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Second Biennial Global Environment Facility (GEF)

International Waters Conference

September 25 - September 29, 2002

Dalian, China
INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND

The Second Biennial Global Environment Facility (GEF) International Waters (IW) Conference was held September 25 - 29, 2002 in Dalian, China.  This event brought together a diverse array of interests and people - including focal points, senior representatives from the GEF implementing agencies (UNEP, UNDP, World Bank), government counterparts, project executing agencies (e.g. UNOPS, UNIDO, IMO, OAS, NGOs.), financing partners, GEF IW project managers, Secretariats to Regional Sea and River Conventions, academic and private sector participants. In attendance were 186 participants from 62 countries, with 55 projects represented. The meeting was held to review the GEF's global IW portfolio (over US$800 million allocated) and to share experiences and assess best practices for international waters management.

The International Waters focal area was created to specifically target the environmental issues of waterbodies shared by two or more countries.  The World Bank, United Nations Development Programme and United Nations Environment Programme were selected to take the lead as GEF “Implementing Agencies,” based on their comparative advantages in environmental investments, capacity building, and scientific and technical analysis. GEF incremental funding for the International Waters Portfolio largely targets the transactions costs of helping groups of countries to identify and prioritize transboundary issues and their root causes, prepare programmes of action targeting these issues, and the capacity building, technical assistance and investments needed to begin to address these issues.   

Over the years, a body of expertise and experience has been developed in the IW focal area. Sharing this experience was a key impetus for this second International Waters conference. In the first plenary session, presentations by experts associated with GEF International Waters projects introduced four thematic tracks, reflecting priority concerns identified at the first Biennial GEF IW Conference (Budapest, 2000): 

1. Transboundary Diagnostic Analyses (TDA), Strategic Action Programmes (SAP), and Participatory Processes

2. Large Marine Ecosystems and Coasts

3. Freshwater Basin Management

4. Building Sustainability: Partnerships and Finance

In addition to Working Groups on each of these themes, plenary sessions highlighting GEF Asia and China IW projects' experiences (Plenary II) and GEF Monitoring and Evaluation practices (Plenary III) outcomes were held.  A final plenary summarized experiences shared and conclusions from each of the working groups and plenary sessions.  Sections below present these reports, along with the results of a project needs-assessment survey conducted by IW:LEARN. Together with a comparable conference summary from the First Biennial IW Conference, this document provides timely perspectives on the experiences, lessons, and priority needs and concerns of GEF-supported transboundary waters projects.  The conference also produced a strong mandate for future knowledge sharing activities across the GEF IW community.
WORKING GROUP SUMMARIES

Track 1: Working Together: Transboundary Diagnostic Analyses (TDA), Strategic Action Programmes (SAP), and Participatory Processes. 

Rapporteur: Mr. Vladimir Mamaev, Senior Programme Officer, United Nations Environment Programme – Global Environment Facility 

Best Practices and Lessons Learned

In this session, participants identified the key elements of a successful TDA/SAP: national ownership, inter-ministerial coordination, economic considerations, capacity building and institutional strengthening, regional agreements, stakeholder participation, content/process of TDA/SAP, and project formulation.

National Ownership
· Some projects are donor-driven; need more country ownership (country driven-ness)
· Inter-ministerial coordination is essential, starting at project conception phase and continuing through PDF and full project.  Environmental stewardship must cut across all governmental sectors.

· National action plans provide opportunity for national ownership of SAP: SAP must reflect national priorities

· Use of Environmental Quality Objectives can focus regional agreement

· National ownership means more than just high-level government buy-in: must include broad stakeholder ownership
· National Action Plans should be consistent with Regional SAP, and vice versa.


