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Evaluation Summary

4th Biennial GEF International Waters Conference

International Waters:LEARN strengthens International Waters (IW) management by facilitating learning and information sharing among IW projects, partners and stakeholders See http://www.iwlearn.net for details.
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Executive Summary

· Some 25% (79/314) of participants submitted evaluation forms

· Participants the 4th Biennial GEF International Waters Conference considered the event a success (3.9/5). They found it directly applicable to their work functions (3.6/5), that it helped them learn how other projects are delivering results (3.8/5), that it increased their understanding of innovative methods (3.3/5), and ways to increase project effectiveness (3.4/5). Moreover, it provided enough time for informal networking (4.0/5) and an atmosphere consistent with knowledge sharing and communication (4.0/5). 

· In general, respondents approved of the new interactive approach of the conference with some important caveats. 

· Conference participants described numerous changes to personal and project-level action strategies as a result of the conference.
· The groundwater and agricultural nutrient reduction focused learning discussions earned high marks

· The GEF Policy dialogue received low ratings

· Project clinics and participant led workshops obtained the highest rankings of all conference modalities

· It will be critical to have objectives and outcomes identified in advance if we are to use this model in future

· The format of participative framework of the conference was very useful. This allowed for an early personal contact with many people and produced effective networking.

· Conference participants described numerous changes to personal and project-level action strategies as a result of the conference.
· Participants offered a variety of principal outcomes from the IWC4. They reaffirmed the importance of connection formation and newly-found awareness of peer ideas, challenges and experiences as an outcome. Increased cooperation among project stakeholders also constitutes an oft-expressed outcome.
· Significant numbers responded that they would have liked more attention on the topic of climate change and GEF policy and procedures (reporting, mechanisms). Participants encouraged a session devoted just to project managers to work on management and reporting issues at future conferences. 

· A broader sentiment among participants that the new conference modalities constitute a major improvement, but that they need to be modified.
· Most participants felt adequately prepared.

· IW:LEARN and the GEF received extensive recommendations both institutionally and for the next GEF
Introduction

The 4th Biennial GEF International Waters Conference took place from July 31st to August 3rd, 2007 in Cape Town, South Africa, hosted by South Africa’s Department of Environment and Tourism. . It was jointly organized by a planning committee comprised of the GEF, GEF Implementing Agencies and IW:LEARN staff, with the Global Environment Technology Foundation. 
The purpose of the conference was to share experiences and innovative practices among GEF's global International Waters portfolio (nearly $4 billion), promote learning and capacity building, develop strategies to enhance stakeholder collaboration, and encourage GEF International Waters projects to apply evolving GEF policies and procedures during implementation. 
The conference focused on themes of international waters management, including:

· Good International Waters Governance and Institutions

· Successful Scientific and Technical Innovations
· Sustaining International Waters Partnerships

· Project Management, Performance and Impact
Participants included government representatives, implementing and executing agency staff and project representatives. 
Information and documents (agenda, participants, presentations, proceedings and conclusions) emerging from the conference can be downloaded from: http://www.iwlearn.net/iwc2007.

This summary evaluation report of the conference is based on participant responses to an evaluation questionnaire. A tabulation of answers furnished by participants is included in an annex. 

The report follows the following structure:
· 3Introduction


· 6Who responded?


· 6Key Findings/General Sentiments


· 7Conclusions/Key Recommendations


· 7Question by Question Analysis


· 20Comparisons to past IWC’s


· 21Annex I. Unabridged Tabulation of Written Responses




Who responded?

Some 79 out of 314 participants in the 4th Biennial GEF IWC submitted evaluation forms. Thus, at over a 25% response rate, the results are statistically significant. Most evaluations were submitted at the Conference’s conclusion, with some arriving later after further email solicitation.
Responders included:

· 6 GEF Partner representatives with IW:LEARN affiliation

· 3 GEF Partner representatives with other affiliation

· 18 GEF Project Managers

· 5 GEF Project staff

· 13 IA Project Team Leader/Members

· 17 National project Representatives(government or NGO)
· 6 with other affiliation

· 12 did not supply an affiliation
Key Findings/General Sentiments
Overall, participants the 4th Biennial GEF International Waters Conference considered the event a success. They found it directly applicable to their work functions, that it helped them learn how other projects are delivering results, that it increased their understanding of innovative methods, and ways to increase project effectiveness. Moreover, it provided enough time for informal networking and an atmosphere consistent with knowledge sharing and communication. 

Generally people excited about the new approach, the innovation marketplace and enhanced opportunities to interact with a broad section if the audience. Participants became more evenly split over analysis of the various conference modalities, many of which were newly designed for this conference and rather untested in comparable conference circumstances. In general, they approved of the new interactive approach of the conference with some important caveats. 
The new modalities, like conversation tables, while encouraging active participation among all who attended, failed to deliver what many participants considered to be new information or innovative practices. Two schools of thought differ on the merits, with some considering this still of benefit to those participants who are new to the world of IW project management. Still others felt that the leading questions for these events did not encourage the audience to probe deeply enough on the issues. In other words, participants mostly considered the new modalities to be a welcome addition, but with the need for improvement on their usage.
Respondents were indeed, all over the map in terms of responses to the various questions. In terms of rated responses, participants reached consensus on few of the conference elements. The average standard deviation was .91, which demonstrates that people did not rate with any significant consistency. However, this is not the case, for question 9, clarity of presentations, which scored an average of 4.00 with a .73 deviation, and the innovation market place with similar numbers (4.07 and .69 deviation). In general participants did not choose extremes (#1 or #5) on their evaluation forms. At least two people appeared to not take the ratings seriously. In two cases, people amazingly were able to attend all six focused learning discussions. 

Other key findings include:
· Almost everyone considered that the 4th GEF Biennial International Waters Conference a success. Moreover, just six people regarded the IWC a general failure (#1 or #2 level response).
· Participants felt strongly that the IWC allowed sufficient time for informal networking.
· Next conference should be multilingual
· Strike the proper balance in getting broad participation and strong technical context/depth specific to transboundary water learning.

· Participants wanted more information on GEF policy and procedures
· Besides visibly attracting the most participants the climate change clinic earned the highest rating
· Arranging breaks in the innovation marketplace was a good idea. It provided a very conducive environment for networking and information sharing among projects
· Focus on interactive breakout sessions rather than on plenaries was a brilliant decision

· Conference participants described numerous changes to personal and project-level action strategies as a result of the conference. General themes included increased communication with new contacts, formation of expert groups with them, liaison and knowledge sharing as a methodology to improve project management.

Conclusions/Key Recommendations
· More guidance and tutoring of presenters should be done next time, but the very positive aspect is that most presentations were given by projects and governments. 
· Participants encouraged a session devoted just to project managers to work on management and reporting issues at future conferences. 

· Participants would like to see more attention on economic valuation and its various subtopics like ecosystem services. Societal impacts and social assessment also ranked high.
· Orientation materials described sessions, but did not describe why we were doing things, what the objectives of each session were

· Some table discussions are a good tool to build confidence and trust among participants, but they are too shallow in terms of in-depth analysis. Other techniques could have been applied to circumvent this shortfall.

· Participant led workshops was really useful but yet too short

· Shorten the closing session from 3 hours to 1 hour

1. How would you rate the overall success of the IWC?
Number of respondents: 75 (95%)

Average Response: 3.9/5
Standard Deviation: 0.92
Ratings: 1(3), 2(3), 3(8), 4(45), 5(16)

Almost everyone considered that the 4th GEF Biennial International Waters Conference a success. Moreover, just six people regarded the IWC a general failure (#1 or #2 level response). At 45, the single largest bloc of survey respondents chose the #4 rating to rate the IWC. 
2. To what extent is the knowledge you gained through this IWC directly applicable to your current work or functions?


Number of respondents: 78 (98%)

Average Response: 3.6/5

Standard Deviation: 0.96

Ratings: 1(3), 2(3), 3(29), 4(29), 5(14)

Nearly all respondents affirmed that they gained applicable knowledge through the conference. Just six people suggested that the knowledge they obtained had no application. 
3. To what extent did the IWC help you learn how other projects are improving IW project results?

