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Summary 
This document contains: 1) an analysis of lessons learned throughout the inception phase of 
the GEF Pacific IWRM Project; 2) an overview of the procedures established for the internal 
peer review of lessons learned reporting; and 3) recommendations for the intra-project 
sharing of these lessons during the project’s implementation phase. Options for continued 
knowledge exchange and learning are provided for discussion by the Committee. The 
analysis indicated that project staff feel they have had the most difficulty with capacity issues 
and project management and the most success with stakeholder engagement. The analysis 
also showed that nearly half of the reports submitted to-date were not of an acceptable quality 
to be shared regionally as lessons learned. A peer review process was launched in order to 
build reporting capacity and improve quality of reports submitted. The RSC is invited to agree 
on the next steps for the lessons learned, particularly in terms of the most appropriate ways to 
share the lessons with other IWRM practitioners. 
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BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 
 
The Global Environment Facility’s (GEF) Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM) 
Project must report on its progress to the responsible GEF Implementing Agencies (United 
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and United Nations Environment Programme 
(UNEP)) on a quarterly basis. As part of this reporting, the Project Coordinating Unit has 
requested that the participating countries submit quarterly reports that include: a) a financial 
report with itemized expenses from the quarter; b) a cash advance request for estimated 
expenses associated with a costed workplan for the upcoming quarter; c) a narrative report 
on progress made during the quarter; and d) a minimum of three lessons learned throughout 
the quarter.  
 
In March 2011, the GEF Knowledge Sharing and Monitoring Facilitator conducted an audit 
and review of lessons learned reporting for the inception period of the GEF Pacific IWRM 
Project. In order to streamline data collection and analysis, significant revisions were made to 
the lessons learned reporting form. Additionally, an internal peer review process was 
launched to help improve reporting capacity and encourage information exchange across the 
project. It is hoped that the peer review process will help countries produce consistently 
higher quality reports so that case studies can be developed and published for sharing 
between and among projects and with the global IWRM community. 
 
Each country participating in the GEF Pacific IWRM Project effectively submits 2-4 lessons 
learned per quarter.  It is anticipated that over the 5 year project there will be a significant 
data set of lessons learned generated. The mid-project evaluation and redesign of lessons 
learned reporting was intended to make the end products as useful and straightforward as 
possible, both for direct project beneficiaries and for other IWRM practitioners. It is envisaged 
that other practitioners might look to these lessons learned for guidance when designing and 
implementing future projects in the Pacific or in other small island developing nations.  

1. ANALYSIS OF LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE INCEPTION PHASE OF THE 
GEF PACIFIC IWRM PROJECT  
 

1.1A REVISION OF THE LESSONS LEARNED REPORTING FORM 
In order to streamline data collection and analysis, significant revisions were made to the 
lessons learned reporting form. All the lessons learned data had been previously compiled 
into an MS Excel spreadsheet according to the categories on the first lessons learned 
reporting form. The categories used on the first reporting form were largely focused on the 
‘Project Preparation and Inception Period’ (see Table 1 below).  These categories were 
determined to be too open-ended to enable a meaningful analysis of the data.  
 
Table 1: Original lessons learned thematic categories 
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In response to this, a set of more streamlined thematic categories was developed. In order to 
develop these new categories, a review was conducted of all of the lessons learned 
submissions to-date. From this, an extensive list was compiled of the main and sub themes 
identified by the project managers in their submissions. The themes were then grouped 
together into the following “new” eight categories shown in Table 2. 
 
Table 2: Revised thematic categories for lessons learned 

 
The purpose of this exercise was two-fold: 1) to streamline data capture for future analyses 
and 2) to make the selection of categories more straightforward for project staff by providing 
fewer options under broader categories. The latter was deemed necessary as the initial 
review indicated that the project staff completing the lessons learned reporting tended to 
select categories that matched the result or problem; however, the goal of the lessons learned 
exercise is to encourage reflection about what happened and most importantly why. The 
categories selected for reporting a lesson learned should therefore reflect the cause of the 
issue or success rather than the effect. 

