.  

Overall, implementation arrangements were generally overshadowed by the split between two IAs and two EAs and are seen as Moderately Satisfactory (MS).  According to the UNDP component evaluator this rating would have been lower were it not for the valiant efforts of the project implementers.  

J.  UNEP and UNDP Supervision and Backstopping 

Project Steering Committee

The Project Steering Committee initially had the same membership as the GEF International Waters Task Force, except that some IWTF members appointed alternates to the SC.  Following the recommendation of the MTE, the SC was augmented by three IW Project Managers and this was considered a great improvement by the PCU and others.

During this evaluation most of the SC was consulted either face to face, via email and/or through digital questionnaires.

According to the UNDP component evaluator, the SC has had to grapple with the usual conundrum faced by most SCs.  i.e.  the level of membership needs to be high enough to allow decisions to be made but not too high so as to overly require the involvement of very busy persons.  The IW:LEARN SC membership struggle with the time required and over the years the lack of participation and/or attention from key members may have adversely affected the timeliness and effectiveness of project delivery.  In addition, the PCU has had to balance conflicting perspectives and guidance from the SC while aiming to deliver on the expectations and intent conveyed in the UNDP ProDoc.  Similar sentiments were expressed by UNOPS who noted that while “the SC has been invaluable for the project” it has at times been “frustrating with the various IAs sometimes taking differing views.”
IW:LEARN has been more than just a typical project, in terms of scope and expectations.  As a result, responsibility for engagement and for articulating and explaining a clear service line and benefits needed to be shared between the PCU teams (at UNOPS and UNEP) and the SC.  According to the PCU, this top-down support from GEF and its IAs (SC members) was not always available to foster a culture in which all active projects were fully integrated. 

According to the UNDP component evaluator in spite of these shortcomings, the PCU also noted that the SC did provide quality assurance; created some links between IW:LEARN and projects; informed the PCU of emerging GEF IW issues, priorities, initiatives and events; and provided feedback on how to do things better. 

The role of UNDP and its contract with UNOPS 

As Implementing Agency for GEF, UNDP is responsible to the GEF for the timely and cost-effective delivery of the agreed project outputs and it achieves this through its understanding with UNOPS as the EA.  UNDP has an obligation to ensure accountability, and its efforts in this respect are spearheaded by the Principal Technical Advisor International Waters.

The UNDP may approve, following consultation and agreement with the other signatories to the project document, revisions or additions to any of the annexes of the ProDoc, revisions which do not involve significant changes in the outcomes, outputs or activities of the project, and mandatory annual revisions which re-phase the delivery of agreed project inputs or increased expert or other costs due to inflation or to take into account agency expenditure flexibility.  The UNDP also coordinates inputs into the annual PIR for the UNDP component and the APR for submission to the GEFSEC.

According to the UNDP component evaluator the UNDP/GEF IW Principal Technical Advisor provided technical support to the PCU, assisted the EA with the recruitment of senior project personnel, reviewed budget revisions prior to signature, followed up closely on implementation progress, assured the eligibility of project interventions in light of GEF policy guidance and approved project design, represented UNDP/GEF on the SC, and approved Annual Project Implementation Reports, including performance ratings, for submission to GEF.

As is accepted practice, UNDP received a fee aimed at reimbursing the costs of project development and supervision, and for monitoring project implementation.

UNDP entered into a contractual arrangement with UNOPS as EA to facilitate, support, administer and execute the project so as to achieve the stated objectives and outputs.  As the project EA, UNOPS had the overall responsibility and accountability for the delivery of all the technical, financial, operational and administrative services to achieve the stated outputs and objectives. 

According to the PCU, UNOPS is not only uniquely placed, but uniquely advantaged in terms of access to UN country offices globally and the services they provide.  However, the relationship did have its difficulties – e.g. UNOPS has been unable to provide the CTA with accurate and full costs to project for current personnel since 2007; PAL and staff contracting has been a challenge, in part due to changes in UNOPS support staff; significant changes in UNOPS corporate structure, culture, physical locations, accounting methods, etc, have all had tumultuous effect on PCU resource allocation to administration and coordination with UNOPS during such transitions.

There appear to have been no formal MoU specific to this project between UNDP and UNOPS to secure the agreement, even though this was mentioned in the ProDoc and recommended by the MTE.