Inter-ministerial Coordination

· Effective Inter-ministerial coordination is essential to project and programmatic success
· Ministry of Finance is essential player at all project phases

· A first step is to begin with existing mechanisms, and strengthen where necessary
· Central government (including Parliament where appropriate) should also be involved

Socio-Economic Considerations
· Governments may be persuaded by broad economic arguments (e.g., costs and benefits, including social as well as fiscal valuation) of environmental programs (necessary but not sufficient condition)
· Implementing Agencies may assist in developing economic arguments, as may international development banks

Capacity Building And Institutional Strengthening

· Capacity building needs are often inadequately defined in TDA/SAP and SAP implementation projects
· Capacity building must include broad issues such as institutional linkages and institutional relationships (in addition to training, education, and conventional perspectives)

Regional Agreements
· International and regional agreements (Conventions, Treaties, etc.) can catalyze effective management, complement national legal/regulatory reform, and facilitate sustainability of SAP implementation
· Data sharing is essential to successful regional management; SAP should address this requirement
Stakeholder Participation

· Broad public participation helps assure stakeholder ownership, and can help catalyze policy and institutional reform
· TDA/SAP to be viewed as a process, not simply as outputs
· Media can be used effectively to enhance public awareness
· From government perspective, not only must various line ministries be involved, but also local and national government (e.g., Parliament, Congress)
Content/Process Of TDA/SAP

· TDA/SAP process is a useful and effective tool for successful environmental intervention
· Some common elements and requirements are shared by all TDAs and SAPs; however, flexibility is essential to reflect regional conditions and differences

· TDA/SAP should be a process of adaptive management and undergo routine updating
Project Formulation

· Project formulation should be realistic in setting time frames, serial versus parallel activities, and budgets
· Project formulation must anticipate needs for capacity building, including project management capacity

For detailed copies of all presentations received, please visit the International Waters: LEARN website at http://www.iwlearn.org/iwc2002
Track 2: Large Marine Ecosystems (LMEs) and Coasts: Experiences and Lessons Learned. Rapporteur: Ms. Marea Hatziolos, Senior Coastal and Marine Specialist and Team Leader, Blue Team, World Bank 

The WSSD, in its Program of Action to meet the Millennium Development Goals for Sustainable Development, re-affirmed the ecosystem-based approach to addressing environmental concerns and issued a renewed call for action on ocean and coastal governance.  Targets include restoring depleted fish stocks by 2015 and establishing a representative system of Marine Protected Areas around the world by 2012.  Countries and UN organizations are further encouraged to adopt Integrated Coastal Management as the most appropriate tool for coastal and ocean governance, and for achieving the above targets on fish stocks, protection of marine biodiversity and related objectives of the Jakarta Mandate of the Convention on Biological Diversity. 

The Large Marine Ecosystem Approach is consistent with this guidance and provides a framework for regional collaboration at a scale large enough to address threats to the sustainability of transboundary marine ecosystems, and the goods and services they provide. LMEs are large areas of the ocean (>200,000 km²) characterized by distinct bathymetry, hydrography, productivity and trophic interactions. They annually produce 95% of the world’s fish catch and encompass the bulk of marine biodiversity. There are currently 65 LMEs in the World’s oceans, 21 of them eligible for GEF assistance.

The LME approach involves information-based management.  It incorporates a modular strategy to assess and analyze ecosystem-wide changes in 5 key areas: (i) productivity, (ii) fish and fisheries/marine community structure, (iii) pollution and ecosystem health, (iv) socio-economics and (v)governance.

The rationale for adopting the LME approach is to take into account the system drivers and forcing functions that determine marine ecosystem integrity and sustainability, how they are affected by human disturbance and climate change, and to reduce fragmentation among stakeholders in managing these impacts through good governance.

Despite the appeal of this new management paradigm to address marine environmental degradation in a holistic way, countries face a number of challenges in applying this approach.  These include issues related to:

1. Scale:  It may be necessary to deal initially with sub-systems of the LME, in light of complexity of the problems in relation to available information, political realities, institutional and financial capacity. The management area could then be expanded to the full LME in subsequent phases (e.g., Gulf of Aqaba Project as a sub-system of the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden LME; Rio de la Plata Project as a sub-system of the Patagonian Shelf and Brazilian Coastal LMEs; Gulf of Guinea Project as a sub-system of the Guinea Current LME).
2.   Scope of problem to be addressed: What are key issues, what are tractable to address at this scale,  and what are the key constraints to effective management?  Key threats include:  (i) overfishing/declines in fishery productivity,  (ii) eutrophication, (iii) changes in trophic dynamics and community structure, (iv) pollution (including POPs and heavy metals), (v) alien species (vi) loss of biodiversity,. These, in turn, result in (1) loss of ecosystem goods and services and (2) reduction in economic potential and welfare of coastal communities, jeopardizing the overall sustainability of the LME.