Number of respondents: 76 (96%)

Average Response: 3.8/5

Standard Deviation: 0.81

Ratings: 1(0), 2(4), 3(21), 4(36), 5(15)

Participants indicated that the conference did facilitate their learning how other projects improve IW project results. Given a below average standard deviations, respondents were more certain about this than other survey issues. 

4. To what extent did the IWC increase your understanding of innovative methods and techniques for IW project management?


Number of respondents: 75 (95%)

Average Response: 3.3/5

Standard Deviation: 0.91

Ratings: 1(3), 2(7), 3(33), 4(26), 5(6)

On this question, the greatest number of respondents (33) chose the average rating (#3). This suggests either a poorly worded question or that the conference could have provided more understanding of innovative methods and techniques. Of the initial set of questions, this aspect received the lowest rating. Thus comparatively speaking, the next conference should focus more on increasing understanding of innovations. 
5. To what extent did the IWC increase your understanding of ways to enhance your project's effectiveness?


Number of respondents: 73 (92%)
Average Response: 3.4/5
Standard Deviation: 0.88
Ratings: 1(3), 2(4), 3(32), 4(28), 5(6)

Survey respondents felt in general that the conference increased their understanding of practices and methodologies geared to enhance project effectiveness. 

6. To what extent did the IWC agenda allow enough time for (informal) networking?


Number of respondents: 77 (98%)
Average Response: 4.0/5
Standard Deviation: 0.96
Ratings: 1(0), 2(6), 3(16), 4(24), 5(30)

In general, participants felt strongly that the IWC allowed sufficient time for informal networking. In fact, it received the largest number (30) of #5 ratings of all aspects of the IWC. 
7. To what extent did the IWC provide an atmosphere consistent with knowledge-sharing and communication?


Number of respondents: 76 (96%)
Average Response: 4.0/5
Standard Deviation: 0.94
Ratings: 1(2), 2(2), 3(13), 4(32), 5(27)

The vast majority of respondents concluded that the conference provided and atmosphere consistent with knowledge-sharing and communication. 

Question #7. Further Comments (Comments in relation to Questions 1-7)

Participants were afforded the opportunity to supplement the ratings with additional comments. An unabridged version of all comments submitted as attached to this report as Annex 1. Many survey respondents offered praise for the new interactive format and the overall conference, but supplemented this with advice. The following represents an attempt to group responses and formulate key recommendations for the next conference:

Procedure, Form, Style

· Chief facilitator role should be less dominant

· Next conference should be multilingual
· Make it less noisy in roundtable sessions

Substance

· Offer printouts and other materials on key innovations that need to be conveyed [Experience Notes offer a first step in this direction].
· The closing plenary should be dramatically curtailed.

· In future, the table hosts need to be briefed about their role in "controlling" conversations at tables this would ensure fruitful discussions.

· Pre-arrival descriptions of how sessions would be operated might be helpful in future conference. Also an explanation of objectives and how outcomes will be used.
· Strike the proper balance in getting broad participation and strong technical context/depth specific to transboundary water learning.

Key Quotes from this Section’s Responses 

· “A well organized conference with an innovative and attractive approach that failed to reach as far as it could have due to not reaching far and deep enough in discussions. This is reflected in the very generic and not at all original "captures" presented after lunch on Friday (Most of which were obvious and/or platitudes)”
· The format of the IWC was quite interesting, allowing for informal discussions, visiting booths and discussing with projects and the daily video snapshot was great. However, the facilitation was uneven, as some facilitators were more aware of the caliber and expectation of participants than others. Many participants could have been facilitators themselves, which is a reason why the participant-led workshops were such a success. This could have been capitalized on much more, rather than relying on the WBI facilitator so heavily.  
· Way too much review of the conference. The afternoon of the last day was a waste of time. We don’t need to reflect on our personal findings about elements of the meeting.

· Now important for IW:LEARN to capture all and publish on website > Discussion forum, 20 most FAQ from clinic titles and outcomes
8a. Conversation Tables: Governance and Institutions


Number of respondents: 59 (75%)
Average Response: 3.6/5
Standard Deviation: 1.01
Ratings: 1(3), 2(5), 3(16), 4(27), 5(8)

Despite anecdotal criticism, the numbers bear out that most participants found the conversation tables to be a useful conference element. Just three people roundly rejected the governance table session. 
8a. CT's: Sustaining IW Partnerships


Number of respondents: 52 (67%)
Average Response: 3.3/5
Standard Deviation: 1.08
Ratings: 1(6), 2(3), 3(15), 4(25), 5(3)

Participants were less thrilled with the conversation tables on sustaining International Waters Partnerships. Far fewer respondents gave rankings of #4 and #5, albeit with greater variation in responses. 

8b. Working Group Discussions: Governance and Institutions


Number of respondents: 48 (62%)
Average Response: 3.6/5
Standard Deviation: 1.01
Ratings: 1(2), 2(4), 3(15), 4(19), 5(8)

Participants responded favorably to the working group sessions on governance and institutions. 

8b. Working Group Discussions: Sustaining IW Partnerships


Number of respondents: 48 (61%)
Average Response: 3.0/5
Standard Deviation: 1.16
Ratings: 1(8), 2(5), 3(17), 4(15), 5(3)

Participants were generally unhappy with the working group sessions on sustaining IW partnerships, in a close corollary with the conversation tables on the same topic. Seven participants rejected the session. 

8c. FLD: SAP Implementation and Adaptive Management


Number of respondents: 29
Average Response: 3.31
Standard Deviation: 0.93
Ratings: 1(1), 2(3), 3(14), 4(8), 5(3)

Respondents exhibited fairly ambivalent feelings about the SAP session, ranking it squarely in the middle of the scale. 

8d. FLD: Sustaining Fisheries and Conserving Marine Resources


Number of respondents: 23
Average Response: 3.6/5
Standard Deviation: 0.89
Ratings: 1(1), 2(1), 3(6), 4(13), 5(2)

People were generally pleased with this session, with a majority of participants ranking this session a #4. 
8e. FLD: Integrating Groundwater Management


Number of respondents: 19
Average Response: 3.84
Standard Deviation: 0.89
Ratings: 1(0), 2(1), 3(6), 4(7), 5(5)

The groundwater focused learning discussion trounced the other sessions, although if one probes deeper there were evenly balanced groups around the individual rankings, less consistent than the other groups. 

8f. FLD: Nutrient Reduction Agricultural and Livestock


Number of respondents: 21
Average Response: 3.66
Standard Deviation: 0.85
Ratings: 1(0), 2(2), 3(6), 4(10), 5(3)

Participants gave the agricultural and livestock discussion high rankings. 

8g. FLD: Nutrient Reduction - Constructed Wetlands


Number of respondents: 20
Average Response: 3.65
Standard Deviation: 0.87
Ratings: 1(0), 2(2), 3(6), 4(9), 5(3)

Participants ranked the wetlands session well. 

8h. FLD: Assessing and Economically Valuing Systems


Number of respondents: 19
Average Response: 3.78
Standard Deviation: 0.97
Ratings: 1(0), 2(2), 3(5), 4(7), 5(5)

Like the groundwater session, the economic valuation session had the greatest percentage of its participants awarding the session a #5. 

8i. GEF Policy Dialogue


Number of respondents: 37 (46%)
Average Response: 3.16
Standard Deviation: 0.93
Ratings: 1(1), 2(8), 3(14), 4(12), 5(2)

Less than half of the survey respondents provided a ranking for the GEF policy dialogue. Of those that did, few deviated to the extremes…the sessions earned a satisfactory ranking.

Substantive Consolidated Comments/Recommendations

· I expected more information of GEF Secretariat and more time for questions and answers on the new GEF.
· The policy and procedures plenary was very poor.

