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Abstract:

Aim: There islittle good practice guidance with respect to methods and skills for conducting lessons
learned evaluations of communitased development projects. In this paper we utilise a mixed
methods approach to evaluate the lessons learned by the team memistedednndders of a funded

f i v e tegtanaglearri”UK-based sustainability initiative. The approach combines a statistical and a
qualitative thematic analysis of transcribed textual data and presents an analytic framework with which
to track the lessonsdrned by community development projects.

Design/Research methods:A mixed methods approach combining text and sentiment mining
complemented by a qualitative thematic analysis is applied to the same data collected from stakeholder
responses to an dime survey and the transcribed audio recordings of four focus groups in which
stakeholders participated.

Conclusions/findings: Employing replicable tools, augmented by qualitative research methods,
provide a framework for a systematic approach to elicit Gamture lessons learned by a sustainable
community development project. These bear on how project activities, from engagement to supporting
the local food economy, have been experienced by stakeholders and their learning acquired over the
course of the piject. Implications for future project design and funding options are considered.

Originality/value of the article: Despite the evident value of its contribution to improving project
design and funding options, the evaluation of lessons learned in corwhaséd sustainability work
remains underesearched. This paper reflects a double description of the same data through the novel
combination of text and sentiment mining techniques with more traditional qualitative thematic
analysis, which demonstratesaternative method of evaluation in this field.
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1. Introduction

The modern emphasis on information and its strategic and ceivipetlue as
an organisational asset is rooted in the emergence of the knowledge management
and organisational studies from the 19E€
1978; Levitt, March 1988; Schein 1998nd managing knowledge as a resource
(Nonaka, Takeuchi 1995; Davenport, Prusak 1988isot 1999) have long since
been of strategic concern for organisations (Powell, Bradford 2000; Sutcliffe, Weber
2003; Moustaghfir, Schiuma 2013). It is therefore surprising to discover that as
recently as theagly 2000s, project experience was still undtlised as a source of
learning for organisations, far less for other projects (Williams 2003). Despite the
value of knowledge transfer and learning among projects, to date, there is little good
practice guidnce available in the Project Management Body of Knowledge
(PMBOK) literature to systematically inform the practice of evaluating and
capturing project experience in the form of lessons learned.

As a result, the systematic capture of the lessons prdgts rarely actually
happens (Duffield, Whitty 2016). If this is the status for large, complex and high
i nvest ment projects (Carrillo et al. 20
that the case will be even more pronounced when it comes taingptie lessons
learned from community development type projects that typically involve
comparatively smaller budgets with fewer quantifiable objectives.

1.1. The case for lessons learned
In an age when project funding is ever more tightly constrained emile the

expectations of project funders for projects to deliver on their objectives, on time
and to budget continue to increase, there is an evident need for projects to both
generate lessons that can be learned from by other projects as well q@ire e
receptivity and capacity themselves to, in turn, learn lessons from predecessors
(Love et al. 2016).

For projects deployed to facilitate community learning about strategies for more
sustainable living there is an increasing sense of urgencythibgtare able to
articulate and share their experiential learning in order to reduce expending time and
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resources on repeating those practices that have already been shown to be less
effective in eliciting presustainability shifts (Makrakis, Kostoulddakrakis 2016).

To date, this exchange and transfer of learning has tended to be haphazard and
sporadic rather than systematic (Newt al.2012). Moreover, the expectation of
systematically acquiring the lessons learned from project experience is rfigdsatis

by simply undertaking a pogroject review (Anbari et al. 2008), despite the
prevalence of this approach across different sectors.

This paper attempts to contribute to this sparse literature on methods for
eliciting and evaluating lessons learnedotlgh the experiences of community
development projects. It does so with reference to a comrdbasiyd sustainability
project that was specifically funded to more systematically identify points of
learning, and therefore is uniquely suited for explorirg dpplication of a lessons
learned evaluation strategy. The evaluative work was commissioned by the
Sustainable Harborough Project (SHP) in order to capture the lessons learned over
the course of four and a half years of engagement with the town of Market
Harborough, Leicestershire, England.

The SHP was one of twelve Ulased BIG Lottery grasffinded community
based sustainability projects between 2012 to 2017 under the Communities Living
Sustainably (CLS) programme (Big Lottery Fund 2012). Each of thiedwended
projects were located in different geological and secionomic regions in England
and covered a mix of rural, semiban, and urban communities in efforts to mitigate
and adapt to climate change, reduce fuel poverty, optimise the use ofidtaeal
and economic opportunities, and to contribute to community sustainability and
resilience.

The CLS programme expressed the ideal of making living sustainably easy for
people to do, and the programme’s empha
from that attempt. The emphasis on learning is such that the CLS programme has
expected the funded projects to adopt a strategic attitude to testing activities and
interventions, and trying to learn from these. Funded projects were expected to
experimentwith different approaches in order to see what worked, and then to
accumulate learning from those experiences.
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In Iight of the CLS programme’s empha
paper reports on research undertaken with the SHP staff teanmgteartnership
Board and stakeholders to summarise what has been learnt during the course of a
“testandlearri project. The lessons learned evaluation (LLE) was expressly to
track what had been learned from implementing the SHP, to demonstrate the
potental for communities to affect change themselves, and to identify approaches
and drivers to support locally led approaches.

As a result, this research seeketa pl or e t he westlanddearo f t a
approach to project development as a source oérexqtial knowledge to feed
forward into the prospective design and funding of future projects. This is to
highlight key points of learning, including successful and unsuccessful aspects of
governance and decisinaking, and to identify those specific agbnships
associated with the relative success of