3.  
Need to determine the scientific basis for action:  This requires early establishment of a baseline of the key indicators of ecosystem health and productivity, and a reliable system of monitoring to detect changes over time in their status.  It also requires carrying capacity assessments for various economic uses of ecosystem goods and services (e.g., fishing, mining, pollution assimilation, tourism, etc.). This can be accommodated under the Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis.

4. 
Prioritizing the various actions through a participatory process among stakeholders within the LME, in the form of a Strategic Action Program:. While necessary and essential ingredients to the LME approach, preparation of the TDA and SAP may result in major delays in project preparation and implementation. Time interval from initial concept to flow of funds from the GEF has been as long as 10 years in some cases.  

These challenges in applying the LME approach, however, may drive innovation in bringing projects to the implementation stage.  These include undertaking TDA and SAP in parallel, with some pilot implementation activities during project preparation to shorten the lag time between project concept and initiation of activities and to maintain momentum until project effectiveness and full implementation (e.g., Gulf of Guinea Project).  Institutional Arrangements can also pose a significant challenge when dealing with problems at the scale of the LME.  Building on existing institutions and modifying arrangements to suit project needs is one means of overcoming institutional inertia affecting onset of project implementation. 

Good governance, including political will, transparency in decision-making, and meaningful participation by stakeholders are also essential elements of the LME paradigm.  These require accurate information on the full value of ecosystem goods and services, and costs of remediation when degraded, to make stakeholders aware of what is at stake with the degradation of the coastal and marine environment, as well as the opportunities for significant economic growth and improvement in human welfare, with the sustainable management of these resources. Information on costs of various management interventions and their benefits in terms of improved livelihoods, food security, better health, and reduced vulnerability to environmental disaster and climate change, is key to obtaining and sustaining the political will of key policymakers and the public, who must bear the cost of protecting the environment or restoring it to good health.  This was demonstrated in building support and consensus for the Baltic Sea Regional Project, the Yellow Sea LME and the Gulf of Aqaba Project. 

Key Lessons Learned

1. TDA/SAP is a major contribution to science/based assessments and management actions—hallmarks of the LME approach.

2. The participatory process is very important (Benguela Current LME/Guinea Current LME) to obtain ownership and retain good will and trust of beneficiaries. This takes time.

3.  
LME approach requires endorsement at highest levels (multi-ministerial or presidential, if possible).  One should think in Program terms.  The mandate for a particular Project may come from political processes external to the project, as in the Peace Process in the Gulf of Aqaba, Environmental Program for the Baltic Sea  and the Helsinki Commission, or other relevant conventions (such as the Abidjan, and Nairobi Conventions).  One needs to take advantage of this for establishing the necessary Institutional Framework to implement the Project and in ensuring the sustainability of the effort beyond the life of the individual project.

4.  
LME approach involves stakeholders across socio-economic boundaries:  North and South (major donor countries involved in stress reduction and support to developing country stakeholders who share the LME—e.g., in the Baltic, Danube/Black Sea). Collaboration among stakeholders to solve problems related to shared ecosystems with high ecological and economic stakes can help bridge the information/digital divide, as well as the economic divide.  This holistic approach to addressing threats to sustainability of major Life Support Systems on earth, and the collaboration and governance systems required among nations to do so, is the basis for the emerging Sustainability Science (Science, April 2001).

5. 
Sustainability of efforts can also be undermined by too great a dependency on external funding.  Need to build sustainability into project design, with innovative resource mobilization/economic instruments.  Need to improve estimates of ecosystem valuation and benefit streams to garner political level support for maintaining integrity/health of ecosystems so that ecosystem goods and services can continue to support economic growth. (sustainable development)

6.  
Building indigenous capacity for informed management is key to project buy-in by stakeholders and sustainability of efforts beyond Life of Project

7.  
LME Projects should not act in isolation.  Synergies between LME projects are possible to create a critical mass of effort and significant impact over a large area.  Opportunities for nested/linked LMEs, as in the case of East Asian Seas (PEMSEA,  Benguela and Guinea Currents in West Africa and Argulhas, Somali Currents in East Africa ) need to be explored and supported. GEF now supports projects along the periphery of entire continents—so coverage/scale is significant in terms of addressing global problems.