1.1B TRIAL OF THE NEW FORM 
The new forms were trialled for the collection of the Year 3 Quarter 1 reports that were due on 
8th of April 2011. Of the 12 countries that have active projects, only two did not submit the 
lessons learned report and a third country used the old reporting format; 9 out of 12 countries 
used the revised reporting form correctly. However, after thorough review of all of the lessons 
submitted, it became clear that, collectively, the project staff do not necessarily understand 
the concept behind a lesson learned. It was apparent that most were not mastering the 
reflection process required to determine why things happened and what they could have done 
differently to change the outcomes. Similarly, very few had adequately completed the 
question about what other practitioners should do to repeat the same success or avoid the 
same mistakes. Without this level of critical thought, the form becomes another way to report 
on progress as opposed to reflecting on learnings.  

1.1C ADDITIONAL REVISIONS TO THE FORM 
After the completion of this analysis, the reporting form for lessons learned was revised a final 
time to facilitate improved reporting. Feedback from the project staff was incorporated and 
instructions were revised to draw out more important information. At the time of this report, 
the form had not yet been trialled.  The form is included in this document as Appendix 1. 

1.2 LESSONS LEARNED EVALUATION – APPROACH AND DESIGN 
 
The following questions were developed as criteria to review the lessons learned: 

• Has the author identified the correct main/sub theme?  Should point to the root cause 
of the issue or success and not just the effects. 

• Has the author correctly and clearly identified whether this was a success story or 
one that needs improvement? 

• Has the author adequately described the expected and actual outcomes with enough 
information so that a reader who is unfamiliar with the project specifics can 
understand what happened? 

• Has the author adequately reflected on what they should do differently or repeat in 
the future and listed all of the realistic options?  Have they acknowledged their own 
mistakes and created a recipe for success through their suggestions? 

• Has the author provided adequate, translatable advice for other IWRM practitioners to 
follow? 

• Overall, has the author supplied sufficient, high quality data in their lesson so that it is 
accessible and useful to other IWRM practitioners? 
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Using a Lessons Learned Grading Criteria Table and Marking Sheet developed for this 
process (see Table 3), each lesson learned report was given a mark for each category 
(column) out of a possible total number of points (bottom row). The number of possible points 
assigned to each category was based on what the Knowledge Sharing and Monitoring 
Facilitator deemed to be the relative importance of these categories to the lessons learned 
reporting process. 
 
Table 3: Lessons learned grading criteria and marking sheet 

Lessons Learned Review and Audit: GEF IWRM 
File Name:  
Year/Quarter Submitted: 

Themes     
Correctly 
Selected 

Success / 
Failure 

Properly 
Selected  

Expected 
Outcome 

Adequately 
Described 

Actual 
Outcome 

Adequately 
Described 

PMU Next 
Time  

Adequately 
Completed 

Others 
Next Time 
Adequately 
Completed 

Overall 
Quality / 

Effort 

/10 /10 /15 /15 /20 /20 /(+/-)10 
Total Score:  
Equivalency Grade:  

 
Scores were then totalled out of 100 and an equivalency scale (based on a US grading 
system) was used to give a final grade as follows: 
90 – 100 = Excellent (Needs little to no improvement) 
80 – 89 = Good (Needs only minor improvement) 
70 – 79 = Fair (Needs substantial improvement) 
60 – 69 = Poor (Needs significant improvement) 
0 – 59 = Unsatisfactory (Needs significant improvement) 
 
For evaluative purposes, Poor and Unsatisfactory marks were grouped together as 
Unsatisfactory.  It was recommended that unsatisfactory lessons should be revised. 
 

1.3 ANALYSIS OF TRENDS FROM LESSONS LEARNED REPORTING DATA 
 
A total of 125 lessons learned reports were reviewed, gathered from 12 countries over the 
first seven quarters of the project (Q3 2009 through Q1 2011). Each lesson was evaluated 
according to the criteria listed above. Results were recorded in separate MS Word documents 
to be submitted back to the in-country project staff for review and consideration (NB: At the 
time of preparing this report, the results of this process have not yet been submitted to 
country staff). The data was also compiled into an MS Excel spreadsheet and analyzed to find 
trends in reporting data. The information is represented here graphically to show the trends in 
information gathered to-date (end Q1 2011). 
 