The UNDP component evaluator felt that this was not an adequate basis for a contract involving some $5 million.

Taking into account the effective level of support and supervision but balanced by the lack of a visible contractual arrangement with UNOPS, the performance of UNDP is seen as Satisfactory (S).

The role of the GEFSEC

According to the UNDP component evaluator:

He was told by GEF that IW:LEARN is a “corporate GEF programme” with UNDP and UNEP adding to the “corporate effort”.

This direct and ‘hands on’ involvement of the GEFSEC (helped considerably by the physical proximity of the PCU to the GEFSEC office) had pros and cons for the IW:LEARN initiative.  The pros stemmed from the special interest that the GEFSEC took in the project and the degree of ownership that it showed in it, often providing direct advice and guidance.  The cons arose when this close relationship may have gone further than the scope of the ProDoc or the project Work Plan and requests/demands had to be acted upon by the PCU over and above its assigned tasks and priorities.

Some stakeholders appeared to feel that while these demands on the PCU were justified and legitimate – in other words, the GEFSEC needed the support and service provided by the IW:LEARN PCU - this function was not part of the project design, and it had to be accommodated in addition to the other assigned tasks and created an overhead cost making the IW:LEARN products more expensive than they should have been.

The close interest that the GEFSEC had in IW:LEARN was a positive and necessary thing i.e. there is a need for IW to have a unifying force as well as a window to the world.  The IW portfolio is different from the other thematic areas of GEF.  Each of them, whether it is Biodiversity, or Climate Change, Land Degradation or POPs, has a champion in the form of their respective Convention Secretariats, Convention Councils and Convention annual or other regular events.  Not so with International Waters and it is seen as legitimate for the GEFSEC to move into this position of champion for International Waters.

Following up IW:LEARN through multiple initiatives under various programmes at regional and thematic levels, is a positive move.  So is the institutionalization of GEF-Learning by the IAs.  However, these are not replacements for IW:LEARN since they lack the portfolio-wide cohesion which was provided by IW:LEARN and the GEFSEC is deprived of its window for IW.  It also risks losing the global dimension.  These requirements can best be satisfied if the GEFSEC were to institutionalize them within the IW core function of the Secretariat. 

4.0  
Conclusions and Rating
Following is a comprehensive summary of the evaluation assessments and ratings assigned throughout this report according to the applicable criteria and standards and tabulated according to the template provided in the Terms of Reference. 

5.0 Table 11.   Comprehensive assessment summary
A comprehensive summary of the evaluation assessments and ratings assigned throughout this report according to the applicable criteria and standards and tabulated according to the template provided in the Terms of Reference is as follows. 

	CRITERION
	SUMMARY COMMENTS
	RATING

	A. Attainment of project objectives and results 

(overall rating)
	Overall progress towards the Objective appears to have been good and was seen to have been good by various stakeholders.  Shortcomings were only of a minor nature
	SATISFACTORY

	A. 1. Effectiveness 


	The project appears to have been relatively effective in the achievement of its objectives and targets
	SATISFACTORY

	A. 2. Relevance


	IW:LEARN products and services appear to have been  directly relevant to the GEF IW focal area and its Operational Programme Strategies
	HIGHLY SATISFACTORY

	A. 3. Efficiency


	IW:LEARN appears to have been reasonably good value for money
	SATISFACTORY

	B. Sustainability of Project outcomes (overall rating)
	If current circumstances and commitments remain as they are, the overall rating for sustainability of the project benefits is reasonable at least in the short term
	LIKELY

	B. 1. Financial


	Financial resources can be reasonably expected to be available once the GEF assistance ends, at least for some of the IW:LEARN products and services and at least in the short term
	LIKELY

	B. 2. Socio Political


	The greater majority of stakeholders/ beneficiaries / project implementers have stated that they see it in their interest that the project benefits continue to flow and their support is to be reasonably expected in the short term
	LIKELY

	B. 3. Institutional framework and governance
	The sustainability of IW:LEARN project benefits is dependent on ownership and institutions, particularly the IAs but also the GEFSEC.  Mainstreaming and institutionalization of IW:LEARN is critical for the sustainability of its benefits both in the long and the short terms.  Equally important is to show, and wherever possible personalize, the benefits of IW:LEARN to various stakeholders 
	LIKELY