8j-k. Inter-project Clinics
Number of respondents: 51
Average Response: 3.7
Standard Deviation: 0.90
Participants generally regarded the clinics quite favorably, granting an average rating of 3.7. The median for this set was #4, indicating strong approval. Some respondents did rate the individual clinics…

	Clinic
	# of respondents
	Rating

	Confidence and Partnership Building 
	1
	4

	Climate Change
	7
	3.86

	The ABC of the GEF Results Framework and IW Indicators 
	6
	3.72

	The ABC of Project Management and Coordination 
	5
	3.60

	Inter-governmental Coordination: Communication and Implementation Challenges
	2
	3.50

	Demonstrating and Measuring Societal Impact
	3
	3.33

	Creating and Enhancing Public Participation
	3
	3.33


Besides visibly attracting the most participants the climate change clinic earned the highest rating relative to the largest number of survey respondents who rated (or attended) the inter-project clinics. In general, given the overall clinic favorability rating of 3.7, one can fairly say the session could be deemed a success. 
Substantive Consolidated Comments/Recommendations

· Ideally the project clinic should be composed of five to six members in order that everybody/participant can share their respective experiences, questions/queries.
8l-m-n-o. Participant-Designed Workshops
Number of respondents: 68
Average Response: 3.84
Standard Deviation: 0.90
As a data set, it could not be considered fair to make a general statement that the workshops was a success, given that people were returning ratings based on their experiences in individual workshops. However, one can fairly say that the robust 3.83 does reflect overall content with the concept of participant led workshops. In other words, sixty-eight people were fairly well pleased with their workshops.

	Workshop
	# of respondents
	Rating

	Lessons Learned in Ecosystem Management in the BCLME Region
	6
	4.5

	Caribbean Regional Dialogue
	4
	4.5

	How to Achieve Wide Dissemination of Key Project Findings
	4
	4.25

	Assessment and Management of LMEs: A Practical Approach for the Next Decade
	5
	4

	Applying GIS and other ICT Tools
	3
	4

	Developing a Public Participation Strategy for the Orange River Basin: the ORASECOM Experience
	2
	4

	Assessment and Synthesis of Lessons Learned in Coral Reef Management
	1
	4

	Hydrogeological Information Management Through IGRAC for Transboundary Aquifer Resources Management
	7
	3.87

	Expanding the Scientific Basis for GEF International Waters Projects
	7
	3.28

	Coordination and Learning Among GEF IW Projects
	5
	3

	Assessment/Monitoring of Transboundary Water Systems as a Tool for Tracking Project Impacts
	3
	2.66

	Global Forum – Strategic Planning to Advance the Oceans Agenda to 2016
	1
	2


The following workshops were unrated: 
· Integrating Lake Systems Management (60 minutes) 

· Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis and Identification of Hazards Contributing to Environmental Risks (90 minutes)

8p. Innovation Marketplace


Number of respondents: 67 (86%)
Average Response: 4.07
Standard Deviation: 0.68
Ratings: 1(0), 2(0), 3(13), 4(36), 5(18)

The innovation marketplace clearly trounced all other conference modules with the highest rating and the least inconsistency among participants’ reflections. 

Substantive Consolidated Comments/Recommendations

· Arranging breaks in the innovation marketplace was a good idea. It provided a very conducive environment for networking and information sharing among projects
· Acoustics not good in the innovation marketplace.

8q. "WOW" Website Competition


Number of respondents: 49 (61.5%)
Average Response: 3.10
Standard Deviation: 1.04
Ratings: 1(4), 2(7), 3(21), 4(12), 5(4)

Participants indicated greater displeasure with the WOW Website competition. Four participants rejected it outright. It should be noted that far fewer evaluation respondents gave a rating to this conference module.
Substantive Consolidated Comments/Recommendations

· Website competition badly organized since "voting" was based on a subjective/partisan basis rather than on quality/content.
8. General Comments
The evaluation form’s Question 8 included all the main conference session types, so the general comment session included a variety of comments. The following represents some key comments emerging from these forms. 

· It is difficult to get more than just a superficial review of issues in such an unstructured format. This is not intended to be a criticism, but to under score the vast number of issues and resources available to project managers.

· It was hard to get good results because participants had not prepared in advance of workshop. It will be critical to have objectives and outcomes identified in advance if we are to use this model in future

· For the next conference, consider having fewer topic sessions with more time to delve into subject matter.  This will mean the conference may not be relevant for everyone, so participation may drop off, but could be of higher value for those who do come.  Also, give opportunity to participate in more than one focused learning session – very frustrating to be stuck in only one and miss others that would be helpful.  These sessions (fewer of them) should be run consecutively, or on a rotating repeating schedule.

· Indicators jeopardy was brilliant. How to make a tedious topic fun? Only improvement would have been to open the floor to questions at the end as a means of detailing key principles…messages.
· The Jeopardy session was an excellent learning opportunity for IW results indicators BUT it was too short and not enough explanations were provided to the audience, many of whom were exposed to these indicator types for the first time. Next time, the game and learning process could be more balanced. 

· Not enough time - ambitious agenda - hence insufficient depth, although really interesting. 
· Because non-English speaker participants were not accommodated this is not a shared experiences approach. 
· 'The scientific and technical focused learning discussions need to be revamped so that the presenters are able to jumpstart and lead the discussions with some technical orientation without the use of powerpoints, which take lots of time and kill the mood for effective group participation.

9a. Clarity of Presentations


Number of respondents: 73 (94%)
Average Response: 4
Standard Deviation: 0.74
Ratings: 1(0), 2(2), 3(14), 4(40), 5(17)

Participants generally deemed the presentations to be clear, awarding a four. In fact, the majority of respondents gave a four on presentation clarity. 
Substantive Consolidated Comments/Recommendations

· Still too many presentations not properly structured and directly supporting objectives of the sessions - more upstream preparation is needed.
· Presentations were very uneven, with some excellent and others very weak. More guidance and tutoring of presenters should be done next time, but the very positive aspect is that most presentations were given by projects and governments. 

· Too much on stage dialogue from master of ceremonies, appeared self promoting.
9b. Logistical Arrangements


Number of respondents: 73 (94%)
Average Response: 4.18
Standard Deviation: 0.97
Ratings: 1(2), 2(4), 3(5), 4(30), 5(32)

Participants gave highly favorable ratings to logistical arrangements with 61 people awarding either a four or five to them. At least six people did give highly unfavorable ratings however. 

9. Comments


· Video reflections were great. 
· Senor moderator: disappointing

· Did not capture innovations - innovative practices

· Thank you for pioneering novel approaches one gets out of it what one puts in
· Focus on interactive breakout sessions rather than on plenaries was a brilliant decision
· The format of participative framework of the conference was very useful. This allowed for an early personal contact with many people and produced effective networking.

10. When you reflect on the four days of the IWC, what are the three key factors that made this a worthwhile experience for you? How did this Conference benefit you, your GEF IW project and/or home institution?


Although some participants related their personal benefits (the quality of LME films), the vast majority of conference attendees offered surprisingly similar comments regarding their experience. Essentially, the three most common factors making the conference beneficial were:
· Networking opportunities and personal contacts

· Better understanding of GEF operations, policy, procedures and governance
· Sharing of knowledge, ideas and experiences

Other participants commented individually on certain conference modalities, i.e. the value of the (informal) innovation marketplace, project clinics and participant led workshops. Still others generally appreciated the new interactive format. Other common benefits tend to emerge and are worth highlighting. On a practical level, for many others worthwhile factors included:

· Opportunities to plan joint activities and brainstorm on new concepts

· Chance to interact with fellow practicioners facing common challenges

· Learn about innovative approaches undertaken by other projects

Participants also conveyed a sense of psychological reassurance, of increased confidence resulting from a discovery that they are not executing projects in isolation. They appreciated the chance to learn the “broader context” in which they are operating. Topically, some the participants mention they benefited from learning about (among others):

· Communication techniques and strategies

· Transboundary diagnostic analyses, strategic action plans and other basin-wide planning modalities
· Transboundary groundwater management

· New methods of assessing project impacts 
11. What are some of the things that you plan to do differently as a results of your experience in the IWC? What do you feel is the main outcome of this Conference?


Participants offered a variety of principal outcomes from the IWC4. They reaffirmed the importance of connection formation and newly-found awareness of peer ideas, challenges and experiences as an outcome. Increased cooperation among project stakeholders also constitutes an oft-expressed outcome. Some more specific outcomes include: 
· Confirmation that technical collaboration precedes political cooperation in a river basin.

· Closer partnerships within each country and among countries

· Clarity about how we can cooperate better with other river commissions.

· Stronger bonds between different IW projects, a feeling that the IW focal area is not dead (or if it is for the GEF, not among the practitioners, governments and others). 

· Instigating discussions among experts from various fields of expertise.

· A continued commitment to the ecosystems approach and regional programs in IW.