Figures 1 through 10 show trends amongst the Lessons Learned gathered within the first 7 
quarters of the Project (Figures 5 through 10 can be found in Appendix 2).  Continued lessons 
learned reporting is planned through month 60 of the 5 year project. The data for all figures is 
sourced from the GEF Pacific IWRM Project Ms Excel spreadsheet of compiled lessons 
learned data reporting as analyzed by the Knowledge Sharing and Monitoring Facilitator. 
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Figure 1: Precent of lessons learned submitted by country 
 
Figure 1 shows the percentage of lessons learned submitted by each country; of the 125 
lessons that were submitted 18% were submitted by Tonga versus 3% submitted by FSM, 
Vanuatu and RMI. It is important to note that there are inconsistent numbers of submissions 
across countries when analyzing the data for major reporting trends. Issues that might 
predominantly occur in Tonga could be overrepresented in comparison with issues in FSM, 
Vanuatu, RMI or other countries; however, there was no way to account for this discrepancy. 

Quality of Lessons Learned Reporting

Average
23%

Good
28%

Unsatisfactory
49%

 
 
Figure 2: Quality of lessons learned submitted 
Figure 2 shows the overall quality of lessons learned reporting. 49% of the lessons learned 
submitted scored a total of 69 points or less out of a possible 100 points; 23% of the lessons 
received average or satisfactory scores between 70 and 79 points and 28% received fairly 
good scores between 80 to 100 points (N.B. These are graded on a US grading scale; 
numerical scores have been removed from Figure 2 to show equivalency across all grading 
systems). The fact that nearly half of the reports are of such a low standard will make it 
difficult to develop them into case studies that can be shared with the IWRM community. 
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The MS Excel database was designed as a repository from which practitioners can extract 
data to show overall trends in reporting as well as changes in data over time. Figure 3 shows 
the average score per quarter by country over time. It can be observed that there is a general 
trend towards diminishing quality of lessons learned reporting over the past few quarters for at 
least 5 of the countries. Red arrows indicate points at which there is no longer sufficient data 
to analyze, either because no lessons were submitted or because those that were needed 
revision and could not be analyzed. An example high quality lessons learned report was 
circulated in Quarter 2 of Year 3 (2011) to assist in rectifying this situation. 
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Figure 3: Average lesson learned score per quarter over time 
 

  
Figure 4: Number of lessons learned reports highlighting success stories vs. need for 
improvement 
 
Figure 4 shows the number of lessons learned reports which documented a success story 
versus the need for improvement for each of the 8 lessons learned themes.  The highest 
number of success stories documented relate to the theme “Stakeholder Engagement” 
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indicating that national Project Management Units (PMUs) had generally perceived 
considerable positive benefits as a result of broad stakeholder involvement in project 
implementation.  The analysis also indicates that the national PMUs generally perceived that 
the areas of “Project Management” and “Capacity/Performance” are those where 
improvement is most needed. Some examples of the types of Lessons Learned submitted for 
Project Management include: 

o Learnings about time management and meeting deadlines; 
o Learnings about project reporting, specifically logframes; and 
o Issues with delayed fund advances slowing down project implementation.  

Many of the capacity related issues had to do with having available human capacity and 
expertise in country to complete required technical and project management activities. It 
would be interesting to regularly compare the same graph over the remaining years of the 
project, as this will likely yield higher level learning for PMUs. For example, the high number 
of success stories in the area of “stakeholder engagement” could certainly be expected during 
an inception phase of a project when enthusiasm amongst partners and local beneficiaries is 
high. 
 
It might be expected that the priority areas for improvement will shift as PMUs develop more 
experience and exposure to the realities of implementing integrated approaches to water 
resource management in small island contexts. For example, socio-cultural, technical, and 
coordination/integration issues will likely become more apparent to PMUs as they work to 
deliver on expectations built during project inception and as stakeholders become more 
accustomed to working in a multi-stakeholder setting. 
 