1.2.Evaluating the lessons learned
A |l essons | earned process is an evalu
experiences from successes, failures and-mgars s e s urposésoof abgorbing
these “in to the organisational structu
The temporary character of projects with a customary 4bort focus on goals
tends to pose a constraint on organisational learning (Bartsch2ét8). and this is
exacerbated in timbBmited projects where knowledge accumulation is dispersed
with the dissolution of the project team (Lindner, Wald 2011). Nevertheless,
conducting effective lessons learned evaluations is the Hamedloutter of the
eval uation profession. As Patton comment
program effectiveness allows evaluators to provide guidance about development of
new initiatives, policies, and strategi
A lessons larned evaluation therefore potentially mitigates a primary cause of
subsequent project failures that has been attributed to the lack of recommendations
for future project design and implementation in the final reports of projects that are
terminating (McCory et al. 2017). Indeed, Patton (2001) reviewed -cluster
evaluation reports funded by the Kellogg Foundation, and found that the ubiquitous
ref er eessoms learmdd “a lpest practicésrendered such terms meaningless,
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suggesting that in the evaluati profession, there is a gap in the development of
guidelines for good practice lessons learned evaluations. Project learning is an asset,
but despite the added value of LLE, with few exceptions (e.g., Thomas 2015), there
is still a paucity of good prack guidance in the PMBOK literature on conducting
effective LLESs, whi ch may contribute
disseminating new knowledge for process improvements (Carrillo et al. 2013).
Although Patton (2001) does offer some suggestionddéweloping what he

termsqubl ghy |l essons | earned”, fundamen
triangul ated evidence base. He el arbor at
of supporting sources for desson learné€d the more rigoroushe supporting
evidence, and the greater the triangul e
the | evel of “confidence one Iofaadessomn t he
l earned” 6rigifal dmphasés} Above all else then, what carss
significance in the evaluation of lessons learned is the rigour of the triangulation
among a robust evidence base. To dat e,

appears to come to a set of guidelines for conducting good practice lessoad lear
evaluations.

The evaluation reported in this paper attempted to optimise the utility for the
stakeholders who had commissioned the work (Patton 1997). Consequently, the
evaluation deferred to the opinions and reflections of the project staff team,
Parnership Board members, and involved community stakeholders as the
knowledgeable (i.e., expert) informants about what was important and what was
noteworthy with respect to the learning that had been acquired over the course of the
project’s duration.

This approach is reflected in the data collection method that involved
interviewing project staff about the range of projeased activities and work
streams underway, their status and the measures of success relative to objectives,
and capturing the input @l project and communitpased stakeholders through an
anonymised oiline survey and four focus groups.

The paper is structured as follows. In the next section, the method for
approaching this evaluative research is discussed. Section 3 introducexasskdis
the evaluation framework, which comprises: Project team interviews; stakeholder
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survey and focus groups, and the computational analyses of both; the thematic
analysis of focus group transcripts; and triangulation meetings. Section 4 considers
the ewaluation methodology employed, and the paper closes with some conclusions
and implications for future lessons learned project evaluation.

It is important to note that the focus of this paper is on supporting a more
systematic and replicable evaluationgess; a summary of the data and substantive
examples will be drawn from the Sustainable Harborough project but it is not our
aim to provide an in depth analysis of it. Rather the objective is to learn about the
process of evaluation from that reflectiomt Bifferently, the emphasis in this paper
is to not only to undertake the evaluation but also to evaluate the method of the
evaluation.

2. Method

2.1. Overviaw of the approach to evaluation

The evaluation began with a scoping meeting with the Sustaiidrborough
Project (SHP) team to identify priorities and clarify expectations, to scope out the
project activities along with their perceived status and to elicit whether they had
been successful, unsuccessful or inconclusive in their outcomes. A tiefevant
stakeholders was identifiethe method of research to be followed was agreed and a
plan of work outlined.

The next stage involved a review of available project related documents. This
primarily focused on official reports, including papers tloe quarterly Partnership
Board meetings and the end of year progress and accountability reports to BIG
Lottery.

Following this, an odine survey was designed, incorporating feedback from the
Project team, and due to the time constraints of the evaluadinact, was hosted
for four weeks using an independent Survey Monkey account. Stakeholders were
invited to respond to the survey, and participation was not incentivised.

The survey responses were analysed and key themes identified which were
developedinto focus group prompts. Stakeholders were invited to select their
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preferred date and time to participate in one of four focus groups. Participants in the
groups consented to the discussions being audio recorded, and were assured of
confidentiality and th anonymity of specific comments. No citations have been
attributed to any individual or to any one of the four groups.

The audio recorded focus groups were transcribed in near verbatim fashion,
excluding usual conversational stops, pauses, and-tai&sshile preserving word
for-word utterances wherever possible. In conjunction with the survey responses, the
focus group transcripts are the primary data source for the subsequent analysis and
evaluation.

The transcripts, and open text survey responses avetlgsed in two iterations.

The first used a text mining approach, which treats text statistically, and the second
involved a qualitative thematic analysis. Text mining is used here as a tool with
which to map out the conversational trends and focal pfiois the transcripts.

Text mining has increasingly been used in medical and business applications to
extract structured knowledge from documents which are in unstructured formats
(Ur-Rahman, Harding 2012; Kumar, Ravi 2016; Meaney et al. 2016).

The technijue of text mining has also been applied to facilitate the detection and
exploration of emerging topics and technologies, for example in the domain of
forecasting (Kayser, Blind 2017). It is therefore an appropriate tool with which to
statistically parse nstructured data in order to map emergent structures and
meanings implicit in the text, and this is how it has been used here. Text mining is a
powerful techniqgue which helps to reveal word use patterns which are strongly
associated with the predominanincerns and opinions expressed by the authors of
the text, in this case the focus group participants and survey respondents.

The text mining was supplemented with a sentiment analysis, which uses the
NRC lexicon of affective terms (Saif et al. 2012; Mohardmaurney 2013), and
returns a bar graph of the content of text according to eight emotional parameters.
The benefit of this approach is that it enables the analysis to get at the emotional or
attitudinal base of texghows the overall opinion of respomde to the focus of the
guestions and is indicative of their general mood as expressed through word use.

Finally, the analysis was triangulated in consultation with the Project team as a
form of “sanity’ check. This basically involved testing whether #malysis made
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sense to the Project team, highlighting anything that may have been unexpected, and
identifying any gaps in the analysis. The last stage in the process was a submitted
report and summary presentation given to the Partnership Board.

2.2. Premration of data for text mining:

A few words are warranted to explain how the textual data were managed and
prepared for the statistical textual analysis. In text mining applications, passages of
text are broken down into single words tiokens and it is the statistical
relationship between tokens that is the focus of analysis. The analysis returns the
frequency of word usage as well as the strength of associations among key terms in
context. Text is unstructured data however, and requireprpoessingwhich
converts raw text into a matrix format.

The source text files were reviewed using a -amdireplace text editor
function, and permutations among words were systematically reduced. For example,
multi-word names havieeen converted into acronym$ Br m Communi ty G
(or i ts variants “Farm Garden”, “Commil
Garden” , etc.) were compressed into th
meaning of the individual words used to collectively refer to something specifically:
the community growing project at a local farm. This process was repeated for all
multi-worded activities or outputs and organisations referred to in both the survey
responses and the focus group transcripts.