Conference participants described numerous changes to personal and project-level action strategies as a result of the conference. General themes included increased communication with new contacts, formation of expert groups with them, liaison and knowledge sharing as a methodology to improve project management. Many participants discussed improvements to project communications (especially of results) as well as the improved use of indicators. More specific followup actions include:
· Changing how we communicate project results with our own parties 

· Better use of data, information and valuation tools to assist in decision making 

· Strengthen institutional aspects of the project like future management framework to strengthen future cooperation

· I plan to do IW GIS for my project to share information and knowledge with other projects. 

· I will check tools on e.g. economic valuation, etc.  Available on other project's websites before launching development of new ones to avoid reinventing the wheel

· Involve stakeholders on all levels. Raise the level of awareness among managers of the importance of science!

· Use video material to disseminate results of a project, 

· To use in my further practices the conversation table dialogues

· Building a community of practice of people involved in projects and institutions involved in transboundary water resource management. 
12. What topic(s), if any, would you have preferred to more thoroughly discuss and address at the IWC? What new issues of questions emerged that remain unanswered?


Participants offered many thorough responses to this question. In a sense people created a huge wish list which does end up being all-encompassing (see Annex I). However, there was also an occasionally expressed sentiment that the conference did not probe its themes deeply enough. This feeling is captured by this response, “The subjects chosen for discussion at the conference were fine but the process, although innovative and appreciated did not allow thorough discussion on any subject attended hence remaining very frustrating.” Significant numbers responded that they would have liked more attention on the topic of climate change and GEF policy and procedures (reporting, mechanisms). Participants encouraged a session devoted just to project managers to work on management and reporting issues at future conferences. 
Other topics can be neatly divided into operational and strategic topics. On the former, participants would like to see more attention on economic valuation and its various subtopics like ecosystem services. Societal impacts and social assessment also ranked high. People were also interested in ecosystem based approaches and also wanted further exploration in their own basin types. Others included, but are not limited to: 
· IWRM implementation (especially as it applies to certain ecosystem types. 
· Nutrient reduction

On the strategic side projects expressed high interest in the topic of sustainability and country commitment. Knowledge and experience transfer also emerged as topics of interest. Governance, transparency and corruption also appeared to be issues. Monitoring and evaluation and project impact assessment are also issues. Sustainable financing also proved to be of interest. Finally, participants also wanted to see more discussion of private sector partnerships. 
13. What topic(s), if any, do you feel were unnecessary to explore at the conference?

Respondents offered fewer contributions to this section. They generally blasted the partnerships conversation table/working group session. This came however, with the caveat that they were not panning the topic but both the modality of the conversation tables and moreover, the leading questions and the depth level of the discussion. This reflected a broader sentiment among participants that the new conference modalities constitute a major improvement, but that they need to be modified. It also reaffirmed another feeling, that many felt the discussions were too vague and short on concrete innovations and practices. 
14. Did you feel adequately prepared for the Conference? Was there sufficient information provided in advance?"

Participants responded overwhelmingly favorably to this question, responding yes some 43 times. In terms of critique, the comments can be neatly divided between those participants who clearly did not receive the outreach prior to the conference (or did not understand the purpose of the pre-conference survey) or those who offered substantial recommendations. Of the latter set, the following issues emerge:
· Participants wanted more guidance on what papers to bring for discussion
· People would like conversation table leading questions distributed in advance

· Orientation materials described sessions, but did not describe why we were doing things, what the objectives of each session were

· Supply a list of participants in advance

· The webpage could be improved substantively

· Lack of translated background materials
15. What advice can you give IW:LEARN to improve assistance or services to your project?

People offered a diverse set of responses to this question. Some in fact, offered unconstructive responses without any substance. However, the IW:LEARN project did receive new and deeper mandates from participants. Some people wrote further conference design recommendations here, which are incorporated elsewhere in the report. Otherwise, the recommendations fall into website improvements and then more general project service development. The following list includes recommendations for the project website: 
· Create online tools that pick up the outcomes of the conference > How to….clinics outcomes

· More proactive sharing of information, more examples of reports (PIR/APR), GEF IW Template assistance in completion

· [Post documents on] procedures to allow early implementation of projects

· How to develop a project to be funded by IW GEF

· Continue linking up different IW projects - including providing necessary technical support where necessary

· Update the Iwlearn.net more regularly

· Actively approach projects and ask them for news, results, etc… Most of the time project teams are too busy to think of promoting their own achievements. 

· Include in your communications: number of hits on IW:LEARN website, most popular download, and other similar information which might encourage projects to provide information and produce knowledge. 

· More detail on GEF projects on website

· Localized knowledge sharing tools like D-List

· Case Studies

· Flexibility in website assistance

The following recommendations are more general to the overall project:

· Codify experience shared so that it can be useful to others beyond simple project specific stories. 

· IW:LEARN indeed doing a nice job. But still there is room for improvement, preferably in networking and to bring the product to more people of various backgrounds and languages.

· Development/formulation of localized training manuals/guidelines for project proposal development, monitoring, evaluation and performance indicators. 

· Based on conference findings, identify key areas or Top 10 questions where specific information, best practices, guidelines could be obtained

· Better dissemination of project best practices

· Get a place for every IW Project in IW:LEARN

· Encourager les permission du travail entre projets GEF en vue d'exchange allesperences specificques qui ne perventions etre tous traiter dart cette conference

· A website with a room for discussion is good but I think it is sometimes useful to send some kind of survey to people through email in a specific topic (for example) to maintain/sustain interaction or to make up some ???

· Training is the most assistance for our project

· Go from inner to outer circles, IW:LEARN should be W(World)IW:LEARN

· Promote workshops for transferring of lessons learned

· Promote the preparation of learning material of wider use for teaching at all levels (schools, universities)

· Some more professional facilitation with smaller sessions can increase participation and effect means

· Perhaps a reminder email from IW:Learn periodically (once a quarter?) reminding of what services are available, what materials have been recently uploaded on the website?

· Encourage project managers to advertise IW:Learn assets to country teams, e.g. by putting links on project websites and/or highlighting new info or specific topics where there are good materials

· Consider developing diploma/degree programmes in IW-related topics such as economics

· IW:LEARN needs to be as clear (i.e. simple to understand) in communicating its menu of services. Neither Dann nor Janot have yet to deliver a simple, coherent 5 minute speech/advert on what IW:LEARN is and does.

· The first point of business is to produce an executive summary of the outcome of the conference as well as to have polished notes from the sessions, which can then become experience notes.
16. Do you have any other comments, suggestions or concerns to express to the GEF?
A significant portion of responses here were aimed at the conference’s design or to the IW:LEARN project itself. These have been partially condensed out. 
· GEF to encourage single IA and continuity of desk officers at IA

· GEF seems to organize this conference to be able to meet projects but the focus should not be GEF-oriented, but participant oriented.

· It was clear that there a various concerns about inadequacies in GEF process (slow, cumbersome, RAF), but it was not clear that there is any mechanism or commitment to respond to these problems

· Decisions on budget reduction should be communicated to stakeholders at the appropriate levels

· Not enough contrition and self-introspection in explaining transition to new GEF. Continue to sense a huge detachment between UNDP-GEF and NY and the projects in the field.

· Ensure the commitment to projects is long enough. 

· Don’t let IW have a national funding focus. 

· More clarity sooner on new GEF please! GEF should consider mechanisms for provision of initial project development for IW projects prior to submission of concepts.

· Include in projects long term, strategic tasks for capacity building to want the sustainability of those GEF projects

· The current uncertainty regarding new projects is a huge frustration to grantees and IAs, but everyone knows that.  GEF runs the risk of becoming irrelevant as the cost of doing business with it outweighs the benefits.

With regard to the conference, participants had the following rich comments on this IWC and recommendations for the next:

· The whole IWC4 focused too much on process with insufficient dedication to content hence the outcome for participants remained far too superficial.

· Need professional facilitation and professional rapporteurs to allow participants to participate fully.

· Reflective videos could have been more usefully used if the gist of the day had been presented - otherwise it is a kind of propaganda

· Participant led workshops was really useful but yet too short

· Need to select real doctors for clinics to be useful. Our doctors was not real and hence questions remained unanswered.

· Jeopardy - great but too fast to be an educational tool hence should have handed out the measured list of indicators with exact answers to the audience for them to take home as “educational material”. "

· The Biennial IW Conference definitely needs to be continued! No other event brings together people from so different projects and levels > useful!

