MID-TERM EVALUATION IW:LEARN

Preliminary Draft Recommendations.

Definitions: Customers - GEF International Waters Customers- beneficiaries of IW:LEARN goods and services  comprising IW Projects, IAs, PALs, GEF and Private sector partners
.

Actions: By 30th November 2006: The Steering Committee, having given due consideration to these draft recommendations, should instruct the PCU to issue comment, if any, concerning the evidence on which the draft recommendations are based and suggested corrections, agreements and disagreements to these draft recommendations.

Recommendations Table below: Completed by Dann Sklarew, with inputs from Janot Mendler de Suarez and Mish Hamid.

RECOMMENDATIONS TABLE

Name, position: Dann Sklarew, Chief Technical Advisor

Date and signature: 2006-11-18 Dann Sklarew
	No
	Issue
	Recommendation
	By when
	By whom
	Agree?
	Comment

	
	
	No
	Recommendation
	
	
	Yes/No
	

	1
	Review and adoption of recommendations
	1
	1. Agree to option to extend or option to close based on the status of the recommendations presented herein.
	31/01/08
	SC
	Yes
	Decide by 31/12/07, to allow for final evaluation to proceed for 3 months, starting January 1, 2008.

	2

& 

3
	Links to policy should be clearer

And

IW:LEARN focus should be clearer
	2
	Policy and strategy clarification from GEF
	28/02/07
	PCU/SC/GEF
	No
	Can be addressed informally; dynamic nature of GEFSec priorities make such efforts rapidly moving target; project ownership by GEFSec and IAs limits effectiveness of consulting GEFSec alone for such inputs; timing is out-of-sync with current SC windows for contributions

Mish counters (“Yes”): This is critical as a frequent perception in the field is that we are an extension or at least represent the GEF.

	
	
	3
	Revised Mission Statement and Service Delivery Agreement/Charter
	30/04/07
	PCU/SC and core customers
	No and Maybe
	MTE does not clarify fault in current mission statement, what’s broken? Is it service to GEFSec vs. service to projects? If the former is paramount, why have distinct mission from GEF’s own? Service-based programmatic approach (vs. of activities-based  project approach) embodied in 
“Service Delivery Agreement” appears to be more consistent with expectations from IW:LEARN, however CTA is not yet familiar with specifics entailed in generating such an SDA (e.g., agreement among whom?), nor whether SC endorses such an approach.
Mish suggests “Yes,” if “appropriate.” 

	
	
	4
	Dissemination strategy delivered
	30/06/07
	Consultancy/SC/PCU
	Unsure
	We need more clarification on this…Indeed lack of awareness of IW:LEARN is a huge problem. 

Unclear how output differs from existing stakeholder involvement plan (in UNDP ProDoc); consultancy which has IWTF commitment to follow through may be valuable, however no such discretionary resources exist in current ProDoc and time is fleeting.

	
	
	5
	Customers sign-up to Mission Statement and Service delivery Agreement.
	30/12/07
	Core customers
	No
	Top-down pressure on the GEF IW projects has limited success…this should be driven by their demands/needs. Having projects “sign-up” for a mission statement sounds like chasing windmills. Projects need help from IW:LEARN, not more commitments and obligations – may breed apathy. 
By contrast, if it is deemed to add value to success (impact) from IW:LEARN, IWC4 could provide venue for making such happen. 

	
	
	6
	Logical framework revised
	30/12/07
	PCU/SC
	YES
	A product of committee-ism, logframe liberally mixes outcomes and outputs, includes activities which are not logical to pursuit of development objective nor coordinated across components, forces artificial divisions onto service lines, and muddies core service line with supplemental activities. (Note: “institutional home for core goods” fits more properly in Recommendation #13.)

	4
	Project cycle deficiencies
	7
	Project cycle deficiencies identified to GEF
	30/12/07
	MTE/SC/PCU/GEF/Web sites
	No
	Our understanding is that M&E Unit (or GEFSec as whole) is already aware of and addressing this issue.

Meanwhile, IW:LEARN barely has time and resources to deliver on core functions; tackling deficiencies in overall GEF IW project cycle that negatively impacted this phase of project is beyond the scope of the project’s own mission and is more appropriately communicated to and dealt with by the GEF M&E Unit.