Project management training was provided to national project managers during the project 
inception workshop and is an emphasis of the regular meetings of the project’s Regional 
Steering Committee. This has been strengthened via delivery of the ‘Project Management’ 
training course, which is part of the Pacific IWRM sponsored Post-Graduate training 
programme on IWRM and is currently being provided in collaboration with the International 
Water Centre. Many of the IWRM Project Managers are participating in this programme.  
Similarly, Project Advisors have also provided face-to-face project management training 
during technical assistance missions undertaken as part of the project. 
 
Despite this, the findings indicate that national project staff found ‘Project Management’ as 
being the key area in which improvement was required.  This raises an important point with 
respect to the capture of capacity built through projects such as this. The project management 
requirements of this project are common to all UNDP implemented GEF projects in the Pacific 
region, and the participating countries all possess significant project management capacity 
(albeit some latent) and experience in the local management of GEF projects. The capture 
and national and regional level transfer of existing expertise, plus that developed through 
GEF Pacific IWRM Project, represents a significant opportunity and challenge for this and 
other investments of the GEF in the Pacific. 
 
Additional analyses are included in Appendix 2. Figures 5-10 show the main themes of the 
lessons, broken down by demonstration project category, contrasting successes against 
areas needing improvement. Figures 9 and 10 show the lessons learned by theme for each of 
the three regions of the Pacific (Melanesia, Micronesia, and Polynesia) grouped by successful 
lessons and those that need improvement respectively. These figures were included in the 
appendix only, as it appears that there is no striking anomaly dependent on the demonstration 
project category or region at the time of evaluation. It was also determined that unequal 
representation across the countries has skewed the results of these analyses. It would be 
pertinent to revisit this evaluation at the close of the project when countries might be more 
equally represented in the data set, i.e. after any internal “teething problems” have been 
resolved.  It would be interesting to examine if and how the main issues identified in 
implementation evolve over the project lifecycle.  Linkage of this approach to national and 
regional participatory monitoring and evaluation in a results-based framework for water and 
sanitation would also likely yield significant improvements in terms of government service 
delivery, community engagement, and secure access to safe water and sanitation in the 
longer-run. 
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1.3A Main Highlights of Analysis 
A summary of the main highlights of the analysis of the lessons learned submitted during the 
project’s inception period are listed below: 
 

◦ The Project is approaching quarter 8 out of 20, so lessons learned submitted to date 
are focused on the implementation period of the project. 

◦ There is unequal representation across countries in terms of numbers of lessons 
learned submitted per quarter for evaluation; therefore, issues encountered in Tonga, 
which submitted 18% of the 125 lessons reviewed, might be weighed more heavily 
than issues encountered in Vanuatu, Marshall Islands or the Federated States of 
Micronesia, as these countries submitted only 3% of the total lessons. 

◦ In terms of overall quality of the reporting submitted, nearly half of the documents 
were found to be unsatisfactory, generally lacking the level of analysis and reflection 
required to provide lessons for improved implementation. 

◦ Over the past few quarters, there is a general trend towards diminishing quality of 
reporting for at least 5 of the countries. 

◦ Project management and capacity/performance were the areas recognized as most in 
need of improvement by the project staff completing these reports across all 
countries. 

◦ Stakeholder engagement is the area of implementation considered to be most 
successful by the project staff completing these reports across all countries. 

◦ The evaluation should be revisited periodically throughout the project, as this analysis 
reflects only the inception period and it will be interesting to see how priority issues 
and successes evolve over the project lifecycle.  

 

2. AN OVERVIEW OF PROCEDURES ESTABLISHED FOR THE INTERNAL PEER 
REVIEW OF LESSONS LEARNED REPORTING 
 
During its second meeting in 2010, the Regional Technical Advisory Group (RTAG) for the 
GEF Pacific IWRM Project approved a peer review process for the lessons learned reporting.  
This was encouraged as a means of exchanging information and promoting learning across 
the Project while simultaneously developing reporting capacity amongst in-country project 
managers to improve reporting quality. The Knowledge Sharing and Monitoring Facilitator 
designed the peer review process and associated documentation based on the RTAG’s 
decision. 
 