Recommendations to GEF Assembly

1.  To avoid unnecessary delays in project processing, GEF needs to develop a simple, concise handbook for LME Project development (including preparation of TDA/SAP), with clear-cut guidelines, and transparent decision-making; Implementing Agencies need to harmonize their procedures as well, particularly when there is joint IA implementation.

2. GEF needs to support mechanisms for sharing information between LME programmes on implementation, strategies for mitigating threats, and trends in the state of the environment, to realize full power of LME approach in addressing issues on a global scale/ in developing country LMEs. 

3. GEF needs to factor in appropriate time scales in assessing design of LME projects and allocating support.  At LME scale, ecosystem-based management requires two phases:

1. Organizational/early Implementation phase ~ 5 yrs

2. Operational phase ~ 5 yrs 


This also provides adequate time to:

 (a) Demonstrate socio-economic benefits


(b) Establish basis for sustainable financing mechanisms, e.g., through fees for use of ecosystem goods and services

(c) Apply a system of indicators for assessing changing states of ecosystems

4.   
There is a need to improve valuation of ecosystem goods and services within an LME in assessing costs and benefits of management decisions and to make economic arguments for interventions to stakeholders and decision-makers.  This will help sustain political will beyond the life of the project.

5.  
GEF and IAs need to strengthen incorporation of performance and outcome indicators at project and program level for demonstrating progress toward achieving Project Objectives and Global Environmental Goals, and justifying continued support for programs from shareholders. (This effectively closes the loop on the TDA and SAP process.)

6.  
GEF needs to incorporate WSSD targets for ecosystem-based management, including use of LME approach,  restoration of depleted fish stocks, adoption of ICM, and establishment of representative systems of MPAs, into its performance and evaluation monitoring programs.

For detailed copies of all presentations received, please visit the International Waters: LEARN website at http://www.iwlearn.org/iwc2002
Track 3: Freshwater Basin Management: Experiences and Lessons Learned.  Rapporteur: Ms. Tracy Hart, Senior Economist, World Bank

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 individual capacity building was discussed, (stakeholders, national governments across different water sectors, within basin-level institutions, 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 the basin.

Basin-level capacity-building, composition and financing 

The proper role of the GEF intervention in terms of guiding national governments to structure an efficient basin-level institution was a continual thread in the two discussion sessions.  Subsidiarity 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 Institute for International Development (IID), World Bank, European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD), and the Ramsar Convention all conducting applied research on this issue.  It was also noted that the value-added lies in the creation of common legal frameworks 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, also always looking for second phase (Slovakia, for example).  Small country budgets cannot afford this, both in terms of raw participation and communications 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:  from political leaders, 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 reduction at the source can be handled by private sector or subject to private ownership, and 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 example, economic assessment of alternatives and benefits from institutional sustainability, or macroeconomic linkages – how do Lake Victoria’s resources contribute to the macroeconomy of each country bordering it? Agriculture, fisheries, and livestock generate $4.5 to $5 billion in catchment area, an average of $450-500/person per annum.  

Variability across basin countries

It was noted that although the IW intervention bundles countries by basin, there may be a mismatch of countries with regards to upstream/downstream position, institutional capacity, political commitment, etc.  These should be identified through capacity evaluation and proper stakeholder analysis. Lower levels of capacity/commitment might be mitigated through outside cooperation (technical assistance from bilateral sources) 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 between freshwater and large marine ecosystem projects in delivery time from start to implementation. It was suggested that the GEF Secretariat could compare the methodology, and also transactions costs and other factors (seek feedback) in order to redress this gap.  This might also illuminate factors in implementation delays.

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

For detailed copies of all presentations received, please visit the International Waters: LEARN website at http://www.iwlearn.org/iwc2002
Track 4: Building Sustainability: Partnerships and Finance. 

