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Summary 
This document contains: 1) an analysis of lessons learned throughout the GEF Pacific IWRM Project; 
2) a review of Mid-Term Reports’ lessons learned identification and replication strategy components; 
3) discussion of how capturing lessons learned through implementation informs replication strategy 
development; 4) an Evaluation Criteria & Self-Assessment Checklist for Replication Plan 
Development; and 3) recommendations for the improved and continued capture of lessons learned as 
well as suggested ways forward for replication planning. The RSC is invited to agree on the next 
steps for capturing lessons learned and developing replication strategies and plans.  
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Lessons Learned to Project Mid-Term and Opportunities for Replication and 
Scaling-up IWRM in Pacific Island Countries 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Replication, scaling-up, and mainstreaming are key elements of the logical framework matrix 
(logframe) developed for the GEF Pacific IWRM Project. A key target of the overall project logframe 
is:  

“1.2 Best IWRM and WUE approaches mainstreamed into national and regional planning 
frameworks by end of project facilitated by national IWRM APEX bodies, Project Steering 
Committee, Pacific Partnership, and PCU by month 60” 

 
The project logframe highlights seven categories of activities that would involve replication and 
scaling-up: 

1. Incorporation of IWRM Principles into National and Regional Policy and Planning  
2. Applying Lessons from IWRM Demonstrations to Enhance Water Resource Management  
3. Incorporating Climate Concerns into Water Resource Management  
4. Incorporating Gender Concerns into Water Resource Management  
5. Incorporating Land Management Initiatives into Water Resource Management  
6. Incorporating Disaster Mitigation Concerns into Water Resource Management  
7. Rolling Project Level Indicators up into Higher Level Indicators  

 
This document addresses category 2 (Applying lesson from IWRM Demonstrations to Enhance Water 
Resource Management) in detail; replication strategies and replication plans developed from the 
identification of these lessons learned should incorporate and address each of the other categories. 
The replication expectations of the project involve the capture of lessons learned from the 
demonstration projects for application elsewhere. Scaling-up indicates that results of demonstration 
projects will be used in the design and implementation of National IWRM Plans.  
 
At the 3rd meeting of the Pacific IWRM Project’s Regional Steering Committee, the Committee and 
GEF IWRM RPCU staff discussed the need to develop replication and scaling-up plans.  The group 
worked through definitions of what those terms might mean for IWRM projects; the agreed upon 
definitions are included as Annex 1 to this document.   
 
ASSESSMENT OF LESSONS LEARNED REPORTING AND REVIEW OF SCALING-UP 
STRATEGY DEVELOPMENT 
 
1. ASSESSMENT OF LESSONS LEARNED REPORTING 
 
1.1 BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT TO LESSONS LEARNED REPORTING 
 
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; one component of those reports emphasizes the 
capture of lessons learned throughout the quarter.  
 
This document contains an audit and review of lessons learned reporting through 2nd Quarter 2012. 
This audit includes an evaluation of the changes made to the reporting process after the previous 
audit conducted in July 2011. At the 3rd Regional Steering Committee meeting, the Committee made 
changes in the data collection process for lessons learned in order to streamline data collection and 
analysis. The reporting template was revised to highlight more important information and the number 
of lessons required per quarter was lowered from 2-4 to 1-2; that way, more time and attention could 
be spent on producing higher quality reports that can be shared with the greater IWRM community.  
 
Prior to the 3rd Regional Steering Committee meeting (RSC), each country participating in the GEF 
Pacific IWRM Project effectively submitted 2-4 lessons learned per quarter; since the 3rd RSC, each 
participating country submits 1-2 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 
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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. This audit 
is a continuation of the mid-project evaluation and builds upon that analysis by incorporating all 
lessons learned data reported through July 2012. 
 

1.2 LESSONS LEARNED EVALUATION – APPROACH AND DESIGN  
After input from the Regional Steering Committee at their 3rd Annual Meeting in the Cook Islands, July 
2011, the lessons learned reporting template was adjusted, as were the criteria used to evaluate the 
reports. It should be noted that this could have an impact on the trends analysis in terms of grades 
changing/improving over time. However, the minimal impact the change in grading structure might 
have on the overall trends was deemed secondary to the need to fairly evaluate each lessons learned 
report based on the new components.  At the 3rd Regional Steering Committee of the Pacific IWRM 
Project, it was confirmed by the Committee that the primary goal of reporting on lessons learned was 
to produce 1-2 high quality pieces per country per quarter that clearly capture translatable lessons 
that can be shared both within the country programs and with the IWRM community at large. The 
adjustments made to the reporting template after that meeting were designed to better capture that 
information in a format that is easily translated into something publishable. The most current lessons 
learned reporting template is included in this document as Annex 2. Therefore, the lessons learned 
reports collected in the 4 quarters between the 3rd RSC Meeting in July 2011 and the 4th RSC Meeting 
in July 2012 were evaluated based on a slightly modified set of criteria selected with the end goal of 
producing publishable reports in mind. 

 
Lessons Learned reports submitted from Inception thru the 3rd Regional Steering Committee Meeting 
in July 2011 were audited using the following criteria: 

• 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? 
 
Using a Lessons Learned Grading Criteria Table and Marking Sheet (Table 1 below) developed for 
this process (see Table 2), each lesson learned report was then given a mark for each category 
(column) out of a possible total number of points (5th 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. The numbers of 
points were totalled out of 100 and then an equivalency scale was used to assign the final grade. 
 
Table 1. Lessons Learned Grading Criteria Table (Inception through RSC3/July 2011) 

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:  
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Total Scores were then translated to grades according to this equivalency scale: 
90 – 100 = Excellent (Needs little to no improvement) 
80 – 89 = Good (Needs only some improvement) 
70 – 79 = Fair (Needs substantial improvement) 
60 – 69 = Poor (Needs significant improvement) 
0 – 59 = Unsatisfactory (Needs significant improvement) 
 
Lessons Learned reports submitted after the 3rd Regional Steering Committee Meeting in July 2011 
through the 4th Regional Steering Committee Meeting were audited using the following, slightly 
modified, criteria (additions/changes highlighted in bold): 
 

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

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

• Are the appropriate keywords selected that describe this lesson? 
• Is the lesson that was learned clearly identified? 
• Is there enough background/description of the issue or event so that an outside reader 

has enough information to comprehend the lesson? 
• Are the expected and actual outcomes adequately described and is there sufficient 

explanation as to how they were different or the same and WHY? 
• Is there adequate reflection on what the Project Management Unit (PMU) should do differently 

or repeat in the future? Have all of the realistic options been presented?  Have they 
acknowledged mistakes and created a recipe for success with recommendations for the 
future? Does this identify the root causes of WHY things went wrong (or right)? 

• Is there adequate, translatable advice for other IWRM practitioners to follow? 
• Overall, is there sufficient, high quality data in their lesson so that it is accessible and useful to 

other IWRM practitioners? Were the word count guidelines adhered to?  Is the end-
product comprehensible? 

 

The Lessons Learned Grading Criteria Table and Marking Sheet was modified after the 3rd Regional 
Steering Committee (see Table 3). Each lesson learned report was given a mark for each category 
(column) out of a possible total number of points (5th 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. The numbers of 
points were totalled out of 100 and then an equivalency scale was used to assign the final grade. 
 
 
Table 2: Lessons learned grading criteria and marking sheet (Post RSC3, July 2011-2012) 
 
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:  
 

GGGrrreeeyyy   BBBoooxxxeeesss   tttooo   bbbeee   cccooommmpppllleeettteeeddd   bbbyyy   GGGEEEFFF   PPPCCCUUU OOOffffff iiiccceee SSStttaaaffffff  OOOnnnlllyyy:::  
Lessons Learned Review and Audit: GEF IWRM 
File Name: 
Year/Quarter Submitted (YYYY/Q#): Success (Y/N): Needs Improvement (Y/N): 

LLLeeessssssooonnn   LLLeeeaaarrrnnneeeddd    EEEvvvaaa llluuuaaattt iii ooonnn   CCCrrr iii ttt eeerrr iii aaa    (((PPPrrrooojjjeeeccc ttt    SSStttaaa fff fff    –––    ppp llleeeaaassseee    kkkeeeeeeppp    ttthhheeessseee    iii nnn   mmmiiinnnddd   www hhheeennn   cccooommmppplll eeettt iiinnnggg   ttthhheee    fffooorrrmmm)))    
Themes    
Correctly 
Selected 

Success 
/ Failure 
Properly 
Selected 

Appropriate 
Keywords 
Selected 

Lesson 
Clearly 

Identified 

Issue/Event 
Clearly 

Described 

Expected 
Outcome 
Adequatel

y 
Described 

Actual 
Outcome 
Adequatel

y 
Described 

PMU Next 
Time  

Adequatel
y 

Completed 

Others 
Next Time 
Adequatel

y 
Completed 

Overall 
Quality 
/ Effort 

/5 /5 /5 /15 /10 /10 /10 /15 /15 /(+/-)10 

Total Score (/100): 

Equivalency Grade: 
Comments: 
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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 Needs 
Improvement. It was recommended that unsatisfactory lessons should be revised. Lessons with 
grades between 70 -79 were marked as Average. Anything with a grade above 80 was marked as 
Good. 