The first three peer reviewers were selected based upon their consistently higher reporting 
quality in comparison with the other countries based upon the reviews of the Year 2 Quarter 4 
and Year 3 Quarter 1 quarterly reports conducted by the Knowledge Sharing and Monitoring 
Facilitator. Five individual lessons were selected for review, based on which countries were 
submitting consistently poorer quality reports in comparison with the other countries, as 
determined by the same reviews mentioned above. The Year 3 Quarter 1 lessons learned 
were evaluated from each of the comparatively poorer performing countries. Particular 
lessons were selected that were considered the most appropriate for peer review based on 
two major factors: a) whether or not they could be readily edited and improved into proper 
lessons learned or case studies, and b) whether it appeared that the project manager might 
benefit from additional outside perspectives in their analysis of what happened or what could 
be improved and/or replicated.  
 
The peer review form was designed to be anonymous to encourage honest and constructive 
feedback. The first set of five lessons to be reviewed were entered into a peer review 
template, specific country details were removed to ensure anonymity, and they were then 
emailed to three selected reviewers. Reviewers were given several weeks to complete their 
analysis and reviews were sent directly to the Knowledge Sharing and Monitoring Facilitator 
in the Regional Project Coordinating Unit (RPCU) Office. The reviews were then compiled for 
each country and a summary of comments, also anonymous, were emailed to the project staff 
in the countries whose lessons were reviewed. Project staff receiving feedback were asked to 
revise their lessons and submit them with the upcoming quarter’s reporting and to take the 

 9



feedback into consideration when drawing up their next quarter’s lessons learned 
submissions. 
 
Additionally, the Knowledge Sharing and Monitoring Facilitator developed an example of a 
high quality lesson learned to serve as a model for all project staff. This model drew on the 
material submitted in previous lessons learned so that it was: (a) relevant to the work the 
project staff are familiar with, and (b) so that the reviewers might have something to work 
against throughout the process. An example of a high quality lesson learned peer review was 
also developed and both items were circulated to all project staff, along with a description of 
the process for the peer review, and a copy of the template for the peer review (these 
example documents are included in Appendices 3-5). 
 
Reflective questions were incorporated into the peer review in order to ensure that the 
exercise was also a learning process for the reviewers. The reviewers are meant to reflect on 
how their own advice, or the information in the lessons learned, can be useful for their own 
projects or programmes.  The goal of this exercise was to build capacity by showing specific 
examples of high quality products. 
 

3. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE INTRA-PROJECT SHARING OF LESSONS 
LEARNED DURING PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION 
 
At the last meeting of the project’s Regional Technical Advisory Group (RTAG) it was 
determined that high quality lessons learned would be displayed on the project website in 
order to encourage real-time sharing of lessons and experience. However, due to the 
generally low quality of lessons submitted, there are relatively few lessons submitted to date 
that are of an acceptable standard to be shared online. Additionally, there have been 
concerns raised by project staff that many of these lessons could contain sensitive data about 
mistakes made or poor performance by partners etc. There are concerns that posting this 
information online could allow it to find its way back to those persons being critiqued and have 
a deleterious affect on project implementation. Knowing that these lessons might be 
published would potentially discourage project staff from submitting certain lessons in an 
open and honest manner.  
 
Staff of the Regional Project Co-ordinating Unit (RPCU) are currently developing a ‘blog’ 
space on the Kava Bowl portion of the project’s website in order to encourage more real-time 
discussion and sharing of lessons. It is important, however, that the valuable information 
about project implementation captured in the growing lessons learned database be packaged 
in a way that is accessible to future practitioners, and more importantly, active practitioners. 
 
The Global Environment Facility’s International Waters Focal Area has developed a web-
based tool for exchanging knowledge known as IW:LEARN (International Waters: Learning 
Exchange and Research Network). The International Waters Focal Area of the GEF is aimed 
at transboundary water management and this network is designed to share implementation 
experiences to improve management. 
 
