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The discussion of experiences and lessons learned from freshwater basin management was based on presentations of specific lessons from four GEF projects: one at the end of project preparation (Lake Chad), one at the beginning of project implementation (Guarani Aquifer) and two well under implementation (Sao Francisco and Lake Victoria).    

General themes discussed during the two session can be outlined as follows:

· Individual capacity-building

· Basin-level capacity-building, composition and financing

· Ensuring long-term benefits

· Sharpening tools

· Variability across basin countries

Individual capacity building:

The continuing need for capacity building at the level at the individual was discussed, (stakeholders, national governments across different water sectors, within the basin-level institution, etc), with a concurrent need to develop materials and tools specific within international waters (monitoring and evaluation, for example), then to share the experience of using these tools across institutions so that mistakes are not repeated.  An optimal balance of national and international consultants should be employed in order to build long-term institutional capacity while bringing in skills and experience from outside basin.

Basin-level capacity-building, composition and financing 

The proper role of  the GEF intervention in terms of guiding a national governments to structure an efficient basin-level institution was a continual thread in the two discussion sessions.  Subsidiaryness was discussed, i.e. devolving roles and tasks to the lowest levels for administration and implementation, as is the case in the Nile Basin, which centers basin-level institution size on task rather than budget.  Alternative methods of financing basin-level institutions include rent from resource exploitation, with IID, World Bank, EBRD, and the Ramsar Convention all conducting applied research on this issue.  It was also noted that that the value-added lies in the creation common legal framework and other common standards for water resource management across nations (i.e. riparian notification) rather than the creation of a Permanent Secretariat.

Ensuring long-term benefits

There is always the tension arising between the two stories told:  one of GEF as the convening forum /catalyst versus GEF projects as always in expansion phase mid-project, always also looking for second phase (Slovakia, for example).  Small country budgets cannot afford this, both in terms of raw participation and communication infrastructure.  What happens when GEF walks out? Common ground is benefits – each stakeholder much understand his/her benefits (and costs).  What are the aims of these tools? With regards to pollution/nutrient reduction, for example? How about revenue collection (water tariffs)?  

An important prerequisite for post-GEF sustainability is willingness:  willingness from political leaders, from local communities, and all water users, which must be supported by an agenda of concrete actions and appropriately structured incentives.  Support transition from member state foundations to basin-level management – they must have action-focused outcomes – this will aid sustainability post GEF-funding, regardless of nature/composition of institutional structure of lake/river basin organization.  

Sharpening Tools

1.  Groundwater management

Groundwater management needs to be more fully nested into international waters projects.  Groundwater elements need to be fully incorporated into SAP and TDA analyses.  As GEF is moving into a programmatic approach on a national level, this may not capture basin-level synchronicities between international waters projects, and basin-level GEF interventions in biodiversity, climate change, and land degradation. 

2.  Pollution

Addressing private sector polluters as a means of bringing in direct involvement. An Efficient way to cut down on generation of pollution, increase income, etc.  Lake Victoria now looking into pilot study of artificial wetlands for rural industrial waste disposal. Pollution at the source, can be handled by private sector or subject to private ownership, leads to efficient water use. Pollution at the end of the pipe (wastewater treatment) is more expensive.  Government settles this most often, using a supportive framework, with financing and legal consequences.

3.  Economic tools

The need for more distinct tools in the GEF domain was expressed, for examples, economic assessment of alternatives and benefits from institutional sustainability, or macroeconomic linkages – how does Lake Victoria’s resources contribute to the macroeconomy of each country bordering it? Agriculture, fisheries, livestock, $4.5 to $5 Billion in catchment area, or average of $450-500/person.  

Variability across basin countries

It was noted that, although the international waters intervention bundles countries by basin, there may be a mismatch of countries with regards to upstream/downstream position, institutional capacity, political commitment, etc.  This should be identified through capacity evaluation and proper stakeholder analysis. Lower levels of capacity/commitment commitment might be mitigated through outside cooperation (technical assistance from bilateral source) targeted to that country in order to bridge the gap.  Or can that country be omitted from the project, or from one or more of the components?  What are the consequences? It was also discussed how one might structure rewards for action and penalties for non-performance across countries.

It was noted that there seems to be a difference in delivery time from start to implementation between freshwater and large marine ecosystem time from start to implementation, and was suggested that the GEF Secretariat could compare the methodology, and also transaction costs and other factors (seek feedback) in order to pursue this gap.  This might also be a factor into implementation.

Other technical issues discussed:  data collection, invasive species, catchment protection, demand management, environmental impact assessment, role of communication and media, good governance and regulation
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