	B. 4. Ecological
	
	N/A

	C. Achievement of outputs and activities
	The project has met and in some cases exceeded the majority of its targets.  There are only relatively minor shortcomings in the achievement of its Outputs and Activities
	SATISFACTORY

	D. Monitoring and Evaluation 

(overall rating)
	M&E system appears to have been  relatively weak and MTE advice rejected
	UNSATISFACTORY (See explanation in text)

	D. 1. M&E Design


	There were various shortcomings in the project M&E design
	MODERATELY SATISFACTORY

	D. 2. M&E Plan Implementation (use for adaptive management) 
	There appears to have been no formal M&E Plan
	UNSATISFACTORY
(See explanation in text)

	D. 3. Budgeting and Funding for M&E activities
	Budgeting for M&E does not appear to have been as comprehensive and dedicated as it could or should have been
	MODERATELY SATISFACTORY

	E. Catalytic Role


	Both the catalytic function and the replication potential of IW:LEARN appear to have been reasonably high
	HIGHLY SATISFACTORY

	F. Preparation and readiness


	This rating takes into account the relatively few shortcomings of the ProDoc, the reasonably sound overall project design
	MODERATELY SATISFACTORY

	G. Country ownership / Drivenness
	Not directly applicable to IW:LEARN (but see “Stakeholder Involvement” below)
	N/A

	H. Stakeholders involvement


	The level of PCU interaction with Project Managers and other stakeholders appears to have been substantial, especially taking into account the global nature of IW:LEARN
	HIGHLY SATISFACTORY

	I. Financial planning


	The unfortunate inability of the ATLAS system to provide the necessary support to project management, and the less than clear situation surrounding co-financing, influence this rating
	MODERATELY SATISFACTORY

	J. Implementation approach


	Implementation arrangements appear to have been dominated  by various challenges associated with the split between two IAs and two EAs.  The rating is improved in part as a result of valiant efforts of the project implementation team.
	MODERATELY SATISFACTORY

	K. UNDP UNEP Supervision and backstopping 
	Support and supervision appear to have been relatively effective.  However there appear to have been a relative lack of visible contractual arrangements e.g. with UNOPS 
	SATISFACTORY

	OVERALL PROJECT RATING
	The project appears to have had had only minor shortcomings in the achievement of its objectives
	SATISFACTORY


 5.0 
Lessons Learned
 This section presents various conclusions in relation to the design and implementation of the IW:LEARN project with a view towards distilling knowledge from this project and informing possible successor initiatives.  

.  

1. IW:LEARN identified a critical need (information, experience, knowledge) and an opportunity (various mature and successful IW projects) and after piloting and testing the model, up scaled it into a full project where it generally turned out to be highly successful.  IW:LEARN  has successfully developed and implemented various products and services which are highly valued by many stakeholders. 
2. IW:LEARN achieved a number of its outputs by working with and/or sub-contracting to several partner agencies and organizations to carry out various activities.  Partnership Activity Leads (PALs) were identified early on as directly responsible for realizing specific activity or sub-activity level project outputs.  The PALs model worked reasonably well.  However, the model required a substantial investment in terms of  establishing and maintaining: a clearly articulated agreement with agreed targets and costs, a simple yet unambiguous monitoring process against agreed milestones, an effective feedback loop, and an effective coordination mechanism which kept PALs within the project.

3. The IW:LEARN operational phase was implemented through two (complementary) ProDocs with two different IAs, EAs and PCUs.  Some stakeholders characterized these splits as “necessary evils.”  Some stakeholders also felt that implementation appeared to suffer as a result of these splits. If any future IW:LEARN initiatives must be similarly split they should probably be given additional cohesion through a common SC, EA and PCU.  The objectives and expectations arising from any such future initiatives also need to be as clear and unambiguous as possible.

4. Some of the indicators used for IW:LEARN did not appear to match or correlate with objectives and/or outcomes.  It is not enough for indicators to satisfy the “SMART” criteria.  Indicators should try to arise wholly from objectives or outcomes that they relate to and care needs to be taken to ensure that indicators really indicate what they are meant to indicate.
5. As a global project with a constituency spread across the globe, IW:LEARN faced a tremendous challenge in trying to connect with stakeholders.   The impressive level of interaction, support and readiness to respond to requests for assistance that were available from both the IW:LEARN website and the individuals involved in the PCU was mentioned often to evaluators by stakeholders.