1.3 ANALYSIS OF TRENDS FROM LESSONS LEARNED REPORTING DATA  
A total of 125 lessons learned reports were reviewed over the first seven quarters of the project (Q3 
2009 through Q1 2011). Each lesson was evaluated according to the criteria listed above in Table 1. 
Results were recorded in separate MS Word documents to be submitted back to the in-country project 
staff for review and consideration. The data was also compiled into an MS Excel spreadsheet and 
analyzed to find trends in reporting data. An additional 50 lessons learned reports were submitted 
between RSC 3 and RSC 4 from July 2011 through July 2012. Of these, 39 were reviewed and 
analyzed and this information was incorporated into an expanded review and audit that encompasses 
all lessons learned reports submitted to-date (end Q2 2012). The information is represented here 
graphically to show the trends in data gathered through end Q2 2012. The 11 lessons that were not 
included in the evaluation were discarded because they were incomplete or needed special 
consideration and discussion with the Project Management Units. 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. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1: Percent of lessons learned submitted by country  
 
Figure 1 shows the percentage of lessons learned submitted by each country; of the 164 lessons that 
were evaluated, 17% were submitted by Tonga and 15% by Fiji versus 3% submitted by FSM, 2% by 
Vanuatu, 4% by Cook Islands, and 5% by Nauru 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 or Fiji could be overrepresented in 
comparison with issues in FSM, Vanuatu, RMI or other countries; however, there was no way to 
account for this discrepancy. 
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Figure 2: Quality of lessons learned submitted  
 
Figure 2 shows the overall quality of lessons learned reporting. 46% of the lessons learned submitted 
scored a total of 69 points or less out of a possible 100 points, indicating that they need significant 
improvement before they can be shared or published.  23% of the lessons received average or 
satisfactory scores between 70 and 79 points and 31% received 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). Nearly half of the reports need significant 
improvement, which will make it difficult to develop them into case studies that can be shared with the 
IWRM community.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 3: Percent of lessons learned reports highlighting success stories vs. the need for 
improvement  
 
Figure 3 shows the percent of lessons learned reports documenting a success story versus the need 
for improvement. This might indicate that the PMUs are struggling with the realities of implementing 
pilot water management projects, or it might merely be a result of the way the lessons learned 
reporting template was designed.  The template is designed to draw out recipes for success, so might 
inadvertently overemphasize areas that need improvement. Documenting lessons learned has been a 
learning experience in itself for PMUs, so perhaps this might also be a reflection of the capacity of the 
PMUs to report on lessons learned – it might be easier for the PMUs to think critically and self-reflect 
about what went wrong rather than what worked well.  It could also be a result of a cultural tendency 
by Pacific Islanders to be modest and not overemphasize their own achievements.   
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Figure 4: Lessons Learned by Theme 
 
Figure 4 shows the percentage breakdown of each category of lesson learned.  The majority of 
lessons submitted were about stakeholder engagement and project management, followed by 
capacity/performance and coordination/integration. This could be a reflection of the most immediate 
issues the PMUs had to tackle during implementation.  From the first audit in 2011, it was clear that 
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 might be expected that 
focus of the lessons 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.  
 
Figure 5 on the following page compares the main themes of lessons learned across the 1st, 2nd, and 
3rd years of implementation. Figure 5 shows a steady increase in the number of lessons learned about 
coordination/integration.  The review of the lessons learned reports indicates that trend references the 
PMUs increasing awareness of the importance of collaborating with partners and the increasing 
difficulty they are facing keeping these partnering agencies engaged and motivated by the third year 
of the collaboration. Technical issues appear to have peaked in the first year, but are on the decline 
again by the third year, largely the result of the hire of outside expertise.  Stakeholder Engagement 
and Project Management have consistently been issues throughout the project; Project Management 
issues saw a reprise in the 3rd year surrounding the project audits. Stakeholder Management issues 
have moved generally from successful engagement and collaboration in the early stages to finding 
creative ways to keep their stakeholders engaged and motivated by year 3. 
 
It was originally anticipated that the initial focus on project management issues might lessen as the 
projects evolved and the capacity of the PMUs matured, shifting focus to more complex socio-cultural 
or political challenges.  However, it is quickly becoming apparent that each phase of the project 
presents different project management issues, all of which might be considered learning experiences 
for the PMUs.  Additionally, the lessons learned reporting itself is a newly learned reporting technique, 
so this emphasis on Project Management and Stakeholder Engagement could readily be a reflection 
of the way the PMUs are most comfortable and adept at presenting their reports.  
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Figure 5. Change in Percentage of Lessons Learned by Theme Over Time 
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Figure 6. Trend in the Number of Lessons Learned Submitted Over Time 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7. Trend in the Quality of Lessons Learned Submitted Over Time 
 
Figures 6 and 7 above show the overall trend in the quantity of lessons reported over time, as well as 
the overall quality of lessons learned reporting.  After the decision to reduce reporting requirements at 
the 3rd Regional Steering Committee Meeting in July 2011, a decline in the quantity of lessons learned 
reporting would be expected; however, the trend line shows the decline in participation commencing 
much earlier and is also reflective of the low participation rate by countries even after the reduced 
reporting requirements. After the decision to reduce reporting requirements, participation by countries 
was markedly low, many submitting only one report per year. It was anticipated that the year would 
generate 40-80 high quality reports with representation from all countries.  Instead, 47 reports were 
received and of those 47 reports, 23 used an older reporting template than the one approved at the 
RSC that had been designed to highlight the most pertinent information for replicaiton.  Nearly half of 
the times that the countries that participate most frequently submitted reports, they ignored the 
adjustment in reporting requirements and submitted 3-4 reports each time. Several of the other 
countries slowed or stopped reporting altogether.  This might be a reflecting on the lack of support 
and follow up, as the GEF RPCU was unable to retain the Knowledge Sharing and Monitoring 
Facilitator in the year following the 3rd Regional Steering Committee meeting so the countries received 
no feedback or follow up on their reporting. 
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Figure 8 below shows the average improvement in scores for each evaluation category on the lessons learned reporting when PMUs submitted reports using 
the most up-to-date reporting template. This analysis includes only the 39 reports evaluated since the 3rd Regional Steering Committee meeting. PMUs not 
using the newer reporting template were less likely to clearly articulate what exactly the lesson was that they learned and how others might learn from their 
experiences.  Conceptually, these areas have been the most challenging for the PMUs to capture through their lessons learned reporting, but also the most 
important areas to highlight should the Pacific IWRM Project wish to share its lessons learned with the greater IWRM community.  Of the 39 reports 
evaluated, only a few countries submitted the bulk of these reports; for example, Fiji submitted a disproportionate amount of reports comparatively in the year 
between July 2011 and July 2012.  Fiji has consistently scored higher on lessons learned reporting than other countries from the beginning; regardless of the 
template used, the PMU in Fiji has been consistent in articulating the lesson learned and how others can benefit from this knowledge. This improvement in 
scores might be influenced by the fact that Fiji, a high scoring reporter, contributed a disproportionately higher number of reports to this analysis.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 8. Average Improvement in Scores Using Correct Template (by evaluation category) 
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1.4 MAIN HIGHLIGHTS OF LESSONS LEARNED ANALYSIS  
The main highlights of the analysis of the lessons learned reporting are listed below:  
 

 The level of participation in lessons learned reporting is inconsistent across the countries; 
therefore, issues encountered in countries that report more frequently might be weighed more 
heavily than issues encountered other countries.  

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

 There is a general trend towards diminishing quantity and quality of reporting regardless of 
the decision by Regional Steering Committee to reduce reporting requirements at their 3rd 
Annual Meeting. 

 Lessons learned reported using the most current template generally scored higher in key 
areas than those not in the proper reporting format. 

 Project management and stakeholder engagement were the most frequent lessons learned 
reporting themes; over time the expectation that project management lessons would subside 
has not been realize, though there has been an increase in lessons about coordination with 
partnering agencies. 