The cleaned text filesave read into the texti n i ) pdcKage (Feinerer et
al. 2008; Feinerer, Hornik 2014), a text mining function written for the statistical
and programming platform R (R Core Team 2014), and the package libraries were
used to standardise the tokens. This involves removing tyation marks,
converting all letters to lower case, and removing common words that facilitate
speech but which have negligible discriminatory value. The latterstopwords’

and are ubigquitous in spoken and wWraint't, e
“or ", et c. Finally, words are stemmed,
to its | emma, such that “improv” refers
as wel | as “1i mpr“oos€.ng’” , which reduces
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In this way preprocessing convertsodies of text into bagsf-words, wherein
rarely occurring (sparse) terms are assumed to hold limited predictive power.
Following data preprocessing, the data are parsed by the Document Term Matrix
function which constructs a matrix of terms as coluamd unique word occurrence
frequencies as a row.

In addition to the text mining, a sentiment analysis, or opinion minvas
carried out, u spachagie (Jobkers 2R17); whichu refbrentes the
NRC Lexicon of affective terms (Saif et al. 20Mphammad, Turney 2013).

Taken together, the text mining and sentiment analysis of the focus group
transcriptions offers statistical and affective insight into the implicit structure of
stakeholder reflections on project learning about eliciting commasangtainability.

2.3. Thematic analysis

The second iteration analyses the transcribed contributions of focus group
participants in a way that preserves the coherence of the whole corpus as a
repository of meaning and sensibility. Words are used in coheténgs which
generate meaning in their own right. This is the exact opposite of the text mining
approach which disregards the meanings of words as they are used in relation to
each other.

The process of thematic analysis involves reviewing the texraeimes and
generating codes that describe what emerge as themes in the text (Braun, Clarke
2006; Rennie 2012). The occurrence of these themes is coded systematically, and
the codes, over several iterations, are examined for what the referenced texts sha
in common. This review of the data gives rise to code categories which are meta
descriptions of the unifying thematic of text clusters across and within individual
text files. The practice of thematic analysis is to bring latent narrative threads to the
surface in terms of landscapes of consciousness and of action (Bruner 1986).

The identification and highlighting of narrative themes is a means of extracting
meanings from the text (Braun, Clarke 2006), and these may take the form of
contradictions andxeeptions to the dominant narrative, alternate perspectives and
interpretations of the same set of events, gaps and opportunities for action that
weren’'t initially apparent, and so on (
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This type of qualitative analysis returns narrativesciwhcan be traced as
traversing the text, as stbxts and metthemes. These are akin to plot lines and
story arcs, and highlighting these adds a richer texture than may be apparent from an
initial reading of the dominant text.

3. A framework for lessonslearned evaluation:

Complex and dynamic community development projects are informed by
diverse approaches to project management, work with and through a diverse range
of professional and volunteer stakeholders, and are unlikely to operate with
structured project management frameworks, such as PRINCE2 (Office of
Government Commerce [OGC] 2009). As a result, efforts to capture lessons learned
are likely to be even more heterogeneous than in projects that do operate with such
structured governance standards.

In order to optimise eliciting, capturing and benefiting from the lessons learned
by community development projects, we developed and applied a systematic
methodological framework, consisting of four component processes, as discussed in
this section. Thee are applied sequentially, beginning with a scoping interview with
the commissioning Project staff team, the development and analysis oflize on
survey with stakeholders, the facilitation of four stakeholder focus groups, the
content of which was anged using quantitative text mining and sentiment
analysis, as well as qualitative thematic analysis, and concluding with a triangulation
meeting with the Project team and Partnership Board to present and review the
findings.

3.1. Case study overview
As noted earlier, the Sustainable Harborough Project (SHP) was dunted
five year initiative under the UK’s BI(
testandlearn project, which was intended to generate good practice in the domain.
In this instance SHP was funded to deliver against six outcomes, supported by a
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range of performance indicatorBable 1, summarises the outcomes and indicator

framework for SHP.

Table 1. SHP Outcomes and Indicator framewor(RCC-L 2012)

Outcomes

Indicators

1) Improveknowledge and skills
on sustainable living amongst the
local community, and increase
public support and participation in
activities to improve local
sustainability

1la: Number of people participating as volunteers, etc.
1b: Number of people reporting impe knowledge/ skills

2) Bring about practical action an
behaviour change to reduce the
environmental impact and carbon
emissions of local households,
businesses and schools

2a: Reduction in CO2 emissions due to energy use in MH
2b: Reduction in CO2 emigms per yr due to project

2c: Number of interventions carried out by households
2d: Number of interventions carried out by businesses
2e: Number of interventions carried out by schools

3) Increase the resilience of the
local community to environmental
change, through increased
community use of local natural
resources and assistance for
vulnerable people to manage
changes in the local environment
and increasing food and fuel cost

3a: Economic value of local natural resources used per yeal
Market Harbeough (+5 mile radius)

3b: Number of vulnerable individuals and households with
reduced food and fuel costs

4) Establish local enterprises that
harness local resources and
increase local trade to sustain an
develop the local economy.

4a: Increased valugf local trade due to project
4b: Number of new community enterprises

5) Preserve and improve
biodiversity throughout the
community, including public and
private spaces and the River
Welland.

5a: Increase in number of bees counted on buzzing borders

6) Improve and disseminate
knowledge across UK communitig
on how to improve sustainability i
an averagsized UK market town,
targeting Market Towns in

particular

6a: Number of people from other communities reached via
dissemination activities

6b: Number ofpublic reports produced describing learning
from project
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The project is located in Market Harborough, a market town in asealiarea
of predominantly livestock farming of soufast Leicestershire about 140 km north
of London. The town has a poputat of almost 23,000 according to the 2011
census, and is generally considered relatively affluent and a desirable place to live.
While the town is the seat for the Conservatae district council, it has no town
parish with governance responsibilities.

3.2. Project team interviews

During the initial scoping meeting for this evaluation with the Sustainable
Harborough Project team in May 2017, the team were asked to generate a list of all
the activitie$ the Project had instigated. This generated 165uenagtivities which
were ordered into themes, such as eneeipted, fooerelated, etc. A number of
activities were grouped under several themes, for example one activity was
classified as foodelated and capacity building as well as biodiversity relédegl,
growing organic food crops in a local plot under the supervision and guidance of
Master Gardeners). It should also be noted that @dnoeferred to generically as
“activities', this description covers a range of undertakings of differing scatks a
levels of complexity, from oneff public-facing events to cegoing practices of
building capacity in the local food and drink economy. For example, of the 65
activities identified as pertaining to enenggfated work, 54 (83%) were also were
classifiedunder the capacitpuilding theme.