RPCU staff are working with national project staff to develop high quality case studies on a 
select few lessons submitted, with the aim of sharing this information on the GEF IW:LEARN 
site. However, the current quality of reporting will make it incredibly time consuming for the 
RPCU and national PMUs to convert many of the lessons into this polished format. If this is 
the final output format selected by the RSC, it will be likely that many of the lessons learned 
submitted will not be improved to a level that they can be shared with other practitioners; 
therefore, a considerable amount of valuable project information will effectively be lost to the 
greater IWRM community at the close of this project. 
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Conclusions 
This document provided a review of a preliminary, although comprehensive, analysis of 
inception period lessons learned reporting for the GEF Pacific IWRM Project. This preliminary 
analysis resulted in the refinement of the reporting forms to ensure capture of more 
meaningful data. Inception period reporting was analyzed and information repackaged to 
identify trends across the region. The analysis indicated that the majority of lesson learned 
reports being submitted are of a substantially lower quality than what is necessary in order for 
them to be shared with other practitioners. Lessons learned reporting is inconsistent, with 
forms frequently being submitted while incomplete, or not at all, leaving gaps in project data. 
Over the past few quarters, there is a general trend towards diminishing quality of reporting 
for many of the countries. The most obvious reporting trend is the PMU identified need for 
improved project management capacity in-country. The area where project staff felt they were 
having the most success was in stakeholder engagement.  
 
At the same time that the review and analysis were conducted, a peer review process was 
launched for the lesson learned reporting. The purpose of the peer review process was to 
improve overall reporting capacity amongst project managers to ensure that the Project is 
capturing valuable lessons about IWRM implementation. Slight modifications were made to 
the peer review process approved by the RTAG, whereby Regional Project Coordinating Unit 
staff selected the reviewers based on consistent comparatively higher performance on 
lessons learned reporting, as determined by the evaluative analysis. Countries to be reviewed 
were selected based on consistent comparatively poorer performance on lessons learned 
reporting, as determined by the evaluative analysis. The first peer review was completed and 
feedback delivered to countries in time for the following quarter’s quarterly reporting period. 
 
The RTAG had hoped to display lessons learned reporting on the Project’s website to 
encourage timely exchange of information; however, concerns have been raised from project 
staff that some of this material is sensitive and should not be displayed publically. Therefore, 
the RSC should reconsider the most appropriate next steps for exchanging information.  
 
 

4. SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE RSC 
 
This preliminary analysis of lessons learned reporting highlights several key issues which the 
RSC may wish to consider, including:   

• Procedures for the Capture of Lessons Learned – revised thematic categories and 
forms; grading criteria, and peer review process;  

• Enhancing the Relevance of Lessons Learned Reporting Amongst Water and 
Sanitation Related Stakeholders – integrating lessons learned reporting into the 
routine governance practices of National Water Committees, IWRM Project Steering 
Committees, and sub-regional coordination mechanisms; 

• Approach for the Regional and Global Sharing of Lessons Learned – 
confidentiality; linkages with other GEF initiatives, including IW:LEARN; and 
publication strategy; and 

• National and Regional Capture and Exchange of Human Resource Capacity for 
IWRM – matching capacity development with real learning needs of national/regional 
IWRM initiatives. 

 
The following provides advice and recommendations with respect to each of the above for 
consideration and decision by the RSC. The capture and sharing of lessons learned is an 
important project management tool aimed at refining IWRM practices and members are urged 
to provide the following their fullest attention. 
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4.1 PROCEDURES FOR THE CAPTURE OF LESSONS LEARNED 
 
The revised approach outlined in this document has resulted in improvements to both lessons 
learned reporting and regularity of feed-back between national IWRM staff and RPCU 
members. The peer review process has been embraced by project staff and preliminary 
results indicate improvements to lessons learned reports for the countries trialled. 
 