 
This evaluation should be revisited periodically throughout the project, as it will be interesting to see 
how priority issues and reporting capacity evolve over the project lifecycle. This 2012 review reaffirms 
that use of the refined reporting forms is ideal in highlighting meaningful experiences to share with the 
greater IWRM community through incorporation in replication planning. 
 
2. CAPTURING LESSONS LEARNED TO GUIDE THE REPLICATION AND SCALING-UP OF 
IWRM IN PACIFIC ISLAND COUNTIRES 
 
The primary reason for capturing lessons learned in IWRM project implementation is to create a 
framework for replication through shared learning. As demonstration projects are implemented, 
practitioners learn about what works well and what does not; they inevitably encounter issues with 
implementation and readily develop creative solutions. These lessons should be captured through 
“lessons learned” reporting so that valuable experience can be passed along to others – that way 
future projects do not have to make the same mistakes a second time, but instead can employ tried 
and true techniques. Towards the end of a project, managers can take a look back and identify key 
things they learned along the way that would benefit other practitioners – key learnings can be 
compiled into a list of best practice suggestions for repeating their successes, also known as 
replication strategies. If practitioners want to not only repeat the work, but implement it at a broader 
scale (i.e. going from village level implementation to island or nation-wide), they would frame this 
information as a scaling-up strategy.  Replication and scaling up strategies are then brought together 
in a document with more detailed background information about the project’s successes, which 
eventually becomes a replication plan. These replication plans are used to guide implementation of 
IWRM projects to more efficiently achieve project goals. Figure 9 below shows the cyclic relationship 
whereby incorporating lessons learned from implementation into replication plans can inform both 
current and future IWRM projects. 
 
 

 11



 
 
 
Figure 9. Links between replication planning and IWRM implementation 
 
At the 3rd Regional Steering Committee Meeting the GEF IWRM RPCU introduced a Replication and 
Scaling-up Toolkit.  Following that meeting, IWRM Planning Workshops were held in Nadi, Fiji and 
Koror, Palau in September 2011 to continue work on planning for replication. As part of their Mid-
Term Project Reports, the countries were asked to identify key lessons learned for replication and to 
draft a preliminary Replication Strategy in the form of a matrix.  These documents will be further 
developed into complete Replication and Scaling-up Plans beginning at the 4th Regional Steering 
Committee meeting to be held in Nadi, Fiji in July 2012. 
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3. REVIEW OF STATUS OF DEVELOPMENT OF REPLICATION & SCALING-UP 
STRATEGIES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 10. Status of Identification of Lessons Learned for Replication & Development of 
Replication Matrix 
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Figure 10 summarizes the review conducted by the Knowledge Sharing & Monitoring Facilitator of two 
sections of the Mid-Term Reports:  
 

 Capturing Lessons Learned for Replication & Scaling-up of IWRM Best Practice & 
 Annex 8: Replication & Scaling-up Strategy 

 
Several countries were missing reports entirely, including: Nauru, FSM, Vanuatu, Solomon Islands, & 
Cook Islands. Several other countries had prepared only one part of the required task.  Sections of 
Niue’s, Tuvalu’s, & RMI’s reports were exemplary (highlighted in yellow), and have been included as 
Annexes 3, 4, & 5 to this document for reference. Conceptually, Palau identified good lessons learned 
to be considered for replication, however the links between those lessons and the replication strategy 
need to be made stronger, and the strategy itself needs more detail and consideration. Tonga, too, 
made strong connections to lessons learned but links need to be more clearly defined between those 
lessons and the replication strategy, which itself needs updating and more detail.  RMI completed 
their Replication & Scaling-up Strategy Matrix, and although parts should be updated and more detail 
added, it is overall an excellent template for other countries to use.  It should be noted that Fiji’s 
Replication & Scaling-up Strategy Matrix was also exemplary, though will need to be updated as well.  
Tuvalu did an excellent job of identifying lessons learned and linking those with the idea of a 
replication plan.  Niue had already produced an example replication plan for the Village Water 
Management Plans it had created in Alofi North and South at the request of other Village 
Chairpersons who had learned of the IWRM project’s successes in country.  This Replication Plan 
includes a detailed, costed strategy, with associated timeframes and even a SWOT analysis 
prioritizing remaining villages for the plan development. Tuvalu’s Lessons Learned Identification, 
RMI’s matrix, and Niue’s Replication Plan are included in this document as Annexes 3, 4, and 5 for 
reference. 
 
It is recommended that all countries revisit their Replication Strategy Matrix and update it, by first 
identifying key lessons learned for each theme throughout the project’s implementation and then 
linking those lessons directly with replication strategies. The work from Tuvalu, RMI, and Niue 
(Annexes 3, 4, & 5) should be used as a guideline.  
 
3.1 DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIA FOR THE SELF-ASSESSMENT OF REPLICATION AND 
SCALING-UP STRATEGIES AND PLANS 
 
In order to assist the PMUs in more fully developing their Replication and Scaling-Up Strategies and 
Plans, a list of criteria for self-assessment in the form of a short checklist will be presented.  This is 
meant to help guide the PMUs as they revise and expand upon the preliminary plans drafted for the 
3rd Regional Steering Committee (RSC 3) Meeting.  A copy of the Replication and Scaling-up Toolkit 
for IWRM in Pacific Island Countries, which was prepared for RSC 3 is included here as Annex 6 and 
is meant to be used as a guide throughout the development process. 
 
Of primary importance in developing these replication plans is the overall quality and level of reflection 
about how lessons learned through project implementation can be incorporated into replication 
planning or scaled-up to a regional, national or even international level.  This requires a clear 
understanding of the concept of lessons learned, a significant level of familiarity with the major 
lessons learned through the project’s implementation, and the ability to translate that into a strategy 
and plan for moving forward. The lessons learned reporting templates have been designed with the 
aim of capturing this important information and encouraging that reflection process. In addition to 
evaluating these plans for the overall quality and reflection on linking lessons learned with replication 
strategy development, they will also be evaluated for their level of completeness and written quality, 
as well as on a component-by-component basis.  Lessons should be identified for each thematic area 
and the checklist in Figure 11 should be utilised throughout the development process to ensure 
completeness of the plan. 
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Figure 11. Checklist for Self-Assessment in the development of Replication Plans 
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By using the checklist in Figure 11, countries can be assured they are expending the most effort on 
the more meaningful sections of the report (those with higher scoring) and can check the list as they 
incorporate each component. 

 

4. CONCLUSIONS  
A preliminary analysis of lessons learned from the GEF Pacific IWRM Project conducted in 2011 
resulted in the refinement of the reporting forms to ensure capture of more meaningful data. This 
2012 review reaffirms that use of the refined reporting forms is ideal in highlighting meaningful 
experiences to share with the greater IWRM community through incorporation in replication planning. 
All lessons learned reporting to-date (July 2012) was analyzed to identify trends across the region. 
The analysis indicated that the majority of lesson learned reports being submitted need significant 
improvement in order to be shared with other practitioners, with an overall trend towards diminishing 
quality. Lessons learned reporting is inconsistent across countries; many lessons are submitted using 
outdated reporting templates, leaving large gaps in project data. Over time, project management and 
stakeholder engagement have been the areas of greatest learning reported, with learnings about 
coordination with other agencies increasing in frequency as the project progresses.  
 
At the 3rd Regional Steering Committee (RSC) Meeting in July 2011, a peer review process was 
launched for the lessons learned reporting, designed to improve overall reporting capacity amongst 
project managers. However, the GEF IWRM Project was unable to retain the Knowledge Sharing and 
Monitoring Facilitator in the year between the 3rd and 4th Regional Steering Committee meetings, so 
this peer review process was not fully implemented and the countries did not receive programmatic 
support or feedback on lessons learned reporting.  However, the countries and project staff recognize 
the importance of capturing lessons learned for replication planning. At the 3rd Regional Steering 
Committee Meeting in July 2011, the Committee discussed and agreed upon definitions for replication 
terminology (Annex 1) and emphasized the importance of identifying lessons learned for replication.  
 
As part of the Mid-Term Reporting process, the countries were asked to identify key lessons learned 
for replication and develop draft matrices of replication strategies. These were meant to be developed 
fully into replication plans around the 4th Regional Steering Committee Meeting in July 2012. A brief 
audit of the lesson identification and replication strategy matrices showed that the majority of 
countries need to spend a significant amount of additional resources in preparation of these 
documents. To aid in this discussion, several important documents are included as annexes to this 
report:  
Annex 1. Agreed upon definitions of replication terminology; 
Annex 2. Current lessons learned template; 
Annex 3. Tuvalu’s exemplary work in identifying key lessons learned for replication; 
Annex 4. RMI’s exemplary replication strategy matrix; 
Annex 5. Niue’s model replication plan for village water management planning; & 
Annex 6. the Replication & Scaling-Up Toolkit that was distributed at the 3rd RSC Meeting. 