The results of this activity analysis are shown in Figure 1 which groups the
activities by theme and relative proportion of all Project activities. Proportionately
more activities were energy related; these also tetmldge more technologically
challenging and most subject to national and regional policy governance
frameworks.

1A distinction is drawn here betweéprojecto, which refers to the Sustainable Harborough Project as

an entity, vinichi s r eal i s ed tabtivitesd gHich are theactigng, bebaviouts, processes
and groups that the project has set in motion and/ or contributes to its continuance. The range of
activities also vary considerably in terms of complexity, scepale, and the amount of engagement
with local, regional, and national policy frameworks. Enemgjgted activities, for example, tend to be
more complex, technical and constrained by policy frameworks, whereas capacity building activities
are significatly more flexible, straight forward, and require less consideration of policy.

140



WHAT'S BEING TESTED AND WHAT’S BEING LEARNT? ...

Once sorted in this way, activities were classified according to the degree of
success associated with the relevant outcomes in terms of the acti e s’ obj ¢
(i.e., successful, unsuccessful, or indeterminate because they had yet to complete).
Finally, activities were also classified in terms of whether the active was pending,
active, complete, or dropped. Therefore, if an activity was assesséeing of
indeterminate success, that adtiw drteve ar |
“pending.

From Table 1, it is apparent that the Project was involved in a range of activities
converging around four themes: energlated activities (including nigating
greenhouse gas emissions), the promotion of local natural resources, expressed
through locally sourced food and drink supply chains, supporting biodiversity, and
contributing to local capacity building.

woul d al so assi

Table 2. Project activity analysis

Energy- o ] . o
Related Food-Related Biodiversity Capacity Building
" 65 48 18

Capacity Building
(%)

54 (83.01%)

37 (77.01%)

11 (61.11%)

34 (25.19%)

Successful 36 (55.38%) | 36 (75.00%) 14 (77.78%) 31 (91.18%)
Unsuccessful 15 (23.08%) | 7 (14.58%) 2 (11.11%) 2 (5.88%)
Undetermined 14 (21.54%) | 5 (10.42%) 2 (11.11%) 1 (2.94%)

Active 22 (33.85%) | 22 (45.83%) 9 (50.00%) 11 (32.35%)
Dropped 13 (20.00%) 4 (8.33%) 1 (5.56%) 1 (2.94%)
Pending 5 (7.69%) 3 (6.25%) 1 (5.56%) 0
Completed 21 (32.30%) 19 (39.58%) 7 (38.89%) 22 (64.71%)
Sourceaut hors' own el aboration
Table 2 above, summari ses the Project

themes. These activities are summarised in Figures 1 and 2 in terms of the

2 The first author was commissioned by the Project to conduct a discrete piece of research into the
lessons learned by the Project over the course of its five years of opefagoiindings were intended

to feed forward into the summative review of the Project which would be undertaken independently by
another contractor.
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assessment of relative successes and the delivery statube oactivities,
respectively.

Figure 1. Successes across activity themes as reported by Project staff team

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0

menergy

m food
biodiversity

m capacity

success Unsucc Undet

“Unsucdé refers to unsuccessfulndet refers to*undetermined .
Sourceaut hor s’ own el aboration

It is evident that capacityuilding acivities were considered by the Project team
as the most successful of the four activities, with biodiversity and-related
activities coming in second and third place respectively. Erelgyed activities are
considered the least successful activitigdhough they are those which are also
most likely to be classified as pending clear outcomes, as illustrated in Figure 2.
This shows the same four activity themes but this time in terms of their delivery
status.

The activities which have been completedd to be those related to capacity
building, while energyrelated activities show a relatively low completion rate and a
correspondingly high rate of being dropped or pending completion. When the
activity themes are compared with respect to their astiggus, more biodiversity
and foodrelated project activities are classed as active (or current), followed by
energy and capacity related activities respectively.
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Figure 2. Delivery status across activity themes
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In considering the Project activities overall, the majority (39%) of the work has
been in the energielated domain which has also been, overall, the least successful
of the four domains and reflects the majority of those activities that were not
completed or bpped because they were seen to be unviable. This may be partly
attributable to the complex technological nature of the activity, and the policy
environment within which it must operate.

The second most common Project activities were -fedated (29%) wich,
when compared with energy, were considered to be more successful with a higher
rate of completion and fewer activities deemed unviable. This may partly reflect the
less complex and technological nature of the activity and the more permissive policy
ernvironment within which the activities take place, especially in contrast to the
energyrelated activities.

Capacity building (21% of activities), was widely regarded as having been the
most successful activity area and the most likely to reach compld@tis.theme
included a range of specific activities, from the purchase of kit, such as gazebos to
loan out to other organisations, through to staff training and the recruitment of
volunteers. Moreover, many of the energy, food and biodiversityed actiities
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were also recognised to have a significant capdeitiding component to them. For
example, as summarised in Table 1, enealgted activities included a significant
amount (83%) of capaciHuilding, 77% of fooerelated activities also included a
capacitybuilding element, and 61% of biodiversitglated activities involved

capacitybuilding.

Activities related to biodivergit not onl y i nbuzzinghordefsor k o
indicator, which quantified the number of areas of specified dimensionsghaith
pollinatorattracting flowers, but also community gardening work. While
comparatively few in number (11% of all activities), most are still active and have
been deemed a success by the team. @ hose t hat wmeradible dr op
Edible’ schene was not taken forward following extended delays by the district
council in reaching a decision about support, which left inadequate time to
effectively engage the scheme with the Harborough communities.

3.3. Stakeholder survey

A link to an online, aronymous survey was sent to 63 named stakehéldbis
had participated in the Project in some capacity and was completed by 47
stakeholders (75%). The responses suggest that the position taken by the Project
team about the relative success of the SHP ihewvas broadly supported by the
majority of stakeholders. Like the Project team, stakeholders overwhelmingly
identified foodrelated activities to the most successful, while eneetpted work
was frequently seen as the most challenging. This was colyratiributed to the
volatile policy environment and the lacklustre support for renewables by the UK
government, as well as changes in tariff rates. In addition, several seemingly viable
prospects for roof rental arrangements, as sites for solar PMatieted, could not
be realised, thereby raising issues of expectation management and exacerbating the
difficulty in assessing the impact of policy and economic contexts on these failures.

In their response to dime survey questions asking for projectities to be
ranked, stakeholders identified fooelated and capacHyuilding activities to be the
most successful.