Rapporteur: Roberta De Palma - UNIDO

The purpose of this track was to share experience and discuss needs for private sector involvement in GEF International Waters activities. The first session focused on opportunities with the private sector. The second session focused on partnering and financial opportunities and other available resources for GEF IW projects. 

The present report is summarizing all relevant key issues proposed by the presenters and discussed among the participants to the IW conference track 4. The report highlights existing barriers and lessons learned during implementation of selected GEF projects providing the ground for further discussion.

Key issues:

1. Should GEF resources be used to support the private sector, directly or indirectly?

2. Is there a real need to consider alternative delivery mechanisms for environmental infrastructure and services at the local government level, or is it just a case of lack of political will and commitment to finance such projects?

3. Do governments make good partners? How can governments ensure sustainable partnerships with the private sector?

4. Is there a role for IFI’s, donors, and the international agencies in public-private partnerships?

5. Are local governments able to access national and international investors and operating companies? What are the limitations?

6. Are private and public sector partnerships able to solve existing conflicts for the use of natural resources?

7. What kinds of mechanisms and grants could GEF provide to stimulate private sector’s investments in EST in developing countries or countries with economies in transition? – (Water intensity and water polluting industries)

8. How can multilateral financial support be used for implementation of SAP, at the early stage? 
No single country, donor, agency or any individual effort can effectively resolve the environmental management problems of today. Public-private partnerships can be key solutions to many environmental management problems encountered. A sound partnership is a relationship built on mutual interests and trusts established among different parties, which are sharing the same values, risks and benefits. Therefore all relevant stakeholders should be involved in the process, including the civil society.  
Both the public and the private sector are facing a number of different kinds of barriers in making good partners. The main challenge of the public sector is to effectively transform environmental problems from being a public liability into economic opportunities by attracting capital from the private sector.

Local governments often lack managerial and technical skills to act as the broker in the public–private partnership process. Existing bidding and negotiation mechanisms set by the public sector for establishing public-private partnerships are not efficient due to inadequate objective ranking and selection criteria, unrealistic risks and rewards concepts. There is a need to identify and put in place transparent mechanisms focusing on building investment climate to be exercised through a step-by-step process in building confidence in the private-public partnership process.

GEF funds have been utilized in addressing the need of fiscal and managerial reforms in the public sector. Remarkable experiences are the UNDP-GEF Danube Regional Programme, the Black Sea programme and the Partnership in Environmental Management for the Seas of East Asia programme, which have successfully supported the establishment of legal and institutional frameworks as a basis for political commitment and joint actions. 

A key lesson learned through the implementation of the GEF-PEMSEA Programme is that in order to build sustainable partnerships, strong ownership of projects should be established from the very beginning. Early collaboration and extensive consultation between public and private sector are crucial issues. Involvement of all interested stakeholders, including the local communities through contingent valuation surveys has proven to be an appropriate strategy for identification of sustainable projects for investment.

National decentralization policy sometimes results in a lack of national commitment in providing full financial resources and guarantees to support local governments investments. There are a number of relatively small investment projects (US$15-20M), which are important from an environmental point of view but are not included in the priority list of national government's investments plans. Furthermore, municipalities have difficulty in getting direct access to loan guarantees, particularly small municipalities. Eventually, GEF funds could be used to address local political/financial risks by providing non-grant financing with concessional/contingent finance, loans, and guarantees.

On the other hand private sector engagement is often limited by the fact that major financing institutions are seeking high-profit investments where low risks are involved. Investments in wastewater and water supply facilities are highly capital-intensive with high payback periods and low rewards. Least developed countries affected by political instability may be too risky markets for private investors, putting such countries in a very unfavorable position to attract investments compared to countries with economies in transition. 

National financing capacity is not always tailored to the needs of the local private sector:. Commercial loans are too expensive and sustainable financing schemes are not in place. Moreover the private sector in developing countries lacks skilled human resources for identification of bankable projects. Environmental costs and criteria are usually not internalized into management investment decision-making processes. 

The UNIDO/GEF-TEST project for Transferring Environmentally Sound Technologies in the Danube River Basin, has demonstrated an integrated approach to raising awareness on corporate and social responsibilities and has built local capacity within the national private sector (industry and consultancy) for identification of feasible pollution prevention investment projects.