· I should consider simultaneous translation into Spanish and English! I invited people from the project that didn’t come for this reason. 

· More 'structure' and advanced warning of key topics. Structure does not mean series of Powerpoint presentations but to give participants time to think about topics before meeting. 

· Reduce discussion clinics - too monotonous and people missed a lot of them

· Some table discussions are a good tool to build confidence and trust among participants, but they are too shallow in terms of in-depth analysis. Other techniques could have been applied to circumvent this shortfall.

· Apart from delegates coming from project management offices (units), also government delegates should be invited to future meetings. 

· Produce and show that films on all GEF projects tasks at the next conference.

· Connect, facilitate the connection (cooperation) between lake, river basins

· Shorten the closing session from 3 hours to 1 hour

Comparisons to past IWC’s
The first two Biennial GEF International Waters conferences did not produce evaluation summaries. The 2002 Conference in Dalian, China did produce a needs assessment. The last most recent conference occurred in 2005 in Salvador de Bahia, Brazil. The evaluation summary there offered some common questions on which can roughly (very roughly) compare the two events. In the areas where comparison is possible, the IWC4 was overwhelmingly considered an improvement over the IWC3. 
	Question
	2007 Cape Town
	2005 Salvador

	Response Rate
	79/314 (25.2%)
	96/293 (32.7%)

	Overall Conference
	3.9/5
	3.0/5

	Logistics
	4.18/5
	3.4/5

	Networking Opportunities
	4.0/5
	3.3/5

	Exhibit Area (Innovation Marketplace)
	4.07/5
	3.2/5

	Knowledge Gained
	3.6/5
	2.8/5

	Exchange Innovations
	3.3/5
	2.8/5

	Informal Discussion Time
	4.0/5
	2.6/5


Annex I. Unabridged Tabulation of Written Responses
Question #7. Further Comments (Comments in relation to Questions 1-7)
· Meet people that we would not otherwise meet

· #4 and #5 could be enhanced by having more printout materials on their topics

· Technique (round tables, game shows) alone are not enough to create the results needed. More attention to what the goals and objectives of technique application would be needed.

· The host moderator spoke for long periods of time making plenary sessions uncomfortably long. Overall, the conference was a hit. 

· Conference format and content was excellent. Organization was superb.

· Inadequate use of expertise present

· It is the first time in such a conference, but it is a very good way for learning as much as you can in a very short time. Please do it again.

· Roundtable sessions were a good idea. All of use enjoyed interactive sharing of experiences, problems and there (potential) solutions - I benefited a lot from

· A well organized conference with an innovative and attractive approach that failed to reach as far as it could have due to not reaching far and deep enough in discussions. This is reflected in the very generic and not at all original "captures" presented after lunch on Friday (Most of which were obvious and/or platitudes)

· It was an excellent conference and a true learning experience

· Translation of documents, - Plenary sessions should be bilingual

· The opportunity to have one on one discussions with experts of various fields and backgrounds.

· As someone from an information/knowledge management background, I would commend the organizers for making effort in creating "spaces" for participants to share, interact and learn from each other. However, in future, the table hosts need to be briefed about their role in "controlling" conversations at tables this would ensure fruitful discussions.

· Way too much review of the conference. The afternoon of the last day was a waste of time. We don’t need to reflect on our personal findings about elements of the meeting.

· Make the conference shorter. Delegates were tired

· Very god that there was enough time for informal meetings during coffee and dessert breaks! 

· Now important for IW:LEARN to capture all and publish on website > Discussion forum, 20 most FAQ from clinic titles and outcomes

· Appreciate the attempt to provide an interactive platform for the transfer of knowledge and experience. Workshopping larger numbers of people difficult and new concept and pre-arrival descriptions of how sessions would be operated might be helpful in future conference. Also an explanation of objectives and how outcomes will be used.
· IW pr a ques qreire le service de traduction, ce qui a contrite un element de quise qu minorite des participants non anglohomes. Ceci les a a lenite dans le interactins dans les deifferents moduls de la conference. Ceci denait etre cerrife a lavalenir vas j'strive que lost bfeetif de cette peucontre etatit l' echarge et le partage d'l information entre le intervenants du GEF.
· Difficult to hear people at roundtables - would have been better in separate areas
· Time for networking was short, Perhaps more organization at interval mixers in the evenings would have been valuable.
· The format of the IWC was quite interesting, allowing for informal discussions, visiting booths and discussing with projects and the daily video snapshot was great. However, the facilitation was uneven, as some facilitators were more aware of the caliber and expectation of participants than others. Many participants could have been facilitators themselves, which is a reason why the participant-led workshops were such a success. This could have been capitalized on much more, rather than relying on the WBI facilitator so heavily.  
· Much improved organization of sessions compared to Brazil; good balance of presentations and conversation, peer to peer learning opportunities.

· 'The movement toward greater participation and more informal learning was long overdue. The challenge now is to strike the proper balance in getting broad participation and strong technical context/depth specific to transboundary water learning.

Question #8. Further Comments (Comments in relation to Questions 8a-q)

· Not enough time - ambitious agenda - hence not sufficiently in depth, although really interesting.

· Re: Information not giving sufficient equal presentation space to make an impact - some good exhibit were hidden to exhibit hall configuration.

· Indicators Jeopardy was brilliant. How to make a tedious topic fun? Only improvement would have been to open the floor to questions at the end as a means of detailing key principles…messages

· Ideally the project clinic should be composed 5-6 members in order that everybody/participant can share their respective experiences, questions/queries useful to understand changes in GEF

· I expected more information of GEF Secretariat and more time fore questions and answers on the new GEF!

· Acoustics not good in the location marketplace

· There should have been more ports for internet connection

· Because non English speaker participants were not atrociate this is not a shared experiences approach. 

· Find a way people vote for other projects and not own

· Difficult to get more than just a superficial review of issues in such an unstructured format. This is not intended to be a criticism, but to under score the vast number of issues and resources available to project managers. 

· The Jeopardy session was an excellent learning opportunity for IW results indicators BUT it was too short and not enough explanations were provided to the audience, many of whom were exposed to these indicator types for the first time. Next time, the game and learning process could be more balanced. 

· Website competition badly organized since "voting" was based on a subjective/partisan basis rather than on quality/content

· Arranging tea breaks in the innovation marketplace was a good idea. It provided a very conducive environment for networking and information sharing among projects

· Hard to get good results because participants had not prepared in advance of workshop - critical to have objectives and outcomes identified in advance if we are to use this model in future

· For the next conf, consider having fewer topic sessions with more time to delve into subject matter.  This will mean the conf may not be relevant for everyone, so participation may drop off, but could be of higher value for those who do come.  Also, give opportunity to participate in more than one focused learning session – very frustrating to be stuck in only one and miss others that would be helpful.  These sessions (fewer of them) should be run consecutively, or on a rotating repeating schedule.

· The scientific and technical focused learning discussions need to be revamped so that the presenters are able to jumpstart and lead the discussions with some technical orientation without the use of powerpoints, which take lots of time and kill the mood for effective group participation.

Question #9. Further Comments (Comments in relation to Questions 9a-b)

· Re: Logistic: insufficient clear info made available re e.g. objectives, meeting floor maps, still too many presentations not properly structured and directly supporting objectives of the sessions - more upstream preparation is needed.

· You should consider not so fat food at lunch. The choice was very poor. There was not one healthy consideration in the meals

· Video reflections: great, Senor moderator: disappointing

· Thank you for pioneering novel approaches one gets out of it what one puts in

· Innovations of conference is highly commendable 

· Exposure and shared learning was great 

· I have learned the new GEF approach to project preparation

· Focus on interactive breakout sessions rather than on plenaries was a brilliant decision

· This was a great improvement over the previous meeting.

· Organizer should indicate to the participants the various hotel and their rate. It is better to negotiate it for the participants.

· Presentations were very uneven, with some excellent and others very weak. More guidance and tutoring of presenters should be done next time, but the very positive aspect is that most presentations were given by projects and governments. 

· Innovation marketplace was extremely helpful for learning.