3 Stakeholders were identified by the Project team in a facilitated brainstorming session and selected on
the basis that they would be the most knowledgeable about the work of the Project.
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Table 3. Successes across activity themes as reported by stakeholders via

survey
. . Required
Rating Very Successful Quite Successful Requred Some Significant
Frequency Improvement |
mprovement
1 Waterloo 1 edibLel6
High Community 1 Networking 1 edibLE16 M edibLE16
Garden opportunities
1 Local Food & 1 Public home
Drink Map Local .fOOd energy
branding (Taste g
1 Newsletters & efficiency
o Harborough)
communications, workshops
T The “1 l
Market The “I 1 .
Har boro Market S#Iekr buémgater
festival Har bor oy bask%}t/scxveme
1 Networking festival
opportunities
Raising public
awareness abou
. local food and
T \C/)Or;lrj)gtr;uer:lstles fo drink in Market
Harborough
Newsletters &
communications
. . Opportunities fo
1 Raising public volunteers
awareness abou
Green Open
local food and Homes
Low drink in Market Local Food &
Harborough ocal F0o
Drink Map
1 Arts Fresco food
area Food Forum
Steering Group
Sourceaut hor s’ own el aboration

Table 3 summarises how stakeholders ranked the success of each Project
activity using a fivepoint Likert scalé from “Very successf
significant i ". This cotweered
Project pursuant to the funded objectives summarised in Table 1. As can be seen in
Tabl e 3, only one of the activities w

mpr ovement

“The neutralNor epp an s a’hadbeen extludédroothis ranking.
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i mprovement"” , wher eas t he maj ority app
respondentsasteher “very” or “quite successful
From Table 3, it is apparent that overall respondents considered the Waterloo

Community Garden to be the most successful of all of the activities, followed by a
tie between the Local Food ewslatersDand n k

Communications activities. On the other hand, respondents generally sawlitiee on
retailer of local food and drink, edibLE16, as requiring the most improvement. That
edibLE16 has been ranked as the highest across three orders of supgests shat

the impression it generates is contentious.

In addition to questions concerning the perceived success of specific activities, a
further set of nine questions asked respondents to rate the degree of impact a given
activity was thought to haveald on a baseline condition, and further asked
respondents to elaborate on their selection using an open text response field.

Table 4 summarises how stakeholders rated the impacts on these parameters. It
wi || be noted that t h e edtii@amost &equerghaby ” op
survey respondents. This may be due to several reasons. First, because the impact of
the Project on addressing fuel povérgnd improving the energy efficiency of
SMEs are less likely to be visible to those not directly engageatidse activity
streams. Such activities do not generally manifest in observable changes unless one
is somehow involved in those domains.

The second reason for a high number ¢
attributed to the low degree of cremger among respondents who are involved in
the energyrelated activity streams and those in the foeldted streams. Those who
are involved in one stream are less likely to be able to comment on the impacts of
activities in a second stream.

Finally, the notim o f  “ imptigs &l@ngé with respect to a given baseline.
Where respondents are not familiar with baseline conditions, they may not feel
gualified to comment on the degree of changes that may be attributed to a given

5« Fuel poverty in England is measur ed.UWUndertheg t he
LIHC indicator, a household is considered to be fuel poor if: they have required fuel costs that are

above average (the national median level) and were they to spend that amount, they would be left with

a residual income below the official pové y hittgs:fivenviv.gov.uk/government/collections/fuel

povertystatistic§01.022019.
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activity stream. On eflection, tke use of t h ein a broadbasédi mp a
stakeholder survey may constrain the granularity of the responses, and perhaps
should be reserved for use with domain specialists who will be able to offer a more
informed response.

In Table 4, the values in eachll refer to the number of responses that rated a
field according to one of the Likert options. For example, one respondent rated
“I mproving domestic energy efficiency”
activities, whereas a majority either tippht  t h a't it had “some”
they “cannot say”.

Table 4. Stakeholder ratings of the impact of Project activities

Significant| Noticeable | Some | Negligible | None| Cannot say
Improvmg_d_omestlc 1 0 20 5 1 20
energy efficiency
Improving SME
bushess energy 0 6 13 1 0 27
efficiency
Reduce Greenhouse 1 5 16 5 5 21
gases
Supporting local food 17 19 1 0 0 10
producers
Sup.portlng local food 11 18 5 1 0 12
retailers
Addressing fuel 0 1 - 5 4 30
poverty
Improving biodiversity 1 4 17 4 0 21
Encourging growing 5 13 17 1 0 11
own food
Contr-lbutl-oln to overall 4 13 18 1 0 11
sustainability
Totals (%) 9.5 18 27 5.4 1.7 38.5

Sourceaut hor s own el aboration
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From Table 4, it is evident that overall respondents rated activities to have had,
at least," s o me” i mpact (27 %) , while the sec
suggested that respondents thought t hat
impacts (18%). It is also apparent that respondents rated thedladeld activities-
supporting locafood producers and supporting local food retaitees having had
the most impact overall. Those activities considered to have had negligible impacts
appear to concern energglated interventions, specifically domestic energy
efficiency, reducing greemise gases, and addressing fuel poverty. As noted above,
this may be partly attributable to the lack of visibility of such activities to those
outside of that domain.

Two further analyses were undertaken of the open text responses from
stakeholders partipating in the survey. The first was to mine the open text
responses to identify frequently used terms. Term use frequency is taken as a
measure reflecting the significance or salience of those terms for respondents (Hahn,
Mani 2000; Laver et al. 2003; Halid et al. 2007; Grimmer, Stewa2013). The
second maps the open text survey responses to a sentiment analysis which yields
i nsight into the attitudes or affectiwv
guestions about the Project's worKk.

The frequeng of words used by stakeholders in responding to the survey are
shown as dword cloud diagram in Figure 3. Larger text correspond to higher use
frequencies, suggesting that these terms are the more salient for respondents.
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Figure 3. Survey responses @rall 1 Word frequency
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mpr oveme

Twogle seéneto provitlehaesynepsis of those areas within
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which the Project made a contribution to Market Harborough from the perspective
of the survey respondents.

To obtain insight into the mood underlying the responses, a second type of
analysis was undeaien and summarised in a sentiment analytic graph. Figure 5.
illustrates the general opinion or attitude of respondents through the words they
chose in response to the open text questions. These responses are mapped on to the
NRC Lexicon which associatesovds with eight emotional attitudes (Saif et al.

2012; Mohammad, Turney 2013; Jockers 2017).