 

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

1. Retaining programmatic support at the RPCU level for lessons learned capture and 
refinement.  The review of lessons learned reports indicates that many of the countries would 
clearly benefit from ongoing support for this aspect of reporting. 

2. Each country to produce a minimum of one publishable lesson learned within the calendar 
year. 

3. Emphasis on renewed participation and adherence to RSC3 guidelines for reporting: only 1-2 
lessons per country, but all countries MUST participate and use latest reporting template).  

4. Every lesson learned submitted from each country since inception has been graded with 
extensive feedback written for each document. Would countries benefit from looking at 
individual write-ups summarizing their particular areas of strength/weakness and suggestions 
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for improvement and from receiving copies of their individual lessons learned with grades and 
feedback?  If so, someone would have to review comments by country and compile a brief 
overview for each - all documents have already been graded. 

5. Analysis of lessons learned should be conducted annually to identify trends in data. 
6. All new lessons should be evaluated and feedback given to countries along with an 

opportunity for revision.  Additionally, each new lesson should be incorporated into the Excel 
spreadsheet database for lessons learned. 

 
5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REPLICATION PLANNING 

7. Draft replication plans will be due by 30th November 2012. 
8. It is recommended that all countries revisit their Replication Strategy Matrix and update it by: 

a.  first identifying key lessons learned for each theme throughout the project’s 
implementation, and then  

b. linking those lessons directly with replication strategies. The work from Tuvalu, RMI, 
and Niue (Annexes 3, 4, & 5) should be used as a guideline.  

9. The RSC should reapprove the Replication & Scaling-up Toolkit as the preferred method for 
developing Replication Plans.  The checklist in Figure 11 should be utilized as an aid in 
developing those plan and ensuring their completeness. 

10. The RSC should consider different avenues for sharing the replication plans within the 
project, regionally, within GEF, and with the global IWRM community. 

 



ANNEX 1. DEFINITIONS OF REPLICATION TERMINIOLOGY AS APPLIES TO GEF IWRM PROJECTS 
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GEF‐PACIFIC IWRM PROJECT 

LESSONS LEARNED 
ANNEX 2. CURRENT LESSONS LEARNED REPORTING TEMPLATE
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GEF‐PACIFIC IWRM PROJECT 

LESSONS LEARNED 
Purpose 
The national GEF-IWRM demonstrations are piloting the IWRM approach throughout the Pacific.  One 
purpose of a pilot is to learn lessons about what works well and what does not work so well.  Lessons 
can be successes for repeating or issues for improving.  They can be about processes (how things 
were done) or products (outputs).  By analysing our experiences and documenting these lessons, 
other IWRM practitioners can learn from our experiences, build on our successes, and (hopefully) 
avoid the difficulties that we had.  Replication of the IWRM approach in other districts, regions or 
country-wide will then start from a stronger base. 
 

Process 
Think about lessons learned during the quarter about IWRM implementation that can help other 
practitioners.  This lesson could be: 

**A successful implementation experience  
**Something that did not work so well and where planning or actions would need improvement if the 

same activity was approached a second time 
For each lesson, analyse what contributed to the success or the lack of success.  Make clear 
recommendations for the steps that others should follow to repeat the success or to improve 
upon the outcome. 

** Select one Main Theme and one Sub Theme from the lists provided or enter your own theme in 
the space provided. A description of each of the 8 identified themes has been provided below for 
clarification. 

** Enter the Year and Quarter Submitted and Select whether the Lesson you are presenting is a  
     success story or one that needs improvement.  
** Select up to 5 keywords from the list or enter your own in the space provided. 
** Describe, in detail, the lesson learned, the issue/event, and the expected outcome vs actual 

outcome.   
** Analyse what the PMU could have done differently to correct the situation, or what they did  
     successfully to ensure the positive outcome.   
** Provide recommendations and advice for other IWRM practitioners unfamiliar with this project. 

 

Major Themes 
CAPAPCITY/PERFORMANCE 
Human capacity in terms of ability, availability, technical knowledge (training required), or willingness 
to perform required tasks; Performance in terms of attendance, active participation, and delivering on 
commitments 
 

COOPERATION/INTEGRATION 
Willingness or ability of agencies, people, organizations, and communities to work together across 
sectors, to coordinate their actions and activities, to collaborate, and to share knowledge freely 
 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
Management and oversight of administrative tasks, project staff, building partnerships, leading project 
tasks, scheduling, budgeting, reporting, communicating, etc 
 

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT 
Engagement with all relevant stakeholders from Community to Cabinet (including minority and 
marginalized groups, all levels of government, NGOs, business, agriculture, etc), raising awareness, 
generating project support and buy-in, active and equitable participation 
 

TECHNICAL  
Availability of technical expertise to complete construction, scientific surveys, IT support, graphics and 
multimedia advertisement etc as necessary 
 

POLITICAL 
Political constraints that either enhance or limit project functions  
 

SOCIO-CULTURAL 
Traditional customs/behaviours that impact the project, i.e., equal participation/representation across 
genders, taboos, ideas about sanitation and hygiene, traditional land ownerships rights, tribal histories, 
etc.  
 

COMMUNICATIONS 
Sharing information freely in the appropriate languages and formats so that it is accessible to and 
understood by intended audience, effective communication with partners, staff, project team, RPCU  
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GEF‐PACIFIC IWRM PROJECT 

LESSONS LEARNED 
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Country: _______________________   Prepared by: _______________________ 
Year: _______________________        Quarter: _______________________ 
 
Main Theme:  Select 1 theme by double-clicking on box to the left of the appropriate theme 
name - 

Under default value select “Checked” 
 

 Capacity / Performance 
  Coordination / Integration 
  Project Management  
  Stakeholder Engagement 

  Technical 
  Political 
  Socio – Cultural 
  Communications 

Other: (if other, enter your own Main Theme here) _______________________ 
 

Sub Theme:  
 Capacity / Performance 
  Coordination / Integration 
  Project Management  
  Stakeholder Engagement 

  Technical 
  Political 
  Socio – Cultural 
  Communications 

Other: (if other, enter your own Sub Theme here) _______________________ 
 
Recipe for Success or What to Avoid?: Select whether this lesson tells about something that went 
well or whether this is a lesson about something that went wrong, differently than expected, or just 
didn’t work, and the course of action to ensure a better outcome. Then, if necessary, explain the 
reasoning behind your decision. 
Success Story: Y/N   Needs Improvement? Y/N 
(Optional): Why: ____________________________________________________________  
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

GGGrrreeeyyy   BBBoooxxxeeesss   tttooo   bbbeee   cccooommmpppllleeettteeeddd   bbbyyy   GGGEEEFFF   PPPCCCUUU   OOOffffff iiiccceee   SSStttaaaffffff    OOOnnnlllyyy:::  
Lessons Learned Review and Audit: GEF IWRM 
File Name: 
Year/Quarter Submitted (YYYY/Q#): 2012 
Q1 

Success (Y/N): Y Needs Improvement (Y/N): 
N 

LLLeeessssssooonnn   LLLeeeaaarrrnnneeeddd    EEEvvvaaa llluuuaaattt iii ooonnn   CCCrrr iiittt eeerrr iii aaa    (((PPPrrrooojjjeeeccc ttt    SSStttaaa fff fff    –––    ppp llleeeaaassseee    kkkeeeeeeppp    ttthhheeessseee    iii nnn   mmmiiinnnddd   www hhheeennn   cccooommmppplll eeettt iiinnnggg   ttthhheee    fffooorrrmmm)))    
Themes    
Correctly 
Selected 

Success 
/ Failure 
Properly 
Selected 

Appropriate 
Keywords 
Selected 

Lesson 
Clearly 

Identified 

Issue/Event 
Clearly 

Described 

Expected 
Outcome 
Adequatel

y 
Described 

Actual 
Outcome 
Adequatel

y 
Described 

PMU Next 
Time  

Adequatel
y 

Completed 

Others 
Next Time 
Adequatel

y 
Completed 

Overall 
Quality 
/ Effort 

/5 /5 /5 /15 /10 /10 /10 /15 /15 /(+/-)10 

Total Score (/100): 
Equivalency Grade: 
Comments:  

 

Keywords:  Select up to five (5) keywords by double-clicking on box to the left of the word - 
Under default value select “Checked” 

 
 Adaptability 
 Awareness Raising 
 Capacity Building 
 Collaboration 
 Communication 
 Community Consultation/ 

Engagement/   
      Participation 

 Coordination 
 Cultural traditions 
 Event (Workshop/ Survey/  

      WorldWaterDay/ Exhibition) 
 
 
 
 
 

 Funding 

 Gender 
 Human Capacity 
 Incentives 
 Information/ Knowledge  

     (Sharing/Access/Management) 
 Integration 
 Leadership 
 Monitoring/Evaluation 
 Ownership 
 Participation 
 Partnership 

 
 
 
 
 

 Performance 
 Planning/Scheduling 

 Project Management 
 Recruitment 
 Reporting (Logframes etc) 
 Stakeholder Engagement 
 Steering Committee 
 Technical Expertise 
 Time Management 
 Traditional Governance 
 Transparency 



 

 
Other: (if other, enter your own keyword(s) here) _______________________ 
NOTE: Word ranges are estimates.  Feel free to write more, but try not to write much less. 
Lesson Learned: (about 20-30 words) Ask yourself: What is the lesson that I learned through my 
implementation efforts? Answer that question in one summary line here.  
 