· Too much on stage dialogue from master of ceremonies, appeared self promoting

· No room maps vis-à-vis- parallel sessions
· Did not capture innovations - innovative practices
· The format of participative framework of the conference was very useful. This allowed for an early personal contact with many people and produced effective networking.
· More computers for internet access in the marketplace
· Video reflection was a great idea
· Auditorium arrangement preferable to conference single level room. Presentation technology good. PP's generally within communication stats for 'good presentations for powerpoints'
· The choice of venue, the level of security, the food, the exhibit space, the traffic flow, the pre-conference communications were all first-rate. GETF should be commended.

10. When you reflect on the four days of the IWC, what are the three key factors that made this a worthwhile experience for you? How did this Conference benefit you, your GEF IW project and/or home institution?


· None. 

· Interactiveness, openness, participation. The meeting was indeed very beneficial to me and to our GEF project.

· Informal exchanges, knowing individuals, inter-project clinics

· Better understand of GEF operations and governance (6)
· Personal contact and networking (19)
· Sharing ideas and dreams (2)
· Interactions between participants

· Allowing people to talk

· Connect with people working on the exact same challenges

· Learned about projects and approaches in other parts of the world 

· Planned couple of new concrete activities

· The nature of the way it was organized

· If it is a bilingual conference

· New strategies/approaches are learned from each representative/participant not only the resource speakers 

· Vision commitment, for all GEF projects 

· Innovations of methodologies

· Guidelines/Brochures/Materials that could be adapted and used 

· New approach to learning and use of participant driven sessions

· Knowledge sharing on project-management related issues
· Exchange of ideas on communication strategies for projects

· Interactions among participants 

· Capturing new themes/challenges 

· Extended knowledge on the work of peer-projects

· Innovation marketplace and networking

· M and E jeopardy presentation

· Experience sharing (2)
· Roundtable discussions

· Knowledge Sharing (2)
· Followup arrangements

· Learning

· Café method of running workshop/conference

· Reporting on indicators for GEF projects

· Information Sharing

· Barrier language limited the TDA et SAP of Danube

· Variety of experiences and narrowing to participants concerns, 

· Friendness of sharing (peer to peer, open…)

· Establish future initiatives

· Learn how people are addressing common issues

· I shall establish contacts with new persons from other projects I met -i.e. network. 

· Existing partnerships

· Exchange of information
· Lessons learned from others experience 

· Learning about other projects
· Increasing my knowledge

· Exchange the experiences between the different projects 

· Making friends of the water family in the world
· Reinforced realization that our project is not alone-various programs have similar issues.

· Need to rely more on fellow projects and IW:LEARN than on guidance from NY.
· Meeting interesting, wise or powerful players

· Taking notice of other projects 
· Learning how different countries are from one another
· sharing experiences
· A chance to see my own activities in another (broader context).
· A chance to see other approaches and actions that I can learn from. 
· To view my own experience in a relaxed way. 
· To myself, professionally, it shall benefit my performance at my home institution conference expanded my knowledge on these environmental subjects
· Interactive nature of roundtable discussion

· Innovation Marketplace
· How to manage transboundary diagnostic analysis, SAP, learn more what is doing in other basins and share it in our side.
· This conference broadened my view and gave experiences from other projects. 
· Key factors are sharing information, cooperation and various technologies.
· Sharing experience with other projects, 
· Taking contact with other projects for cooperation
· Organization of the conference was innovative although needs a little fine tuning
· Informal exchange of experiences 

· Presentations on fisheries and marine conservation
· Informal communication with other project managers obtaining most recent information, experience in communication techniques, interactive approach, culture of dialogue
· New knowledge
· Dialogue with participants helpful 

· Knowledge sharing
· Sharing of experience 

· Strategizing for new project requirements 

· Initiate cooperation
· Meeting new people, sharing frustrations and thoughts, discussing new project ideas and linkages with other projects.  
· Possibility to share experience with colleagues
· Technical Information 
· New directions of the GEF for future planning
· Participant mix
· Location
· Format uniqueness
· Sharing
· Learning (2)
· Discussing
· Not worthwhile experience…did not benefit at all
· Sharing information, sharing difference in opinion about project frameworks benefit very much
· Participatory approach of the event
· Varied ways of assessing water use 
· New methods of assessing project impacts 
· Special role that water plays in fostering cooperation
· Good networking opportunity and a programme that focused on discussion and interaction
· Meet people key to GEF projects

· Networking with many organizations via the marketplace 
· Learn how GEF projects work
· Transboundary GW management 
· IGRAC, its services and info sharing 
· LMEs and its fantastic display/films
· Concrete arrangements were made to bring in the GCLME into the shrimp by-catch reduction project
· Getting to know projects/people who work on similar issues @ different water bodies 
· Discussions (informal) on specific questions with project personnel and/or with diff agencies.
· Knowing people
· Innovation marketplace (networking), Roundtable discussions, Participant designed workshops
· Appreciation of the depth of GEF IW involvement across regions of the world. 
· The dominance of large land masses and populations
· Participant-centered approach and interaction
· Meeting others with similar interests
· Pre-conf training on LME economic valuation 

· Learning about successes/challenges of other IW regional seas projects 
· Interacting with committed professionals from IW projects worldwide 
· Learning from economists using their tools to promote IW sustainability 
· Understanding a bit more about how the GEF is evolving 
· Interaction with new people
· Gaining of new knowledge
· Great innovations
· Open, free and innovation
· Equitable participation across attendees

· Project storytelling at Innovation Marketplace conference allowed me to meet with key clients in informal/neutral environment and share experiences/learnings
11. What are some of the things that you plan to do differently as a results of your experience in the IWC? What do you feel is the main outcome of this Conference?


Main Outcome
· Confirmation that technical collaboration precedes political cooperation in a river basin.

· Closer partnerships within each country and among countries

· Connections

· Clarity about how we can cooperate better with other river commissions.

· It was participative; there were opportunities to exchange ideas. We know more each other, these things give us more knowledge and must expect more comprehension and support from GEF

· Informal networking

· Sharing experience and ambition to do the best is the main outcome of this conference.

· Cooperation between parties

· Networking

· Stronger bonds between different IW projects, a feeling that the IW focal area is not dead (or if it is for the GEF, not among the practitioners, governments and others). 

· Shorten plenary sessions, more interactive games such as jeopardy, main outcome is increased cooperation.

· Instigating discussions among experts from various fields of expertise.
· I plan to speak with more deliberate intent as a result of a few interactions here. The main outcome of this Conference is a continued commitment to the ecosystems approach and regional programs in IW.

· Main outcome of this conference is information dissemination. 

Changes to Action Plans

· Will liase more with the GEF IW project community.

· Nothing different per se, but will use the knowledge gained to improve the overall management of the project. Talk to new contacts . Work on common interests and ideas.
· Changed approach to knowledge management tool, 
· Will convene an expert exchange session and write some key people

· Improve the interaction of facilitators/table hosts and how they control the group dynamics. 

· Internalization of the partnership, capability/capacity building. We plan to do: sharing of the vision and roles of IW for the decision makers and legislators to commit and have a greater result in protecting the environment.

· If GEF becomes too crazy, slowly extricate myself

· How we communicate project results with our own parties 
· Better use of data, information and valuation tools to assist in decision making 
· Making better use of existing  resources that have I have learnt about from other projects

· Will adapt some aspects of actual project management and of communication! 
· Will also work more on indicators!

· More attention to communication, 
· Stricter/better use of indicators

· Project achievement articulation and packaging of information to share with others, 
· Will present the proceedings and the conference to colleagues of NBI

· Policy Engagement

· Packaging information
· Information sharing and partnerships

· Focus on Implementation rather than reporting

· Is possible, in the future, exchange of experiences with Danube and the Mekong

· Strengthen institutional aspects of the project like future management framework to strengthen future cooperation

· I would have preferred a greater amount of info on the new GEF approaches and how there are anchored on existing regional motivations and ??
· Relationship with the stakeholders (beneficiaries of my project), 
· Sharing knowledge and experiences

· Access and rely more on IW:LEARN for sources of practical assistance

· Building a community of spirit of people involved in projects and institutions involved in transboundary water resource management. 
· Dissemination of information about the project and its new achievements

· Involve all benefits at what we are doing, communication/sharing experience.

· I plan to do IW GIS for my project to share information and knowledge with other projects. 