Figure 4. Sentiment analysis of survey responses

300~

sentiment

. anger

. anticipation
. disgust
. fear

. joy

. sadness
. surprise
- trust

200~

count

100-

sentiment
Sourceaut hor s’ own el aboration

The sentiment analysis suggests the overall mood, or emotional tone, of
regpondents to the survey questions expressed through their responses, and helps to
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dig a bit deeper into the emotional valency of how the respondents were disposed
with respect to answering the questions.

Trust, in Figure 5, may be indicative of goodwill asdcial capital (Putnam
2000; Maurer et al. 2011) and its high value interpreted as being a positive opinion
among the respondents. This is further supported by the elevated parameters of

“Joy” and “Anticipation” wh i c Hingsathae a g a
suggest participants responded positively overall to the Project.
The negatively charged emoti onal di me

(i.e., uncertainty), are slightly elevated, but these are comparatively low and
attenuated, and overslaved by the more significant positive emotions. When all

of the open text responses are combined, the mood of the respondents tends to be
generally positive- the analysis graphs high levels of trust especially, suggesting a
solid reserve of social caplitgarnered by the Project.

3.4. Focus groups

The third data collection method in this lessons learned evaluation employed the
focus group format with a cross section of 30 stakeholders, partners, and
representatives from other involved groups. The resgwiirom each of the four
focus groups were transcribed from the audio recording and then analysed
statistically for word use frequency and the strength of correlation among different
frequently used words. As observed above, the assumption is that resisowl
use words that reflect what is important to them in the course of conversation (Hahn,
Mani 2000; Laver et al. 2003; Hillard et al. 2007; Grimmer, Stewart, 2013), and this
becomes a computationally replicable means with which to identify topensalin
conversation transcripts.

I n common with the findings from the
referenced most frequently, within the next most frequently occurring word context

of “l ocal” and “invol v” 6 involee, isvolvednand d t e
i nvol vement , etc. ), and “busi” (busine
“food”, t he mo st frequently associated
correlation of O0.71) and *“ map?”surgisngcor r
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since most of the time, participants, when speaking of food, would specifically state

“1 oc al food”, and also commonly

Figure 5. Focus group’ All responses

ek ive member & gperson type gonamber rf,f;';t
c [oin"®'® oh 55 grow import 3 o_E gyt
pesl useté'ﬁ’ﬁteam & @

Dthree
¢ interest

sort
Q.

found

difficulti

S

hall

partner
commit &

=

(0]

2.

oW
exampl

=
o
o

develop @
enefit
ifficult
slha
board
= everyon
derstand

—
@)
=
=

h share |eader8

» reli without
lengag g
|b le 6
glink solar conn

earl

c

e

g :

(o}

S

initi

d
chan

sideawar

urn effici place

hink:
den
del
O -y

~aiCONNECt

a

market

need
e N er

sell

o
0
=~
@

—
lmf Do
i
.1V Iv;’%
|anf3f0 Uc}uhr?(fg

;oici Ilengsupport ﬁel yié"’éggé*%

event individu

harboroug

fini

fwiorld Oppor un day >6 =
wholePay start & car keepgdistrict &
b rightaccess POlitggem & retail Q. fie  doesnt

approach

staff agenda
d

Sourcea u t h o edaboration

forward

hOUSenough un

ecisdiSCUSS jdentifi

8 uy rang £5 = home 3

c5 € mJQL”"t' o yoluntiard £ rome g
2 cant
polici  villag

necl

ude

If food was the most frequently discussed activity, edibLE16 and the
relationship with producers were the third most frequently discussed aspects of the
Proj ect ' s“ensrgir(ds pertaining o energy and its variants) among the
fourth most frequently discussed aspects, along Wsthpport, “work”, “good,
“time” and “togethet. The reference tdtime’ may also reflect a pattern that
emerged from each focus group where participants responded to the opening

guestion concerning the kdessons learnt over the life of the Project by observing
the time lag in getting activities started and up and running.
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Relatively few references are made to partner institutions. This may reflect how
these institutional actors have been seen as playival or low profile roles in the
work of the Project and its different activities, at least from the perspective of the
focus group participants.

When the sentiment anal ysi s, or opi n
taken overall, the mood appe#ode positive.

Figure 7. Focus groupi Sentiment analysis of all responses
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Levels of trust are high, and as discussed in the previous section, this may be
indicative of social capital geneeat among participants. The level of anticipation is
high, indicating a sense of optimism, and joy is also elevated, suggesting overall
satisfaction among the stakeholders. These results are consistent with those found in
the sentiment analysis of the-bne survey open text responses.

The contribution of these computational analyses to a lessons learned evaluation
is twofold. First, because the algorithms used are open source and transparent, the
methods employed here are replicable which facilitategased confidence in the
validity and verifiability of the findings. Given access to the same data set, the
findings can be confirmed, and using the same methods, different data sets can be
compared. Together, this methodological standardisation introcuadsgree of
rigour to the evaluative process that is otherwise lacking when the analysis depends
on the interpretation offered by the evaluator alone.

Second, the computational analyses have facilitated insights into both the survey
and the focus group datwith respect to topic salience and affective loading that
may not have otherwise been possible to access. By enabling additional perspectives
to be brought to bear on the interpretation of data, the overall calibre and
comprehensiveness of the analysis @nhanced.

When coupled with analytic transparency and replicability, this suggests that
computational approaches offer a potentially significant contribution to the
evaluator’s methodol ogi cal t ool Kit. Ho
are rot sufficient, and for this reason we also incorporated the qualitative method of
thematic analysis, as discussed in the next section.

3.5. Thematic analysis

As noted earlier, a thematic analysis is an iterative process of reviewing textual
data and ideifiying recurring patterns- themes— which occur at different points
across the data set. The emergence of these patterns in the form of words,
associations, and meanings are considered for their contribution to telling the story
of how participant stakelaers engage with and make meaning about the Project
and its different activities. As such, it is a qualitative method, which coeunter
balances the computational methods of text mining and sentiment analysis, and was
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employed to obtain an alternate persippecbn how stakeholders made sense of the
Project’s activities.

Six themes were identified as follows: Milieu, Engagement, Networking,
Governance, Outcomes, and Learning. Each was in turn comprised of a series of
subthemes.