Recommendation 1: The RSC Endorse and Commit to the Continued Implementation of 
the Revised Process for the Capture of Lessons Learned, including Use of the Revised 
Forms, Grading Criteria, and Peer Review Process Established by the Project; 

4.2 ENHANCING THE RELEVANCE OF LESSONS LEARNED REPORTING 
AMONGST WATER AND SANITATION RELATED STAKEHOLDERS 
 
The lessons learned process should be considered central to the refinement of national 
IWRM practices, as well as for the informal sharing of examples of best practice, both at 
national and regional levels. It is likely that the effective use of “lessons” will yield significant 
improvements to government service delivery, community engagement, and efforts to secure 
access to safe water and sanitation in the longer-run. 
 
Despite this, the somewhat haphazard approach to lessons learned reporting adopted by 
national IWRM teams so far may point to a lack of importance being given to this process by 
supervisors and members of national committees. This is not surprising given the donor 
driven approach to lessons learned reporting adopted throughout the Pacific in recent 
decades. The results of the analysis outlined in this paper point to a perception of lessons 
learning reporting being an activity which is largely incremental in nature, i.e., national lead 
agencies may not recognise the national level benefits of unilateral or even multi-lateral 
investment in time spent developing and reviewing lessons.  
 
Certainly many existing members of National Committees and IWRM project teams will have 
participated in similar discussions of how to capture and use lessons learned. Whilst such 
discussions may have “ticked a box” in a project status or terminal report, it is likely these past 
efforts to capture lessons may have passed without any on-the-ground benefit of significance. 
This presents a significant barrier for the progression of this work. Any effort to convince 
national stakeholders of the benefits of lessons learned reporting and extension should 
acknowledge the past contributions of national stakeholders’ efforts in this area and provide 
some analysis of the up-take or results of their efforts.  
 
Recommendation 2: The RPCU should seek support from partner organisations and 
related projects to: (a) undertake a review of past lessons learned approaches used in 
other GEF International Waters throughout Asia-Pacific and other regions promoting 
IWRM in Small Island Developing States contexts; and (b) undertake a comparative 
assessment of the lessons learned approaches that have worked and contributed to 
improved implementation, especially in the Pacific Islands region. 
 
Recommendation 3: The RPCU should work with National Project Management Units to 
develop communications materials aimed at promoting the usefulness of lessons 
learned reporting for three key audiences: (a) community organisations and NGOs; (b) 
water resource and sanitation practitioners; and (c) members of Demonstration Project 
Committees and National Water Committees. 
 
The capture and sharing of lessons learned is also central to the replication and up-scaling of 
IWRM demonstration project activities. The direct linkage of the lessons learned approach 
adopted through this project and national initiatives for replication may assist in raising the 
relevance of lessons learning reporting and sharing amongst stakeholders. 
 
Recommendation 4: National Project Management Units should ensure that the 
lessons learned approach of the project be a key element of IWRM replication 
planning. 
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4.3   APPROACH FOR THE REGIONAL AND GLOBAL SHARING OF LESSONS 
LEARNED 
 
Confidentiality and anonymity are difficult to reconcile in Pacific Island contexts. Most island 
cultures operate on the basis of consensual decision-making following extensive 
consideration of local cultural, political, and traditional leadership norms. Whilst the countries 
may exhibit some similarities, country-specific circumstances often differ so much that it 
would be quite easy for most Pacific Islanders to easily identify the sub-region or country 
referred to in an individual lessons learned report that had been made “confidential”. The 
consensual basis to decision making also creates problems with respect to the “anonymity” of 
reports in that national level stakeholders could easily identify their collective contributions to 
the documented lesson. 
 
The request for the large number of lessons learned from each country per quarter is likely to 
increase the risk of confidentiality and anonymity issues becoming problematic. This risk is 
also likely intensified by the grading and peer reviewed process initiated over recent months. 
Although given the learning opportunities the peer review process has created via the 
feedback loops established between the reporting projects, the RPCU, and the evaluator 
(also a member of a national IWRM team) it is recommended this part of the process be 
continued and supported by national teams. It would appear, however, that the process could 
benefit from a reduction in the number of reports expected from each country per quarter in 
order that more time could be spent on preparing and reviewing higher quality lessons. 
 