 
 
Issue/Event: (about 75 words) Provide a description and background information about the issue or 
event that you will be analysing.  What is the IWRM project aiming to do and how is this event 
important to the overall implementation of the IWRM project?  What was the purpose of the event (in 
the context of the project)? Be careful to avoid using abbreviations for the benefit of those unfamiliar 
with the project and local organizations. Remember that others reading this might not know much 
about the particular project you are working on. 
 
 
 
Expected Outcome: (about 100 words) Explain what you expected or hoped would happen. WHY 
did you expect things to work out that way? What evidence, knowledge or experience do you have 
that lead you to believe this was the expected outcome? 
 
 
 
Actual Outcome: (about 150 words) Explain what actually happened, giving details about HOW and 
WHY things happened the way they did.  If applicable, explain HOW and WHY the actual outcome 
differed from what you expected or hoped would happen.  
 
 
 
 
What PMU would do next time [to repeat the success or improve on the outcome]?  Decide 
which scenario (A/Success or B/Needs Improvement) most accurately represents what 
happened and then respond to the associated instructions/questions. (about 200 words) 
Scenario A/Success: Everything happened according to plan.  Explain what the key factors were in 
achieving the success (actions/components/steps/people/events etc).  What efforts did the PMU (or 
others) make to achieve this goal? What worked so well and WHY? What specific steps would you 
take to repeat this success in the future? 
In retrospect, was there any alternative method that might have worked better?  If yes, what would 
have been different or improved and what would you have to have changed? 
 
Scenario B/Needs Improvement: Things did not turn out as expected.  Think of the root causes of 
WHY things went wrong and then list of all of the things that the PMU could have done, in retrospect, 
to avoid these mistakes.  The key to this exercise is identifying the root causes of WHY things went 
wrong to make sure your suggestions get at the heart of the issue.  Be creative but realistic and 
think of as many realistic suggestions as possible! 
 
 
What advice can you offer to other practitioners (who might be unfamiliar with the 
details of your project)?  What should they do next time [to repeat the success or 
improve on the outcome]? (about 200 words) 
Now that you have all of this great experience, you can share your advice for how to succeed, or for what 
mistakes to avoid, with other IWRM practitioners around the world.  Assume that the other practitioners are 
unfamiliar with your particular project work and describe the key things they should consider when 
implementing similar projects. 
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NNEX 3. TUVALU’S IDENTIFICATION OF LESSONS LEARNED FOR REPLICATION 

7. Capturing Lessons Learned for Replication and Scaling­up 
of IWRM Best Practice in Tuvalu  

Key Lessons Learnt  

Below, ten lessons learnt have been highlighted as being of particular value to the development of the 
project. Five lessons are categorised as negative, five as positive: In the negative category, the 
activity was unsuccessful in meeting its target aim and so is followed by recommendation for 
improvement which were highlighted through the evaluation process. Similarly, in the positive 
category, activities resulted in a positive outcome and were evaluated to highlight the root of their 
success and provide recommendations for replication.  

IWRM Tuvalu project feels that the process of writing Lessons Learnt has as much if not greater 
importance to the project staff evaluating their activities as potential readers looking to replicate 
activities. This is due to the nature of reviewing and assessing activities highlighting issues which may 
otherwise be overlooked.  

Negative  

Poster competition  

• Poor response to poster competition  

• Chose groups who can easily be contacted and have a controlled setting such as schools. Select 
and age group who will be interested in the competition, regardless of the prize. Gain support of 
the school/teacher (or other) that you are engaging.  

 
Community Awareness Workshop  

• Low attendance  

• To ensure good attendance, ensure events organised by the project do not clash with other local 
events and ensure plenty of notice is given to the community.  

 
Purchase of materials  

• Some materials ordered for the construction of ten composting toilets was inaccurate with an 
excess of some materials and not enough of other.  

• Do not rush architects in ordering materials and request SOPAC keep funds flexible to 
accommodate for miscalculations of materials needed for demonstration aspect of the project.  

 
Construction of Composting toilets on Family owned land  

• Some members of the Kaitasi (Family elders) opposed the construction of composting toilets  

• Consider land issues before proposing construction. Create awareness with the Kaitasi. (This 
should be done prior to applications being made and objections raised so that it does not 
appear forceful or put unwanted pressure on the Kaitasi).  

 
World Water Day (Week) 2011  

• Breakdown in organisation, communication and an overload of activities making management of 
week difficult.  

• Nominate ONE events coordinator to oversee all activities and improve communication. Do not be 
too enthusiastic in number of activities.  

 
Positive  

Financial Reporting  
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• Sending endless scanned copies of receipts and invoices on the internet is time consuming and 

painful  

• Putting all scanned financial information on a Flash Drive and sending it to SOPAC via the 
Diplomatic Bag has been a big help saving a lot of time and frustration. We recommend all 
projects do the same.  

 
World Water Week 2011  

• Community gained understanding and experience of water related issues in Tuvalu and were 
introduced to Composting Toilets and climate change.  

• Good communication with other departments and stakeholders is vital in organising week long 
events such as this. The support of the schools was greatly appreciated.  

• Make sure events are interesting and fun-packed as well as informative.  

• Imaginative activities and interesting workshops also helped keep the interest of students and 
other participants. The light hearted competitive aspect of Primary Challenge especially 
maintained the interest of families and the community; As well as encouraging the interest of 
outer island communities.  

 
Compost Toilet RoadShow  

• The Compost Toilet RoadShow was held to showcase composting toilets to the community. The 
intention of the RoadShow was to access vulnerable members of the community who are 
otherwise difficult to reach.  

• Make sure events address community concerns, are interesting and fun-packed as well as 
informative.  

• Showcasing the product is a sales technique often used. In the case of composting toilets many 
people had negative preconceptions. The angle of the RoadShow was to dispel all negative 
preconceptions of composting toilets and emphasise the benefits. It is essential the product 
(pilot compost toilet) is well made and forms a positive impression.  

 
Community Awareness Workshop  

• Members of the community noted behaviour patterns as being responsible for much pollution (as 
well as septic tanks).  

• Good communication with community is important, allow community to voice opinions and 
concerns. To increase interest, community could be made aware of issues prior to the 
workshop through various activities and through radio broadcasts announcing the workshop.  

 
Environment Awareness Community Workshop  

• Community gained better understanding of environmental and fishing impacts of water issues in 
Tuvalu  

• Collaborate with specialists to give their opinion and scientific support to the project statements. 
Ensure all facilitators agree on all issues before community discussions take place.  

 
Experiences of twinning/sharing with other projects.  

In twinning with the PACC Tuvalu project, many benefits include cost sharing (of office space and 
equipment) and sharing promotional and awareness raising efforts. It is suggested that other projects 
would have much success and benefits should they attempt the same.  

PACC It was decided early on that the IWRM Tuvalu and Pacific Adaption to Climate Change (PACC) 
Tuvalu projects should twin and form a loose partnership to help ensure the success of the projects. 
PACC Tuvalu considers water management as its adaption to climate change and many elements of 
its original outputs including: a water section of a Climate Change Policy and construction of 
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Composting Toilets, mirror IWRM Tuvalu’s outputs. 
 
 PACC and IWRM established offices together at the Water Sector site in spite of PACC falling under 
the Environment Department. Twinning included the sharing of costs for internet access and office 
equipment such as photocopiers and air conditioning. Both projects are governed by the National 
Water Sanitation Steering Committee (NWSSC) and share meeting and administration costs and 
work. In considering community and stakeholder engagement, IWRM collaborated with PACC to form 
a Communication Committee and many engagement and awareness raising activities were 
developed and realised in partnership, sharing costs and outputs.  
 