· I will check tools on e.g. economic valuation, etc.  Available on other project's websites before launching development of new ones to avoid reinventing the wheel

· Probably it would be useful to prepare information for discussion

· Work on better, communications practices. Cooperation and capacity building

· Things I will do differently: be more patient, as this thematic area requires patience but the results can be outstanding. 

· To use in my further practices the conversation table dialogues

· More sharing lessons learned

· Approach to coordination

· Nothing

· Plane more carefully the activities. Involve the actors at the earliest possible stage

· Change emphasis in knowledge delivery - include more participation by learners 
· Enlarged networking partners

· Learn from experience of other GEF projects, 
· Use video material to disseminate results of a project, 
· Use the IW:LEARNing capabilities more actively

· GW Management and monitoring
· sharing of expertise by some technical experts

· Expand the current level of country participation in the MCS Harmonization initiative
· Information management and organization and dissemination

· More focused and less general discussions, (in terms of subjects), 
· More focused and clearer understanding of expectations for each session, 
· More focus on innovation and new challenges

· Involve stakeholders on all levels. Raise the level of awareness among managers of the importance of science!

· Address project challenges using ideas/experience/info gathered from other project managers

· STAP can engage direct in peer review or a partner and as an adviser on post-implementation of projects - that would be new. 

· Follow projects more closely 

· Keep up communications with colleagues around the world 

· Read some key reports on IW economics 

· We should speed up our GEF project and transfer our experience

12. What topic(s), if any, would you have preferred to more thoroughly discuss and address at the IWC? What new issues of questions emerged that remain unanswered?


· The subjects  chosen for discussion at the conference were fine but the process, although innovative and appreciated did not allow thorough discussion on any subject attended hence remaining very frustrating.

· Climate change (6)  

· GEF-4 and -5. 

· Economic tools and social assessment

· KM Session (and learning)

· What's GEF gonna march towards

· Accountability and transparency (corruption)

· The sustainability and reliability of all transboundary programs

· GEF procedures, mechanisms and future directions

· The new GEF is still unknown to me and I feel even the GEF-representatives don’t know what the new GEF is when it gets down to practical issues related to project development and implementation. 

· Transfer of knowledge/experience outside of GEF circles 

· Thematic sessions on the GEF IW concerns (e.g. IWRM, LME's groundwater)

· Environmental governance for river basins

· IWRM implementation evaluation (2)

· Nutrient reduction is a new theme ever introduced into IW conference. It would be more beneficial to participants if more ideas on scopes, technologies and methodologies are shared.

· Preparing and undertaking a TDA/SAP (2)

· New GEF procedures, PIR Reporting, Co-Financing and its Reporting

· Forte implication des Senefriciaris daves le project

· Creation d'iniciation pour les intervenant en vue du reduce la corruption

· Societal impacts: most of those discussing the topic felt that projects (environmental ) were designed without foreseeing societal impacts - hard to fill this gap

· Commitment of countries to support project sustainability

· The new procedures for requesting for funds at GEF

· Reforms in GEF

· Lessons learned in each project by geographical/cultural regions

· GEF IW strategy and policies

· Hudson and Duda should have had individual regional sessions of at least one hour to speak with project managers regarding new GEF policies and address critical issues in each project that were directly affected by Monique's Nov'06 fiat.

· Sustainability of projects (outcome level)

· Technical implementation of governance issues of LME's

· Think much of the internal politics of GEF not clear-but likely better so

· Monitoring and evaluation of IW projects. How effective the IW project really are

· The impact of land based pollution to international water. I am not sure livestocjk waste is the transboundary water impact or not, and if what is not the problem to the sea

· Integrated water resources management: groundwater, lakes and rivers (surface watch)

· Ecosystem based approaches 

· Economic valuation and trade off analysis of ecosystem services

· Groundwater

· LME, Scientific and Innovative Approaches

· Fisheries

· Sustainable fisheries/marine resource management

· Future for IW:LEARN (but not Fri afternoon!)

· Financing of IW projects, programme approach – e.g. going from the TDA to the SAP and the certainty of GEF funding as this happens.

· Environmental stress reduction experience

· Maybe an extended opportunity to attend more focused learning sessions would have enabled more thorough discussions with partners

· More gender issues brought forward.

· Coordination at regional level

· Economic valuation of environment and catalytic benefit analysis of interaction

· More about groundwater shared basins

· Sustaining the outcomes of an IW project

· Many topics were too superficial or generic to be useful, especially in conversation table dialogues

· Deeper into the ecosystem approach concept and practical application (fisheries experience and outcomes)

· The issue of global benefits and its justification especially if your project is only a small scale (e.g. SIDS)
· The importance of basing decisions on science
· GEF Policy

· Governance at a conceptual level, as a distinct discipline, that is researchable and structured. Much of the really innovative governance thinking around now was not reflected.
· More attention to practical implementation of projects, including evaluating impact; encourage more effective IA collaboration when appropriate (when more than one IA is engaged in a basin/sea)
· Sustainable financing 
· Business planning 
· Private sector partnerships 
· The topic of financing and sustainability in partnerships in IW more on markets, economic valuation, benefits, incremental cost, wetland valuation, intersection with other focal areas. 

13. What topic(s), if any, do you feel were unnecessary to explore at the conference?


· Partnerships was too broad

· Assessment and synthesis of lessons learned in coral reef management - they were only three people attending

· The conversation dialogues on governance and institutions and sustaining international waters partnerships were useful but did not generate many new ideas or insights

· Some too obvious things and not challenging issues came up during table dialogues and group discussions on governance and partnerships

· Expanding the scientific basis for GEF IWC

· All topics were highly relevant

· Communication was ok, I felt adequately prepared because of supplementary information from the GEF and IW:LEARN websites.

· Questions such as "are partnerships important?". It sounds like a primary school question. This subject could have been discussed at a higher level

· Some naïve proposals, like discussions about how good is good, i.e. how good partnering is in IW projects. There are some examples of this. These conversations were either useless or boring (many times were both)

· Clinics and Conversation Tables

· General Issues of Partnerships

· The water indicator session should first have been introduced before the programme was shared

· Governance and partnerships (i.e. the topics of the café sessions)

· None of the topics were unnecessary, it is rather the WAY they were explored that was unnecessary. For example the afternoon session on partnerships did not look at sustaining them, but rather at the basics of partnerships and whether or not they were needed in IW projects. 

· Too intense a focus on IW:LEARN and discussion of the conference process.

· Yes. Would be good to get more information on GEF rules

· Governance

· Sustainable Partnerships

· The topics were ok, but they lacked the depth needed

· Information management and dissemination

· Very general topic, such as "partnership", "stakeholder involvement" UNLESS it comes with concrete and innovative approaches to address these issues tested by projects

· Too much time was spent repeating some of the key themes – better to give more opportunity for learning from others’ experiences.

· Partnerships in and of themselves. Too much emphasis on LME's
14. Did you feel adequately prepared for the Conference? Was there sufficient information provided in advance?"


· Yes (43)

· NO. I believe to be productive, more groundwork would have been needed - projects needed to be asked for preparing papers prior to the conference following specific guidance with those papers distributed in advance to all to allow in depth productive discussion.

· No. Catalytic questions for table dialogues could have been given beforehand. A clear identification of the ??? For the conference was key, but was missing, i.e. why are doing all the work together, what's it producing?

· No, I received the formal invitation two weeks before the actual conference

· A draft agenda to the participants prior to arrival will be very helpful

· Non, les mon anglophones arrivett du itre informes de la nom disponsbilte d's eservice de traduction durant la giencarte

· Yes but it would have been more helpful if the list of participants and projects they represent were available in advance so as to be able to collect their concerns of other projects (in our country) who are not represented

· Yes in general. The changing model may require more time to prepare

· IW:LEARN may wish to consider supporting more country level projects with the coordination function assigned to the regional/??? ???

· Technically yes, would have also benefited from a list of issues to be considered under each breakout session. A basket of a la carte subsets.

· Adequate

· Not quite. The web page was poor, the schedule too small and general

· Information posted in internet are helpful

· Yes, but I think some better clarity at what we wanted to get out of each session. Pre-digesting of content.

· I was not informed that there is no translation in UN languages (mainly French)

· Information in advance was very brief

· No, being my first conference, I wish I had been more informed to get more out of the conference

· Not really, guess with my low expectations and its outcomes.