Each theme is a narrative albdlie practical experiences of delivering a funded
project within a given socipolitical cone x t . For exampmileu; t he
identifies the influences of how the project is supported by local leaders, the time lag
in getting things going, the chahges of changing habits, and how maeconomic
and policy volatility has localmic)bonpact s. The t hemencem$ “ En
the reach of the Project’s work and cor
Project by local people, and how weleth Pr oj ect ' s own obj ect
priorities. The narrative accat s t hat ¢ o n cNetwarking actvitiedBr o e ¢
position the Project as a catalyst of new opportunities, converging groups around
points of common interest and enabling p#ptats to realise their ambitions.

Some ofthefoes gr oup di s c uGwinancespartcwanyctieer n e d
processes of decisiema ki n g, how opportunities were
strategising to achieve its objectives. The mechanisms fatimgethese were
clustered under the ther®utcome’ and impacts, i.e. what worked well, and what
required improvement. Finally, the thematic‘tkarning details the narratives that
reflect on what might be done differently in any future iterationfefRroject and
also what was learned overall from the experience of being involved with doing the
Project. These are summarised in Table 5, below.
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The quotes cited above have been selected because they represent the impetus of
each subdheme. What is of interest here is when the thematic analysis, and the
supporting quotes, are read alongside the word frequency analysis, a coherent
account of the focus group conversations is generated. The word frequency analysis
gives a statigtal representation of the dominanas in most frequently discussed
concerns of the focus groups, while the thematic analysis yielded a qualitative
reflection of what focus group participants seemed to mean when voicing their
concerns and opinions.

3.6. Triangulation

Triangulation is a means by which the findings of an evaluation are checked for
credibility. Here, this process concerns less a confirmation of unchanging
phenomena but more the verification of the constructs offered by stakeholders and
the interpretation thereof from the perspective of the actors involved (Guba, Lincoln
1989; Patton 2001).

There were three points during the course of the evaluation that triangulation
meetings were scheduled. The first followed the initial scoping meeéind,
involved a confirmation of the information provided by the Project staff team in
terms of scope, accuracy, and interpretation, and also to use the staff team as
consultants on developing the survey questions.

The second triangulation meeting was heltea months later following the
analysis of both the survey and focus group data collection processes. At this
meeting, the results from the text mining, sentiment and thematic analyses were
presented to the Project staff team. The methodology was inedbd@und explained,
and feedback was elicited with respect to both content and presentation.

The final meeting was a presentation given to the Project team and Partnership
Board by the lead author on the final report, where the method and findings were
discwssed, along with the implications arising from the lessons.

These triangulation meetings not only maintained transparency and
accountability, but ensured that the final report would be of utility for the
commissioning Project (Patton 1997).
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4. Reflectionson the methodology

This paper began by acknowledging that there is little in the way of good
practice guidance for the methods by which an evaluation of the lessons learned by a
project are to be captured, analysed, and interpreted. In effect, the Iggtatire
on good practice for conducting a lessons learned project evaluation may be distilled
to the advice of McClorgtal,( 201 7 : 1322) “to capture t
from successes, failures and near s s e s ” . However ,nsverg dat
little detail on how this objective might be achieved.

Arguably, the emphasis given in the literature to evaluating the lessons learned
by a given project remains more closely aligned to a project management
perspective, with a focus on objectiyesages, data capture, and a linear delivery
common to this discipline. Thomas (2015), for example, restricts his treatment to the
process of managing the project of a lessons learned evaluation rather than the actual
methodology involved in doing the wor

To address this apparent gap in the literature, we have envisioned a practical
methodology for conducting a lessons learned evaluation which would include
enhanced consideration of ways with which to identify and engage stakeholders, the
facilitation d focused critically reflective conversans, ways for separating the
“signal from the “noisé€ in terms of topic salience, navigating and reconciling
conflicting perspectives, and ways of tracking and bringing to the surface latent
meanings and interpiions among stakeholder narratives.

As a consequence, the methodology proposed here is aligned more closely with
research than with project management. The methodology described in this paper
pays considerably closer attention to what the Project stadesisadentify as being
i mportant to focus on, what they deem
mi sses’ . As reported in this paper, t hi
team as expert consultants to identify what they thought were thessescand
failures, which were contextualised with reference to the delivery status of each
activity, and these findings were subsequently triangulated through tfiaeon
survey and focus groups. The Project team were also engaged in identifying
stakehol@rs to be invited to participate in the survey and focus group, and care was
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paid to ensure that these represented a-smston of the various Project activities,
partners, and other relationships that
Given thatsurveys and focus groups often generate a range of opinions,
perspectives, and insights from engaged stakeholders, a strategy was required to
parsethe ol ume of d a tsignaltfrom“ddis€.t{Thempmproacls adopted
here was to use the statisfiaigour of text mining, specifically word frequency
analysis, and to identify the strength of word associations. This approach yielded
key word in context (KWIC) results which were systematically reviewed to identify
and isolate what stakeholders thouglats salient, across both the open text survey
fields and the transcribed focus group discussions. Furthermore, through the use of
sentiment analysis, an attempt was made to obtain insight into the affective mood of
the respondents with respect to thespenses to the survey questions and focus
group prompts. The findings from this method yielded an impression that
stakeholders held the Project and its activities in high esteem, as portrayed by the
elevated scores in the trust parameter, which was ietegbrto suggest that the
Project had acquired considerable social capital among its stakeholder groups.

4.1. Critical reflections

However, text mining, by virtue of its statistical approach, does not generate
insights into the latent meanings and narmtthreads which permeate human
discourse and give human communication its richness. To counterbalance this
limitation, the thematic analytic method was employed to bring these latent semantic
threads to the foreground. By doing so, we discovered, for dgarkgy insights
into how stakeholders themselves located the Project within the broader socio
political milieu, identifying the necessity of community and local political
leadership as a key ingredient to Project success. As a result, while it may appear
obvious, the implication for project design and funding is that these would benefit
significantly from locking down such endorsement and support for the project from
the outset, both in the spirit of furthering partnership working, but also to bring
aboutgreater synergies of purpose. Moreover, important connections were made by
stakeholders between the local take up of commumityed energy micro
generation schemes and the broader policy environment of the UK at the time.
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Again, this demonstrates the impé ance of a project’s con:
ultimate success.

A second example concerns the contested value of edibLE16, first mooted in the
survey responses (see Table 2), and explored further through the context of the focus
group discussionsAlthough none of the focus group prompts tackled this activity
directly, nor even alluded to it, participants themselves addressed this activity from
mul tiple perspectives. By thematically
apparent that the ige of success or failure is far more nuanced than one might at
first think. In the case of edibLE16, for example, what we found was that from the
perspective of using market reach and number of customers as a criterion for
success, edibLE16 was less thancgssful.