IWRM supported PACC developing the National Climate Change Policy, simmilary, PACC is 
supporting IWRM in developing its Water Act and Policy. PACC also sits on IWRM’s Technical 
Committee.  
 
It is recommended that related projects (not only IWRM and PACC Pacific) twin in this manner as 
much as possible to encourage synchronisation of activities and outputs, better communication 
between projects, government agencies and policy makers and most importantly; a clear concise 
message to communities and stakeholders increasing the projects validity and effectiveness.  
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ANNEX 4. RMI’S REPLICATION STRATEGY MATRIX 
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ANNEX 5. NIUE’S REPLICATION PLAN FOR VILLAGE WATER MANAGEMENT PLANNING 
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 Summary of a Proposed Process for Planning 
Replication and Scaling-up of National IWRM 

Demonstration Activities in Pacific Island Countries 

With the help of the Project’s Steering 
Committee, PMU, PCU, Lead Agency, 
determine the preferred method of 
identifying, approving lessons and 
associated replication strategies. 

Consider the types of learnings based on 
output, outcome, process or problem and 
determine the scope of the lessons to be 
considered.

Identify lessons learned 
through implementation 

Establish the significance of the lesson 
to the overall implementation of IWRM 
through approval for replication by the 
previously selected authorities. 

Determine who will have input 
in identifying lessons and who 
will have authority to decide 
how to proceed 

Consider mainstreaming 
applicability and 
sustainability of lesson after 
project lifespan. 

Prioritize and select lessons to 
be developed into replication 
strategies and ultimately 
combined into a Replication and 
Scaling-up Plan 

In your replication strategy, 
describe the approach to 
acknowledging these lessons, 
proposal, vetting, etc. 

Consider the audience at which the strategy is 
directed. Describe the level and coverage of 
the audience as well as the scale at which the 
strategy is meant to apply to the identified 

Describe the strategies 
implemented by the 
PMU to address these 
issues 

audience.

Consider all tools used to implement the strategy and describe their relevance to 
partners and IWRM practitioners 
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 What’s the Issue? 
 
Why is this 
Needed? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This toolkit will 
guide the 
development of 
National IWRM 
Replication and 
Scaling-up 
Plans 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Replication and 
Scaling-up 
Plans can help 
Pacific Islands 
countries add 
value to their 
demonstration 
projects and 
IWRM initiatives 
 
 
 
 

 
The goal of the Global Environment Facility supported project entitled 
“Implementing Sustainable Water Resources and Wastewater Management in 
Pacific Island Countries” (GEF Pacific IWRM Project) is to:  

“contribute to sustainable development in the Pacific Island Region through 
improvements in natural resource and environmental management”. 

 
The overall objective of the project is to:  

“To improve water resources management and water use efficiency in 
Pacific Island Countries in order to balance overuse and conflicting uses of 
scarce freshwater resources through policy and legislative reform and 
implementation of applicable and effective Integrated Water Resources 
Management (IWRM) and Water Use Efficiency (WUE) plans” 

 
Component 1 of the project “Demonstration, Capture and Transfer of Best 
Practices in IWRM and WUE” is facilitating country-driven practical 
demonstrations of IWRM and WUE focused on removing barriers to 
implementation at the community/local level and targeted towards national and 
regional level learning and application.  
 
The expected outcome of this project component is that: 

“Lessons learned from demonstrations of IWRM and water use efficiency 
approaches replicated and mainstreamed into existing cross-sectoral local, 
national and regional approaches to water management” 

 
Replication of National IWRM demonstration projects within and between PICS 
is a priority activity for national IWRM teams. Successful replication requires 
good planning based on lessons learned and examples of best practice. 
 
This “Replication and Scaling-Up Toolkit for IWRM in Pacific Island Countries” is 
designed to provide project managers with guidance on: (a) identifying tools for 
IWRM replication and scaling-up; and (b) developing a verifiable IWRM 
Replication and Scaling-up Plan. Replication and Scaling-up Plans will be useful 
for advancing IWRM and guiding national partners and donors on investment in 
the water and sanitation sector. They will also help other IWRM practitioners. 
 
What should Replication and Scaling-up Plans include?  
The following plan components will be addressed in the toolkit:  

1. Lessons Learned: the toolkit provides guidance for the process of 
identifying lessons learned through implementation; 

2. Significance: plans should include discussion of the significance of the 
lessons learned; the toolkit provides guidance for the process of vetting 
the significance of lessons learned; 

3. Strategy: plans should discuss the who, what, when, where, why and 
how of the strategy; 

4. Target Audience: plans should include discussion of the target 
audience and how widely the plan applies. This toolkit provides some 
examples to guide national IWRM teams with this step; and 

5. Tools: Plans should identify and discuss all tools that will be used during 
the implementation of Replication and Scaling-up Plans. This toolkit 
provides some examples of what tools might be useful in preparing 
Replication and Scaling-up Plans. 

 

  



Replication and 
Scaling-up 
Plans can 
Enhance Cross- 
Sectorial 
Cooperation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
You can use a 
consultation 
process to: 
shape 
Replication and 
Scaling-up 
Plans; measure 
progress; and 
to involve and 
empower 
people 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A Typical  
Replication and 
Scaling-up Plan 

Proposed Purpose of IWRM Replication and Scaling-up Plans?
  
This toolkit identifies the key activities for IWRM replication and scaling-up aimed 
at building and refining IWRM at both national and regional levels. These 
activities will provide the mechanism for replicating positive outcomes, learning 
from project successes and setbacks, and mainstreaming key lessons.  
 
Replication includes: 

 Sharing knowledge about IWRM lessons learned through documentation, 
facilitated workshops, and other methods from “Community to Cabinet” in 
Pacific Island countries, and at regional and global levels; 

 Applying IWRM lessons and successful approaches from one location to 
another site, either within a given country or region; 

 Scaling-up demonstration initiatives to work “upstream” of individual 
projects to broaden their scope of impact to, for example, policy and legal 
reforms; 

 Using project trained organisations and individuals elsewhere within the 
country or in the region, e.g., technical exchange of project staff. 

 
Replication and Scaling-up Plans will be dynamic plans, outlining anticipated 
lessons from the project, and will be refined through several iterations as lessons 
for replication becoming apparent during project implementation. 
 
What Makes a Replication and Scaling-up Plan Useful? 
  
The approach to be adopted for project replication is a combination of demand 
and supply driven processes. Demand driven processes are those where the 
project addresses key needs identified by local, national and regional 
stakeholders. Supply driven processes are those where good lessons are 
identified, and stakeholders are identified that may benefit from these lessons.   
 
The national IWRM demonstration projects have already partly identified 
stakeholder demands in National Diagnostic Reports, Hotspot Analyses, and 
Project Proposal. In most cases, meeting these demands will require the 
development of technical solutions to identified problems, and the need for 
engagement and attitude changing strategies applicable from community to 
national government levels. Application of this approach will: 

 build awareness, support and involvement, and skills and capacity across 
sectors and between levels of government, including traditional governance 
structures; 

 justify bids for funding and increased budgetary support for IWRM; and 
 better inform national reforms of development planning and government 

service delivery in the water and sanitation sectors aimed at ensuring 
secure access to safe drinking water and sanitation. 

 
What might a Replication and Scaling-up Plan look like? 
 
Replication and Scaling-up Plans will vary for each project but should contain a 
standard report structure with discussion of each of the replication strategies, 
recommended action plans, and a host of appendices with copies of appropriate 
tools and materials to inform replication activities. Advice on this is contained in 
“Stage Four: Reporting” of this toolkit. 
 
 
 

 
 
 

  



 How to Develop a Replication and Scaling-up Plan … 
 
Involve key 
stakeholders 
before critical 
decisions are 
made 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Be clear about 
the reasons for 
developing a 
Replication and 
Scaling-up Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The plans are 
dynamic and 
should evolve 
as IWRM 
project’s are 
implemented 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Stage one: getting started 
Each national IWRM demonstration project is a pilot study to test IWRM 
approaches, and it should therefore be recognised that these replication 
strategies are being developed without an explicit understanding of the exact 
nature of some of the lessons and approaches to be replicated. To date, all 
projects have documenting lessons learned on a 3-monthly basis, and it is 
anticipated that this will continue during the life of the project.  
 
It is recommended that these lessons learned be considered by National 
Demonstration Project Co-ordinating Committees which should undertake 
assessments of their significance and how they could possibly be used nationally 
and regionally. It is important that this process be fully participative so as to 
garner the support and input of all stakeholders from government agencies, 
traditional leaders, community representatives, civil society, and the private 
sector. This approach should be central to Replication and Scaling-up Planning. 
 