	
	
	8
	Business plan study
	31/07/07
	SC/PCU/Consultant/GEF
	Yes, but later
	This should be implemented in 2008, following SC action on “option to extend” and [ideally] Terminal Evaluation (2008Q1). 

This is Component E: planning to sustain what works well from the IWL project. The issue is that as currently budgeted, component E is effectively a part of all activity partners’ work and final recommendations for sustaining some or all or new activities meeting emerging priorities will come from them, developed with IWL as final deliverable. There is no funding budgeted for looking at options for IWL as a program, whether as an IWL-2 project farming out some activities to partners or MSPs or new FSPs, or  corporatized w/in GEFwith cost-recovery mechanisms to keep it going.

Despite lack of discretionary resources and time to supervise such a consultancy, developing a business plan aligned with emerging priorities and process of GEF would be extremely beneficial to any next phase of  IW:LEARN. Note such development by external consultant is  potentially at least as disruptive as MTE (i.e., several staff weeks of support) and thus might be better developed internally in 2008 or as part of revised sustainability plan (Recommendation #12)

	
	
	9
	Business plan recommendations mainstreamed into GEF IW Project cycle procedures
	31/12/07
	GEF
	Yes
	Some potential recommendations (e.g., 1% fence) have been made and ostensibly accepted by GEF IWTF years ago. Question is how for IWTF to operationalize such, with support from IW:LEARN as needed.

	
	
	10
	Select terminal evaluation
	30/01/08
	PCU/SC/Terminal Evaluator
	Yes
	“Electronic” evaluation should include oral interviews. MTE consultant appears to discount benefit he derived from observing one workshop firsthand. Unclear whether truly external (to GEF IW) consultant would “get it” without such visceral exposure. TORs for TE should be to SC at fall 2007 SC meeting. Janot adds: MTE consultant had many grievances w/his TOR…apparently felt time/money was wasted on travel, number of interviews expected unrealistic, and insufficient resources/ mandate to evaluate actual activities...

	5
	Technical delivery
	11
	Independent review of IW:LEARN website and web based toolkit
	31/08/07
	Consultant/PCU
	Yes, with caveats.
	Not another independent review … Independent reviews suck up too much time and $ relative to benefits in remaining 2 years of project. With over 20 years combined IMS experience, UNOPS PCU personnel have IMS expertise and intimacy with the project and its stakeholders to implement this directly. However, resources would need to be mobilized/offset to support such, plus access and authority to ensure implementation of recommendations. August 2007 deadline provides opportunity to solicit usability inputs directly from projects attending IWC4.

This is part of IW:LEARN’s core mandate: to assess needs and evaluate our performance on an on-going basis; the split nature of the project already provides for continuous eval and feedback to UNEP on IWL website & ICT services.

Mish (“Unsure”) notes: Someone with a solid background with communities of practice, blogs, wikis…and someone with an idea of how to classify information should review it(*)

(*) Such was part of part of the “KM” expertise sought in MTE consultant.

	
	
	12
	IW:LEARN and web based toolkit deficiencies substantively resolved.
	31/12/07
	Consultant/PCU, IA (UNEP)
	Yes, w/ caveats.
	Could be done in-house, as  independent reviews suck up too much time and $ relative to benefits in remaining 2 years of projects.

	
	
	13
	Approved Monitoring and Evaluation Plan and Sustainability Plan
	30/06/07
	PCU/SC
	Yes, w/ caveats.
	Draft sustainability plan, as presented in UNDOP ProDoc, needs to be revised to incorporate 2 years of implementation. M&E plan should be aligned and consistent with new logframe and resource allocation framework, allowing for roll-up of results from activity to project level and beyond. M&E methods (survey questions, timing, analysis) should also be harmonized across project with timely provision of M&E data (2-4 weeks post-intervention) for all activities.

MTE proposal that “Plans should be a model that can be used by IW Projects and include ‘how do I’ guidelines to facilitate replication” is admirable in principle, and consistent with IW:LEARN’s 2006 M&E reporting, however due to the qualitative differences between a global OP10 learning project and regional OP8 and OP9 projects, transferability may not be fully realized by using IW:LEARN as model for non-OP10 projects. Instead, efforts to i.d. good OP8 and OP9 models and document accordingly may be more useful to stakeholders (but unless IWTF wants to give IWL this job, this is M&E’s bailiwick).