· Not much information provided prior to conference

· Question request for h???/topics, a month prior to conference, implies chaotic and last minute planning. Not sufficient info was not provided in well advance

· No, but maybe it is because did not attend previous ones

· Plenty of info provided in advance – maybe too much.  Need to recognize that most participants won’t spend much time reading prep materials – they will focus on what they need to present.  Keep the prep info limited and focused on the most important materials.  We can always drill down for more detail if needed.

· I felt adequately prepared. However, I heard feedback that information provided in the registration packets (session explanations, participant list, etc) could have been posted on the website prior to the conference or sent to the participants a week prior to assist in comprehension.
15. What advice can you give IW:LEARN to improve assistance or services to your project?


· Codify experience shared so that it can be useful to others beyond simple project specific stories. 

· IW:LEARN indeed doing a nice job. But still there is room for improvement, preferably in networking and to bring the product to more people of various backgrounds and languages.

· Think better on IW topics/issues/problems, not so much on the process in future conferences.

· Nominate clear outputs from the overall process. Why are we doing all this?

· Create online tools that pick up the outcomes of the conference > How to….clinics outcomes

· To make the conference in several languages (English, French, Spanish)

· Development/formulation of localized training manuals/guidelines for project proposal development, monitoring, evaluation and performance indicators. 

· Consistency

· Based on conference findings, identify key areas or Top 10 questions where specific information, best practices, guidelines could be obtained

· My project is related to IW through POPS, as such I only received limited into on IW:LEARN and how it can assist the project

· Better dissemination of project best practices

· Less talking from facilitator at round tables. More time for roundtables (no changes, i.e. stay with one table)

· Get a place for every IW Project in IW:LEARN

· Creation of a website

· More proactive sharing of information, -more examples of reports (PIR/APR), GEF IW Template assistance in completion

· Encourager les permission du travail entre projets GEF en vue d'exchange allesperences specificques qui ne perventions etre tous traiter dart cette conference

· A website with a room for discussion is good but I think it is sometimes useful to send some kind of survey to people through email in a specific topic (for example) to maintain/sustain interaction or to make up some ???

· Deep groundwater discussion and its special issues in order to avoid using some surface water concepts eventually not app??

· Procedures to allow early implementation of projects

· Great job

· Given IW's current resources (human and financial) to find their support to be most adequate. 

· Fully reconsider your current approach

· How to develop a project to be funded by IW GEF

· Fire the IW:LEARN team

· We are willing to assist in preparing input to ten most frequently asked questions

· Continue linking up different IW projects - including providing necessary technical support where necessary

· To involve all regions in the ??? Of GEF Issues are different from river basins to another.

· Training is the most assistance for our project

· Go from inner to outer circles, IW:LEARN should be W(World)IW:LEARN

· Quick Response

· Well-done project, which is very useful

· Update the Iwlearn.net more regularly

· Actively approach projects and ask them for news, results, etc… Most of the time project teams are too busy to think of promoting their own achievements. Include in your communications: number of hits on IW:LEARN website, most popular download, and other similar information which might encourage projects to provide information and produce knowledge. 

· Information sharing

· More detail on GEF projects on website

· More attention placed on promoting IW at GEF

· Localized knowledge sharing tools like D-List

· More clarification about the project documents in order to conference the decsionmaker in the national and regional aspects. Move management to existing framework and institutions.

· Promote workshops for transferring of lessons learned

· Promote the preparation of learning material of wider use for teaching at all levels (schools, universities)

· Case Studies

· Flexibility in website assistance

· Some more professional facilitation with smaller sessions (Although ??) can increase participation and effect means

· Perhaps a reminder email from IW:Learn periodically (once a quarter?) reminding of what services are available, what materials have been recently uploaded on the website?  Encourage project managers to advertise IW:Learn assets to country teams, e.g. by putting links on project websites and/or highlighting new info or specific topics where there are good materials

· Consider developing diploma/degree programmes in IW-related topics such as economics

· The conference was well organized, so I cannot advice further. Good work!

· IW:LEARN needs to be as clear (i.e. simple to understand) in communicating its menu of services. Neither Dann nor Janot have yet to deliver a simple, coherent 5 minute speech/advert on what IW:LEARN is and does.

16. Do you have any other comments, suggestions or concerns to express to the GEF?

· The whole IWC4 focused too much on process with insufficient dedication to content hence the outcome for participants remained far too superficial.

· Need processional facilitation and professional rapporteurs to allow participants to participate fully.

· Reflective videos could have been more usefully used if the gist of the day had been presented - otherwise it is a kind of propaganda

· Did not quite grab what the innovation market place was exactly - a simple exhibition hall?

· Participants led session was really useful but yet too short

· Need to select real doctors for clinics to be useful. Our doctors was not real and hence questions remained unanswered.

· *Jeopardy - great but too fast to be an educational tool hence should have handed out the measured list of indicators with exact answers to the audience for them to take home as “educational material”. "

· GEF to encourage single IA and continuity of desk officers at IA

· Organize the conference better: some guests were invited 5 days before the conference! (they would not come) 
· GEF seems to organize this conference to be able to meet projects but the focus should not be GEF-oriented, but participant oriented.

· It was clear that there a various concerns about inadequacies in GEF process (slow, cumbersome, RAF), but it was not clear that there is any mechanism or commitment to respond to these problems

· The Biennial IW Conference definitely needs to be continued! No other event brings together people from so different projects and levels > useful!

· Re: Booth contest…there is a particular booth that has wider area given ((BCLME) compare to the regular area for the project booth. Is this a privilege given to the host country?

· Learned a lot about GEF-history of, etc.

· I should consider simultaneous translation into Spanish and English! I invited people from the project that didn’t come for this reason.  I'm very pleased with the opportunities to interact with other participants. 

· Decisions on budget reduction should be communicated to stakeholders at the appropriate levels

· More 'structure' and advanced warning of key topics. Structure does not mean series of PPT presentations but to give participants time to think about topics before meeting. 

· Reduce discussion clinics - too monotonous and people missed a lot of them

· L'harmoniztions des terminilogues du GEF avec cells des atures instituons des Nations Uniots du intervenants dans le deomaine de l'oeau

· To thank them warm sponsoring and reception

· Good ideas in the IWC: Reflections about the experiences by Janot Mendler, Jeopardy game host by Dr. Andrew Hudson

· Not enough contrition and self-introspection in explaining transition to new GEF. Continue to sense a huge detachment between UNDP-GEF and NY and the projects in the field.

· Some table discussions are a good tool to build confidence and trust among participants, but they are too shallow in terms of in-depth analysis. Other techniques could have been applied to circumvent this shortfall.

· Methodology during the workshop was diverse if that makes very involved in discussions

· Ensure the commitment to projects is long enough. 

· Don’t let IW have a national funding focus. 

· Thank you for the successful 15 years of support from the GEF. 

· Apart from delegates coming from project management offices (units), also government delegates should be invited to future meetings. 

· Produce and show that films on all GEF projects tasks at the next conference.

· Connect, facilitate the connection (cooperation) between lake, river basins

· Do effort to have translation during the conferences organized for IW:LEARN

· My gratitude

· International waters are not covered in the national adaptation plan of Action (NAPA), hence you need to catalyze transboundary Adaptation Plan of Action (TAPA)

· Shorten the closing session from 3 hours to 1 hour

· Tell us how we can help keep IW alive, and use us to do so

· Great meeting, fun and learning

· Elaborate more on getting the technical experts together in order to force the clarification the project needed and to improve the transparency and confine issues

· More clarity sooner on new GEF please! GEF should consider mechanisms for provision of initial project development for IWC projects prior to submission of concepts.

· Include in projects long term, strategic tasks for capacity building to want the sustainability of those GEF projects

· Wrapup feedback helpful, session breakout nomenclature confusing, like to see overview of GEF impacts regional within International Waters. Profiling SIDS nominal, possible increased engagement

· No, but your questionnaire was too long.

· The current uncertainty regarding new projects is a huge frustration to grantees and IAs, but everyone knows that.  GEF runs the risk of becoming irrelevant as the cost of doing business with it outweighs the benefits.

· The first point of business is to produce an executive summary of the outcome of the conference as well as to have polished notes from the sessions, which can then become experience notes.