The quality and time required to finalise individual lessons also points to a need to consider 
how these lessons may best be used. A simple and often requested solution from agencies 
overseeing projects is to “throw these up online” without much thought being given to the 
usefulness or relevance of the reports. Conversely, the challenge often faced by those 
involved in the coordination of national and regional level execution of activities is that 
individual lessons learned captured on a regular basis only form one part of the equation 
needed to inform actions aimed at addressing root causes of priority management issues.  
 
The RSC may therefore wish to continue the regular collation of lessons learned data as per 
Recommendation 1 above via a private area of the GEF Pacific IWRM Project Website 
accessible to Project Managers only to ensure confidentiality. It may also wish to consider the 
development of regular recommendations regarding how these lessons might be best 
compiled into higher level learning tools for consideration of the project’s RTAG and RSC on 
an annual basis. Such learning tools may include project knowledge documents which 
address the 8 “new” thematic learning areas. Linkages with the GEF supported IW:LEARN 
Project should also be explored. 
 
 
Recommendation 5: Individual Lessons Learned Reports be filed in a private area of 
the GEF Pacific IWRM Project website (www.pacific-iwrm.org) and that 
recommendations be provided to RTAG and RSC on an annual basis with respect to 
the compilation of these into Pacific IWRM Knowledge Documents or other 
publications. [May require the establishment of a Regional Knowledge Management 
Task Force] 
 
Recommendation 6: The current expectation that each national IWRM demonstration 
project produce 3-4 lessons learned reports per quarter be reduced to 1-2 reports per 
quarter. 
 

4.4 NATIONAL AND REGIONAL CAPTURE AND EXCHANGE OF HUMAN 
RESOURCE CAPACITY FOR IWRM 
 
The analysis conducted above points to a need to: (a) review the existing expertise of the 
staff preparing lessons learned reports; and to (b) analyse the key barriers to successful 
implementation of IWRM initiatives. Whilst the latter will likely be identified by the mid-term 
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evaluation of the project scheduled for September 2011, it is likely that both contribute to 
significant bias in any analysis of the lessons learned data. 
 
Recommendation 7: Conduct capacity assessment of project staff with respect to 
benchmarking their relative expertise in facilitating integrated approaches to water 
resource management in small island contexts. 
 
Recommendation 8: Regular advice be prepared for the consideration of the RTAG and 
RSC about how the lessons learned process can best assist national IWRM teams in 
overcoming national level barriers to successful IWRM implementation. 
 
As mentioned above, all participating countries possess significant project management 
capacity (albeit some latent) and experience in the local management of GEF projects. The 
capture and national and regional level transfer of existing expertise, plus that developed 
through GEF Pacific IWRM Project, represents a significant opportunity and challenge for this 
and other investments of the GEF in the Pacific. 
 
Recommendation 9: Develop a project initiative to identify mechanisms for the capture 
and exchange of human resource capacity for IWRM in small island contexts. 
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Appendix 1: Lessons Learned Template Revised July 2011 
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Appendix 2: Lessons Learned Trends Analysis – Additional Figures 
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Figure 5: Number of lessons highlighting success stories for wastewater management 
and sanitation demonstration projects 
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Figure 6: Number of lessons highlighting success stories for watershed management 
demonstration projects 
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Water Resource Assessment and Protection Demonstration Project's Success Rate
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Figure 7: Number of lessons highlighting success stories for water resource 
assessment and protection demonstration projects 
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Figure 8: Number of lessons highlighting success stories for water use efficiency 
demonstration projects 
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Regional Successful Lessons by Theme
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Figure 9: Number of lessons learned highlighting success stories by theme and region 
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Figure 10: Number of lessons learned highlighting areas identified as in need of 
improvement by theme and region 
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Appendix 3: High Quality Lesson Learned Example 
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Appendix 4: Template for Anonymous Peer Review Process 
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Appendix 5: High Quality Lesson Learned Peer Review Example 
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