6. A wide range of  stakeholders have reaped the benefits of IW:LEARN but those stakeholders  appear to have been relatively less forthcoming with their contributions to IW:LEARN despite direct interaction by the PCU.  The IW:LEARN ‘brand’ did lead some stakeholders to the website as a source of help. However a website is a very passive source.  There is a need to “push” (as the IW:LEARN team did with their direct interaction) as well as rely on “pull” for electronic products and services.  Stakeholders also really need to be engaged to the extent possible to create a sense of ownership.  This appears to require an active, dedicated, high performance team including to coordinate the acquisition of information and the pushing of the products and services.

7. The GEFSEC and the IAs have invested heavily on knowledge management and put tremendous value on lessons and best practice.  IW:LEARN provided a successful vehicle for this for the IW thematic area which does not have a champion like the other thematic areas with their various legal conventions.  Even if the IAs continue with steps to institutionalize IW-Learning, the GEFSEC continues to be best placed to ensure sustainability of the IW:LEARN products and services.  The more that future IW: LEARN initiatives can also strive to be informed by as wide a range of “adult learning” strategies as possible, while not diminishing the current emphasis on IT, the better.
6.0
Recommendations
This section suggests actionable proposals for improvement of the current project or possible successor projects.  Along with each recommendation the background to the issue or problem to be addressed is subsequently stated. These recommendation are addressed to all IW:LEARN stakeholders.

Recommendation # 1

IW:LEARN experiences and lessons learned should be purposefully mainstreamed into all IW projects and institutionalized by the IAs and particularly by the GEFSEC within the IW core function of the Secretariat.  The long term key to sustainability of IW:LEARN benefits is in purposefully mainstreaming and institutionalizing IW:LEARN experiences and lesson learned.  Another key to long term sustainability of IW:LEARN benefits is to clearly show, and wherever possible personalize, the benefits of IW:LEARN to various stakeholders.  

Background

IW:LEARN has created a number of highly valued products and services.  Most stakeholders wish to see these continue.  The sustainability of IW:LEARN project benefits is clearly dependent on ownership and institutions.  In contradistinction to other focal areas (CB, CC, LD, POPs) dos not have an international convention.  The long term key to sustainability of IW:LEARN benefits is mainstreaming and institutionalization.  Also important is clearly showing, and whenever possible personalising, the benefits to various stakeholders.

Recommendation # 2

Future IW:LEARN initiatives, particularly if they are to be split between two or more IAs, should have clear objectives and clearly demarcated lines of authority as well as a single EA, a single PCU and a single SC.

Background

The current IW:LEARN was split between multiple IAs.  Some stakeholders described this split between multiple IAs as a “necessary evil.”  Stakeholders also suggested that the project would have been significantly strengthened and the project midterm review less scathing if there had been clearer objectives and more clearly demarcated lines of authority between multiple IAs as well as a single EA, a single PCU and a single SC.  

Recommendation # 3

Future IW: LEARN initiatives should strive to be informed by as wide a range of “adult learning” strategies as possible while not diminishing the current emphasis on IT.

Background

A number of stakeholders suggested that future iterations of IW:LEARN should strive to be informed by as wide a range of “adult learning” strategies as possible while not diminishing the current emphasis on IT. According to a recent ((Sunday 03 January 2010) article in the NY Times:

The brain, as it traverses middle age, gets better at recognizing the central idea, the big picture. If kept in good shape, the brain can continue to build pathways that help its owner recognize patterns and, as a consequence, see significance and even solutions much faster than a young person can. The trick is finding ways to keep brain connections in good condition and to grow more of them. “The brain is plastic and continues to change, not in getting bigger but allowing for greater complexity and deeper understanding,” says Kathleen Taylor, a professor at St. Mary’s College of California, who has studied ways to teach adults effectively. “As adults we may not always learn quite as fast, but we are set up for this next developmental step.” Educators say that, for adults, one way to nudge neurons in the right direction is to challenge the very assumptions they have worked so hard to accumulate while young. With a brain already full of well-connected pathways, adult learners should “jiggle their synapses a bit” by confronting thoughts that are contrary to their own, says Dr. Taylor, who is 66. Teaching new facts should not be the focus of adult education, she says. Instead, continued brain development and a richer form of learning may require that you “bump up against people and ideas” that are different. In a history class, that might mean reading multiple viewpoints, and then prying open brain networks by reflecting on how what was learned has changed your view of the world. “There’s a place for information,” Dr. Taylor says. “We need to know stuff. But we need to move beyond that and challenge our perception of the world. If you always hang around with those you agree with and read things that agree with what you already know, you’re not going to wrestle with your established brain connections.”