Things to consider and address: 
 
Why develop a Replication and Scaling-up Plan? 
Is a lack of knowledge hindering the water and sanitation sector and IWRM 
development? Or is a lack of evidence weakening the arguments for increased 
resourcing and replication? Are the learnings and strategies derived from the 
project useful to others? How important is it to further develop local skills and 
widen community involvement? 
 
When will it be done? 
How urgent is it? For example, is a Replication and Scaling-up Plan urgently 
needed to assist in gaining access to funding or to help decide where co-funding 
could be spent or project funds reallocated. As the projects are being 
implemented new lessons are being learned, so the plan will change as these 
lessons are added and key areas for replication are better defined. It is expected 
that national IWRM teams will have draft plans for review by the 3rd meeting of 
the Regional Steering Committee (RSC) and that revised plans will be required 
for each subsequent RSC.   
 
What will it include? 
Replication and Scaling-up Plans will be comprised of a series of replication 
strategies and associated actions. It is anticipated that a series of “Learnings” 
will be identified and their “Significance” justified throughout national IWRM 
demonstration project implementation. Replication strategies will be designed 
as a means of repeating each of the key learnings and these strategies will 
include detailed discussion of all tools needed to implement the strategies, as 
well as details about the desired impact of the strategy, including reference to 
the intended audience and scope.   
 
How will it be done? 
It is recommended that Replication and Scaling Plans be developed in 
consultation with National IWRM Demonstration Project Coordinating 
Committees and National APEX water bodies where appropriate. This is aimed 
at ensuring full participation of stakeholders from government agencies, 
traditional leaders, community representatives, civil society, and the private 
sector. 
 
Who will be responsible? 
All IWRM Demonstration Projects have a requirement for Replication and 
Scaling-up Plan development. The principle driver for the formulation and 
preparation of the plan is the Demonstration Project Manager (DPM).  
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Stage two: preparing the plan - using what’s available! 
 
How do we Identify Lessons for Replication? 
This section talks about how lessons for replication will be identified. The 
aspects to be outlined are: 

 Roles in identifying lessons – whose input will be sought and who will 
decide to proceed with a particular strategy? 

 The process in compiling lessons and making decisions on how significant 
the lessons are and how to proceed with replication? 

 The scope of lessons to be considered? 
 
Simplified, this process involves: (1) identifying good ideas, approaches, and 
outcomes to apply elsewhere; (2) a review of the value and potential of these; 
and (3) a decision on the replication strategy. 
 
Identifying lessons is a critical stage in the replication process. Generally the 
process requires a good understanding of the area of IWRM from which the 
lesson is derived. For example, it is difficult to identify good lessons in technical 
design without people with experience and an understanding of current design. 
Without this knowledge and experience, there is a high likelihood of “reinventing 
the wheel” and then suggesting it is something new. 
 
Initially, responsibilities can be assigned to national IWRM teams or steering 
committees or sub-committees (e.g. the technical sub-committee). A progressive 
emphasis on stakeholder involvement should however, be promoted. It is 
recommended that, as part of regular quarterly meetings of the National Steering 
Committee, lessons learned are identified and reviewed by the committee.  The 
process and methodology behind identifying lessons, establishing their 
significance, and developing the replication strategies must be clearly described 
in the plan.  
 
1A. What are the Means of Identifying Lessons? 
 
Options include: 

 Identified by sub-committees (such as technical sub-committee) of national 
Steering Committee and reported directly to Steering Committee; 

 Identified by the National Project Management Unit and reviewed by the 
sub-committee(s) prior to tabling at the Steering Committee; 

 Sought from all sources, including sub-committee(s), by the National Project 
Management Unit and compiled for review by National Steering 
Committees; and 

 Any other reasonable approach identified. 
 
Some of these lessons will be clearly identifiable in the project logframe, 
including many of the project outputs. For example, the design and uptake of 
composting toilets in Tuvalu and the possible extension of this approach for use 
in other island/atoll settings. 
 
1B.  How do we classify areas of Learnings? 
It may be useful to structure the approach to lesson identification in order to 
simplify the process. For example: 
Output based - assess individual outputs (e.g. a design, report, or construction) 
Outcome based - achieved outcomes (such as a change in attitude, or 
improved sanitation) 
Process based - novel approaches (such as development of a new name) 
Problem based  - Identify negative outcome learnings (where something doesn’t 
work as well as expected/hoped – the purpose is to avoid a repeat) 
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2.  What are Suggested Approaches for Vetting Lessons? 
 
The significance of each of the lessons needs to be reviewed, discussed, and 
confirmed at the national steering committee level. As should the selected 
approach for replication of these.  An example of this section of the Replication 
and Upscaling Plan might read as: 
 

“Each quarter the PMU will, in consultation with stakeholders, review the 
outputs, outcomes and processes of the previous period to identify new 
approaches or designs (generally, or in the local or national context) or 
lessons that have been learned in undertaking the project. Lessons will be 
broadly grouped as Capacity / Performance, Coordination / Integration, 
Project Management, Stakeholder Engagement, Technical, Political, Socio 
– Cultural, or Communications.  Technical lessons will be reviewed by the 
Technical Steering Committee and other personnel nominated by the 
Steering Committee to provide input on the significance of the lessons.  
 
The lessons, together with an indication of their significance, will be tabled 
at the Steering Committee meeting for consideration. At each meeting of 
the technical sub-committee, a review of lessons associated with technical 
aspects of the project will be undertaken and the report provided to the 
PMU for inclusion in their report to the Steering Committee.” 

 
Alternatively, a completely different approach might be adopted where lessons 
learned are workshopped on a periodic basis. The advantage of the above 
approach is that there is a degree of review, and you get Steering Committee 
sign-off on the lessons learned. 

3. Examples of Strategies 
The following are examples of potential topics for replication strategies and 
associated themes: 

 Links to policy documents (Political) 
 Links to regulation (e.g. building codes) (Political, Technical) 
 National education campaigns (Communication, Stakeholder 

Engagement) 
 National awareness campaigns (Communication, Stakeholder 

Engagement) 
 Partnership with government agencies (Coordination/Integration, 

Political)  
 Partnerships with private sector (Coordination/Integration) 
 Community Consultation with Village Chiefs and Traditional Owners 

(Socio-Cultural, Stakeholder Engagement) 
 Capacity Building Exercises for Project Staff (Project Management, 

Capacity/Performance) 
 Conducting Surveys, Hydrological Analyses, Data Management 

(Technical) 

4.  Examples of Tools 
The following are examples of tools used to implement strategies that would be 
useful guides for the replication process: 

 Best practice manuals 
 Demonstration sites 
 Twinning arrangements (i.e. demonstration sites to new sites nationally 

or regionally) 
 Presentations at national, regional and international fora. 
 Media (i.e. Communication Strategies) 
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 Publications/Reports (i.e. Technical Reports, Newspaper Articles, 
Brochures, Journal Articles) 

 Videos and or Roadshows 
 Community Workshops (i.e. Community Engagement Plans, 

Stakeholder Engagement Analyses/Plans, Workshop Materials) 
 Policies/Legislation/Regulations 

5.  Who are the Target Audiences? 
The replication strategy should identify the target audience and the scale: 

 Both level of coverage and level of audience (i.e. national coverage at 
community level) – note that level is the most significant aspect of this 

 Scale of audience – for example community level initiatives might be 
delivered through national awareness campaigns, partnerships with 
government, train the trainer, roadshows, or exchanges 

 
These components can be addressed in approximately one paragraph of 
discussion for each component, for each of the key Learnings. The Strategy 
should also identify the country/regional need and how this learning addresses it.  
One to two paragraphs should be used to discuss the broad level of awareness 
regarding the issues raised above and the current capacity to address the needs 
above. For example, if there is a country-wide need to manage the septic at the 
household level, including inspections and checking the water disposal is 
working, is there a corresponding country-wide level of awareness of the 
problem and/or capacity to address it? Where is the community at in their 
understanding of how to make this work? 

6. What are Key Areas for Replication? 
 
The plan should address each of the components discussed above. In doing 
this, be mindful of the key areas for replication identified in the project 
documents, including the following which are provided as examples [Be mindful 
however, of the need to reconfirm the significance of these]: 
 

 Demonstration of environmental benefits through using IWRM approach to 
manage water resources – e.g. reduced impacts on the lagoon 

 Incorporation of IWRM approaches mainstreamed into national government 
practice – What steps are you taking to progressing this? 