However, as many participants observed, where edibLE16 was seen as having
been very successful was in its provision of a safe-coompetitive space that
brought together local food and drink retailers, producers and processors in a way
that ha never before been accomplished in the area, and which challenged the
territorial defensiveness a competitive market tends to engender. This could not have
been anticipated at the outset, and raises the important question for a lessons learned
evaluationt h a't restricts its focmssses™sasce
criteria by which such judgements are being made. We believe that the methodology
used here helped uncover some of the nuanced complexity of projects that a more
project manageriapproach would be less sensitive to.

The final report tested the findings, and the methodology, through a series of
triangulation meetings, initially with the Project staff team, and subsequently with
the Partnership Board. In both instances, feedbackinvéed, and provided, and
thispr ocess gave ©sahity check avithureéspect aonthe aelevance,
validity, and transparency of the findings.

While the methodology described in this paper appears to demonstrate a
goodness of fit with this partitar evaluation of the lessons learned by the
Sustainable Harborough Project, caution is advised in terms of whether such a
method is suitable as a esefits-all approach. Clearly, the methodology adopted
must be flexible to the nature, context, andpec of the project being evaluated.
Some projects will necessarily be more linear, with clear project delivery stages,
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strictly defined objectives and methods for delivery, and perhaps this method will be
less suited to such projects. Large civil engimeeand IT projects and corporate
development projects come to mind as examples. However, unlike such examples,
community development projects are unlikely to be so tightly managed and
constrained by structured project management and accountability gosernan
regimes.

As a result, the methodology reported on here is likely to be better suited for
developmental type of projectsych as the case studied hprejects that tend to
learn as they go, involve a range of stakeholdeidsydrich are more fundamexily
“messy in nature with stakeholders tending to be more interested in getting things
done. This is because the method is adaptive, but more critically, because it locates
the process of learning as the creation of new meanings. Consequently, from this
perspective, the meanings that the stakeholders generate through the evaluative
process are seen here as the most significant factors to emerge from this process and
constitute, in effect, the heart of the lessons learned.

This raises more questions thande answered given constraints of space. For
examplé, if the guidance outlined here amounts more to a research method, it raises
the gquestion about how probable it is for smadiesile projects to attempt this form
of evaluation, and whether doing squé&es stakeholders to possess specific sets of
skills. Not only does this problematise the distinction between research and
evaluation, but also reiterates the need for the Project Management Book of
Knowledge (PMBOK) literature to specify guidance foagiitioners to draw on
who may not, themselves, be researchers. This will likely remain a topic for future
debate.

5. Conclusion
While knowledge and learning are considered organisational assets, the process

whereby learning is captured to inform knodde remains a project evaluation
objective that is not well supported by methodological good practice guidance. As a

7 As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer about an earlier draft of this paper.
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result, approaches to these important evaluative practices are diverse leading to
variable benefits for the organisation attempting to dfegim its learning into
knowledge. For smaBcale communitypased development projects which work
through a range of stakeholders and often without structured project management
frameworks, such as PRINCE2 (OGC 2009), efforts to capture lessons leaned ar
likely to be even more heterogeneous than in projects that do operate with such
structured governance standards. This means that a systematic framework and
process may be even more important to follow, in order to track change in the same
project acrosgime or to contrast different projects at the same time. Such a
framework is important for evaluatimgh e | ear ni ng tconpleX e mer
and continuously changing systems.

Some systematic (and replicable) tools were employed and have been reported
in this paper. Specifically, this paper reports on the use of a mixed methods
approach to evaluating the lessons learned by the staff team and engaged
stakeholders of a case study community development project. The method adopted
for this evaluation combimkboth a statistical analysis of transcribed focus group
and survey responses as well as the qualitative thematic analysis of these responses.

The use of text mining for evaluating project learning is an original contribution
to this field and was recraitl for its statistical potential to bring to the surface those
concepts considered salient by the respondents. The emotional tone of the responses
was mapped against the NRC Lexicon, which returned significant loading in
positive attitudinal affect amongspondents with respect to their answers to survey
guestions and focus group prompts overall.

The treatment of text as a data set, effectivelpa st s bag af wadrd$ devoid
of meaning, was complemented through a detailed thematic analysis of the
transcribed responses. This helps bring to the fore the narrative threads that warp
and weave throughout the transcripts, which contextualise and provide richer
meanings to what respondents identified as salient learning garnered through their
project experiaces.
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If projects, such as the case studied here, are construed as sites of experimental
intervention i nwicked prokdes® (Rittgl, Wehber M1973) as
sustainability, the learning and knowledge acquired over the course of implementing
the irtervention may be regarded as a potential asset for both present and future
projects. By harnessing such knowledge assets, resources are less likely to be
diverted towards covering ground that has already been found to be less than
productive and can be leased for more effective ambitions. However, this may
only be achieved if the lessons learned are of a-dpigha | i t vy, in Patt
sense, as based on robust triangulated evidence. The implication of this is that
evaluation of the lessons that proglgarn requires evaluators to adopt an approach
akin to constructivist informed research (Guba, Lincoln 1989) with an emphasis on a
triangulated evidence base linked to the attainment of project outcomes. The present
study endeavours to exemplify this daince.

Nevertheless, it is important to point out that no attempt has been made here to
link the learning derived through this project evaluation to the wider literature on
grassroot sustainability initiatives. We hope to explore these connections mrgher
subsequent paper which will devote greater attention to the findings within the
context of the grassroots sustainability initiatives literature. The emphasis in the
present work has been primarily on the use of a uniqueploase methodological
framework as contribution to a perceived gap in the PMBOK good practice guidance
on lessons learned evaluation.

Whatever the probative value of the actual findings with respect to the
sustainability initiatives literature, the method discussed above remeseattempt
to generate and contribute to the discussion about a vital skill set required for the
21%t Century. This emphasises the need for learning to be reinvested in
organisational development and future project design and funding policies so that
hard-won experience, and the lessons acquired as a consequence, may be
meaningfully captured, codified and utilised as knowledge assets. Guidance on how
to do so effectively and consistently is a gap that needs to be met, especially for
smallerscale communjt development and sustainability initiatives, in order for

8 Generally, wicked problems are those that have no clear solution or ending point, are contested and
resist resolution.
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practitioners, funders, and policy makers to divert limited resources away from

continuously ranventing the wheel and instead to concentrate these into using the

learning from what has gone begaio break new ground. We hope that through the
present paper we have made a modest contribution to that process.
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