	
	
	14
	Key list of tools and/or guidelines to be disseminated by IW:LEARN.
	30/12/07
	PCU/SC/Customers
	Yes
	Agreement should be set by June, so that they are deployed by December.

	
	
	15
	“Surgeries” strategy for IW:LEARN E-fora to be tested.
	30/06/07
	PCU/SC/Customers
	Yes
	A bold and innovative new approach, worth testing and which might just work; could be tested within the context of the lead up to (or aftermath of) IWC4. Current e-fora could be used as “anterooms” where such “surgical events” are announced (cf. UNDP Virtual Water Fair, Nov. 2006).
Janot disagrees: Neither bold not innovative! We just need to be clear what various types of functions  e-for a can be used for and use them in more planned and targeted ways to supplement and strengthen all face to face activities.

	6
	Project management
	16
	Agree single line of management authority
	31/03/07
	PCU/IAs/GEF
	Yes
	This would correct critical oversight in current design, increasing accountability and coordination a lot. A unified chain of command is vital to success of this (or any) operation.

	
	
	17
	Resolve co-financing commitments
	31/12/07
	PCU,SC, IAs, PALs, GEF
	Yes
	This process has already begun. Janot adds: Cap-Net co-finance remains hugely unrealistic.

	
	
	18
	Steering Committee composition resolved
	30/03/07
	PCU, SC
	Yes
	PCU will require SC assistance in identifying appropriate project reps and resources to support their participation in SC.

	
	
	19
	Steering Committee information publicly avail.
	31/04/07
	PCU/SC Customers
	Yes
	All SC-related materials are already on-line, require only SC approval to make public.

	
	
	20
	Steering Committee member commitments approved by line Managers.
	31/06/07
	PCU/SC/IAs
	Yes
	Follow-through important, esp. for SC members w/p explicit resources to so serve (e.g., project reps)

	7
	Sustainability of web services
	21
	IAs separately or severally agree to fund IW:LEARN web site and toolkit for 2 years from October 2008
	31/12/07
	PCU/SC/IAs
	Yes
	Link to #13. (Proof is in the pudding.)UNEP already intends to keep it going  through at least  2009.

	8
	Lessons learned
	22
	Guidelines for introducing core evaluation criteria into logical framework 
	31/12/07
	PCU/SC/IAs/GEF
	No, with caveats.
	Such M&E guidance is the [unmet] core responsibility of GEF M&E Unit and IA M&E teams, not IW:LEARN PCU. IW:LEARN has neither standing nor attention of M&E Unit; instead IWTF should bring this important issue to M&E Unit attention for guidance.

	9
	Resources for the changes
	23
	Revised budget agreed to support delivery of recommendations taken from specified activity areas.
	30/04/07
	PCU/SC/IAs/GEF
	Multipart response…
	(a) Activity C2, IWC4 – No, do not postpone but transform into an radically re-structured event to actively service peer-to-peer learning objectives (not political objectives)

(b) Activity D1, SEA-RLC – Yes, mothball SEA-RLC. Despite $500k budget, no projects appear to be deriving benefits from it, with caveat that that team could provide logistical support for IW:LEARN workshops delivered to that region. Reallocate to make what we do elsewhere more effective, including adequate staffing of Component A efforts, including qualified full time TCC manager, selected by manager responsible for IW:LEARN as a whole.

(c) Activity E2, Side Events – Yes, given over-delivery in 2006, reduce to 0-1/yr for final 2 years of project, of which 1 is Global Forum on Oceans. 
Janot counters: Depending upon vision for IWL going fwd, might be wise to INcrease GEF IW outreach & visibility with partners & constituents at more regional events.

(d) Component B/D “needs assessment” workshops – Yes, big new needs should be assessed in context of (i) IWC4 and (ii) annual IWTF and periodic IWPS M&E. Specific workshops should be aimed at improving business processes of IW projects in context of their common outputs and outcomes (e.g., stakeholder involvement, M&E for results, TDA/SAP, economic valuation).  Such directly affects Activity B1.1, B1.2, perhaps others
Overall: Consolidate operational budget into one executing agency, as part of SC mandate and support for fully realizing Recommendation 16 above.


�This has not been conveyed to PCU as a key stakeholder.
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