From an IW:LEARN perspective this should include continued development and refinement of a wide range of experiential learning tools including interactive case studies and simulation exercises.
Recommendation # 4

Future IW: LEARN initiatives should place renewed emphasis on the principles of active adaptive management and strive to be increasingly cross culturally aware and gender sensitive.

Background

Active adaptive management (AAM) has been defined in various ways since its development in the early 1970s. This presents a challenge to practitioners who must reach a common understanding with partners, stakeholders, managers, scientists and decision makers. Active adaptive management is a systematic process for continually improving management policies and practices by learning from the outcomes of operational programs. 

AAM employs management programs that are designed to experimentally compare selected policies or practices, by evaluating alternative hypotheses about the system being managed. Although definitions of active adaptive management vary by source, several key characteristics of the concept are universal and fundamental:

• Learning; reducing key uncertainties
There is explicit acknowledgement of uncertainties and knowledge gaps about the response of the system to management actions. Reducing these uncertainties (i.e. learning) becomes one objective of management.

• Using what is learned to change policy and practice
Process in place to make certain that what is learned informs decisions (i.e. closing the loop). It is essential to have a good idea at project design stage of what policies and practices may change and what institutional mechanisms are in place to support that change.

• Focus is on improving management
AAM integrates the worlds of science and management, ensuring applied science is well directed to key uncertainties and scientific advances are transferred to managers (i.e. this is where the learning is applied).
• Often called experimental management
AAM is about thoughtfully applying management activities as experiments to see which are most effective in achieving desired goals.
• It is formal, structured, systematic
AAM is a deliberate process, not ad-hoc or simply reactionary. However, flexibility in the approach is important to allow the creativity that is crucial to dealing with uncertainty and change.

The active adaptive management approach assumes natural resource management policies and management actions are not static but adjusted based on the combination of new scientific and socio-economic information in order to improve management by learning from the ecosystems being affected. Often people think active adaptive management simply means “trial and error,” in which management policies and practices evolve in response to past performance and changing priorities, but in fact this misses an essential element of the concept, which is deliberate experimentation.
A number of stakeholders suggested that there was tremendous scope for IW:LEARN to be increasingly cross culturally aware and gender sensitive. 

� This is not a rigorous comparison since the MTE used a slightly amended scoring system of four grades instead of that applied by this TE which has six grades as required by the ToRs.


� The ProDoc gives $4,938,073 as the cost to UNDP/GEF.  But this was doubled to $10,716,073 when parallel financing and associated activities were taken into consideration.


� Most respondents appeared to have had some difficulty distinguishing between the UNEP and UNDP components of IW:LEARN


� In its publication “International Waters Programme – Delivering Results”, by Mahenau Agha and Jay Dowle, published in 2007.


�  See also  -    http://gefweb.org/MonitoringandEvaluation/MEPoliciesProcedures/MEPTools/meptstandards.html





� GEF Evaluation Office - Guidelines for Implementing and Executing Agencies to Conduct Terminal Evaluations.   Approved by the GEF Evaluation Director, Robert D. Van Den Berg, on May 7, 2007.


� The target for Component A was changed in the revision of the UNEP component in response to the MTE recommendations (without affecting parts of the LogFrame relevant to the UNDP component).  


� A few Cap-Net partners were involved as partners in IW:LEARN activities (e.g. Gender & Water Expo, Africa Regional Workshop on Economic Valuation for Freshwater Projects), however, a major proposal to work with Cap-Net to capacitate GEF IW project proponents in IWRM in conjunction with IWC-3 and CSD-13 was tabled when IWC-3 had to be rescheduled until after the 2005 CSD and this was the last opportunity to address TWRM/IWRM in the CSD process during this IW:LEARN project cycle.


� UNEP also advised that UNDP component evaluator that it had been disadvantaged in terms of location.
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