 Demonstrate socio-economic value of IWRM approaches to achieve local to 
global environment benefits – Is it possible to get a Cost-Benefit Analysis 
done as a means of assessing this? 

 To expand lessons learned and replicate IWRM approaches which reduce 
risk associated with climate variability (i.e.: watershed mgmt and integrated 
flood risk mgmt) – Rainfall variability and drought the obvious effects; 
although other secondary aspects should be considered such as reducing 
the stress from nutrients on the lagoon which in turn might reduce 
biodiversity impacts. 

 Understanding cause and effect of poor water management practices – 
reduced water availability in drought or flood impacts on sanitation and 
shallow wells etc 

 Need for better understanding on the role of monitoring and action on 
monitoring information – Need to link this to better data collection, analysis 
and reporting 

 Collective suite of indicators required applicable to different countries and 
regions as guidance – This is underway  

 Better understanding of the role water plays in development of SIDS 
 Demonstrate value of IWRM approaches to managing water, including cost 

effective and beneficial impact 
 Avoid fragmented management of water through collaborative cross-
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sectoral and multi-level working 
 Improvements in national planning and sectoral coordination, including 

financing 
 Opportunity to develop, support, and strengthen regulatory instruments 
 Expanding core institutional knowledge across sectors nationally and 

regionally 
 Supporting communities and local institution to maintain awareness and 

embed successful project approaches into everyday practice 
 Rolling-out appropriate training across the region 

 
At the end of this process, you will have: a series of tools to be considered for 
replication; a structure to identify lessons for replication; and a process to target, 
develop and implement the tools for the right audiences. These would then feed 
into a Work Plan. The Work Plan should contain provision for regular monitoring 
and evaluation and communities targets. As you progress, you can work this up 
to include all of the major activities developed under this strategy.  
 
Stage Three: Review of Results and Recommendations  
 
Confirming a Consensual Information Base for Planning 
 
Stage 1 and 2 outline possible steps and approaches for establishing the need 
for the plan, working out who will contribute to its development, and identifying 
the process by which lessons will be integrated into the planning process. As 
most island cultures operate on the basis of consensual decision-making, often 
involving extensive consideration of local cultural, political, and traditional 
leadership norms, it is recommended that effort be made at this mid-point to 
confirm a consensual information base for planning. 
 
It is recommended that a workshop or similar consultative activity be undertaken 
to review results to date, with the aim of building consensus amongst 
stakeholders regarding the information base for planning and in identifying the 
next steps for plan development and implementation. Events such as these can 
be promoted as key milestones in the plan development process, and focus the 
attention of multi-stakeholder groups on delivering the necessary outputs 
required as part of the process. They can also provide an opportunity to ensure 
alignment and linkages with ongoing or new initiatives, such as the preparation 
of national water assessments and investment plans (e.g. the National Water, 
Sanitation, and Climate Outlook Process). 
 
Enhancing the Relevance and Profile of Replication and Scaling-up 
 
Replication and scaling-up are central to the mainstreaming of IWRM principles 
into national planning, budgeting, and resourcing of departments and agencies 
involved in water and sanitation management. Clear Replication and Scaling-up 
Plans are also useful in identifying priorities for future investments and use of 
national allocations of donor funding. The mid-point consultations recommended 
above can also be used to increase the relevance of replication and scaling-up 
initiatives to national stakeholders and development partners.  
 
It is likely that this need can be met via the development of communications 
materials promoting the need for replication and scaling-up plans 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. Specific communications tools may include: 
national and local media campaigns (TV, newspapers, and radio), local 
competitions, and workshops. Engagement at the highest levels of government, 
i.e. presentations to Cabinet/Congress, will also likely be necessary to garner 
interest in provision of budgetary support for IWRM approaches to the water and 
sanitation sector generally. 
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Reaching Agreement on the Way Forward 
 
The workshop or similar consultative activity outlined in this section may also be 
a suitable forum for the consideration of priority areas of action for IWRM 
replication and scaling-up. This would require prior preparation by National 
Steering Committee of a series of costed actions for prioritisation. The 
participation of representatives of the national office responsible for national 
budget preparation, as well as representatives of donor organisations, would 
likely yield positive results at this stage. The key outputs of this step should be a 
costed action plan. 
 
Stage Four: Reporting 
 
A proposed structure for drafting a National IWRM Replication and Scaling-up 
Plan is as follows: 

• A SUMMARY - explaining why and how the plan was developed, setting 
out key learnings and discussing how these will be used to the benefit of 
the country and region 

• ACKNOWLDGEMENTS - recognising the help that many people have 
given to make the work possible 

• A LIST OF CONTENTS - to help the user find their way around the plan  
• AN INTRODUCTION - providing more details about what has been 

done, why and how 
• the BODY of the report will detail the learnings which will be typically 

grouped around the following themes: 
o Capacity / Performance 
o Coordination / Integration 
o Project Management 
o Stakeholder Engagement 
o Technical 
o Political 
o Socio - Cultural 
o Communications 

 
Additionally the Key Areas for Replication identified in the demonstration 
project document will be addressed in the body of the report. 

 
• CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS – which should take the 

form of an action plan 
• APPENDICES – these supporting documents give more detail about 

how the work has been carried out, the resources used, people 
contacted, questionnaires, etc. This helps keep the main report clear 
and to the point, while giving people helpful information about how the 
plan has been prepared. 

 

Stage Five: Acting on the Results  
A Replication and Scaling-up Plan can be a useful tool for your project and its 
partners, and for other local organisations, in their campaigns and funding 
applications, or to help decide where co-funding could be spent or project funds 
reallocated.   
 
At this stage, you may need to think in much more detail about how to take 
particular ideas forward, either by developing projects or influencing service 
providers. The profile might be the basis for a community conference where the 
next steps can be planned and where people can start to get involved in taking 
those steps.  
 
The Demonstration Project Manager and Steering Committee’s advocacy is 

  



  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

needed to push the plan locally and nationally to ensure the benefits of the 
demonstration project experience are broadly realised.  The plan needs to be fed 
into the National Development Planning process and used by institutional 
partners to better direct their resources in the water and sanitation sector. 
It may also be useful to evaluate the process (something you should plan for 
from the beginning), in order to be clear about the strengths of the plan, any 
limitations it might have, and any follow up work that needs to be done to 
develop it. 

 



 

Matrix for the Planning of IWRM Replication and Scaling-Up  
Lesson Audience(s) Scale  Applicability of Lesson Replication Tool(s) Timeframes Cost 

Stakeholder Engagement 

Obtaining community 
acceptance of composting 

toilets – a concept greeted with 
significant caution 

National 
Government 
Agencies 
(Tuvalu and 
O/S) 

Project 
Managers 
(NGOs, national 
and regional) 

Island / 
National 

Generally instructive to engaging 
community support for initiatives 
that are not universally popular 

Specifically applicable to initiatives 
looking to introduce composting 
toilets 

Key Areas: 

Community engagement 
Influencing communities 
Sanitation 
Water Use Efficiency 

O/S National government agencies: 
- twinning visits 
- resource package 
- GEF IWRM internet 
- conference/RSC presentations 

Tuvalu agencies 
- APEX body discussions and presentations 
- resource package 
- direct engagement 

Project Managers 
- resource package 
- regional project reporting 
- conference presentation(s) 

 
2nd – 3rd Quarter 
2011 
2nd Quarter 2011 
2nd Quarter 2011 
3rd Quarter 
2010/2011 

 
1st – 2nd Quarter 
2011 
2nd Quarter 2011 
2010 – 2013 

 
2nd Quarter 2011 
End 2013 
3rd Quarter 2010  

 
Negligible – 
hosting 
$2,000 
Negligible 
Negligible – 
covered already 

Negligible 
See above 
Negligible – 
already covered 

See above 
Negligible 
See above 

Project Management 
Establishing an international 

project in Tuvalu 
Tuvalu 
Government 
Agencies 
(Tuvalu) 

Project 
Managers 
(NGOs/ national) 

Regional / Donor 
project 
managers 

Regional/ 
National 

Generally instructive to facilitating 
smooth project inception and 
ongoing management 

 

Tuvalu agencies and project managers 
- report(s) 
- APEX body discussions and presentations 

O/S National government agencies: 
- twinning visits 
- report(s) 
- RSC 

Regional / Donor Project Managers 
- report(s) 
- RSC 
- Agency meetings with Donors 

  



  

Lesson Audience(s) Scale  Applicability of Lesson Replication Tool(s) Timeframes Cost 
Capacity / Performance       

Coordination/Integration       

Technical       

Political       

Socio - Cultural       

Communications 
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