Enterprises usually have limited access to information on existing financing opportunities. Other stakeholders like industrial associations and chambers of commerce can facilitate the access and exchange of information among actors within the public-private partnership process.

Experience from implementation of technical cooperation projects has showed that there is a lack of trust toward national authorities/institutions: the current system of setting national focal points for identification and selection of priorities for financial support has proven to not always be effective. GEF assistance is country needs-driven, therefore alternative delivery mechanisms for environmental infrastructure and services at the local government level are designed on the basis of countries’ specific conditions (investment climate, available national resources and institutional framework). 

Conclusions

GEF has been supporting only a limited number of projects directly engaging the private sector. Nevertheless, there are a number of lessons learned which have been shared among project managers, government representatives and implementing agencies. GEF could play a key role in supporting developing countries to design and deliver innovative mechanisms in the public-private partnership process. Those mechanisms should aim at building i) governance of the system (partnership); ii) strong ownership of projects; iii) capacity in identification of feasible projects; iv) financing schemes combining loan and grant. The private-public partnership process should involve national banks, private sector, GEF and other donors.

Once GEF pulls out of projects, one of the key concerns is the sustainability of the established partnerships over time. Sustainability of PP partnership is built at the very early stage of project design. This can be pursued only if a sound legal and institutional framework has been put in place and strong ownership is guaranteed by the involvement of all stakeholders including local communities.

GEF financial resources can support the public-private partnership process by:

· Financing the development of transparent, balanced and service-oriented partnerships: strong ownership, long-term, shared information, stakeholders’ participation, quicker decision making, transparent processes, early collaboration and consultation (GEF acting as the broker of the PP process)
· Building the climate for investments: strengthening legal and institutional framework as a basis for political commitment and joint actions 
· Strengthening national financial capacity: to be available to local private sector and directly to local governments
· Addressing local political/financial risks by providing non-grant financing with: concessional/contingent finance, loans, and guarantees

· Creating local capacity within the national private sector (industry and consultancy) in identification of pollution prevention opportunities and internalization of environmental criteria for selection of investment projects

· Demonstrating actual project risks by funding Pre-Investment/feasibility studies for Environmentally Sound Technologies
· Supporting private sector access to new markets and technology while strengthening business’ image regarding concern for and management of the environment
For detailed copies of all presentations received, please visit the International Waters: LEARN website at http://www.iwlearn.org/iwc2002
PLENARY SESSION SUMMARIES

Plenary IIA: The East Asia Experience: GEF International Waters Project Examples and Highlights from East Asia. 

Rapporteur:  Mr. Adrian Ross, Senior Programme Officer, Regional Programme on Partnerships on Environmental Management for the Seas of East Asia, Global Environment Facility/United Nations Development Programme/International Maritime Organization
1. There were eight presentations in the first session of Plenary II, focused on GEF IW initiatives in the East Asia region.  Presenters introduced their respective projects and gave an accounting of the coverage, scope, issues, strategies, action programmes and mechanisms that had been put in place, or were being proposed, for project implementation.

2. The projects included:
· Reversing Environmental Degradation Trends in the South China Sea;

· Mekong River Project

· Tumen River Project

· Globallast

· Marine Electronic Highway (MEH)

· Yellow Sea Large Marine Ecosystem (YSLME)

· Building Partnerships in Environmental Management for the Seas of East Asia (PEMSEA).

3. The above-mentioned projects cover five large marine ecosystems, bordered by a watershed area of more than 6 million km2.  The population in the watersheds is approximately 30% of the world population, with people of the region interconnected historically, and through population movements, religion and culture, language, and a general way of life.  The countries of the region are also interdependent economically, through shipping and intra-regional trade, commerce and an emerging ASEAN + 3 economic alliance.

4. Because of the semi-enclosed nature of the sea areas of the region, the countries are also interconnected ecologically, and share many natural resources and services, as well as environmental hazards and risks that are both natural and occurring as a consequence of human activities. The projects are addressing priority transboundary environmental issues, including fisheries management, habitat restoration and management, pollution prevention and management, biodiversity conservation and wetlands preservation, overexploitation of resources, erosion and sedimentation, river basin and freshwater management and the transfer of exotic and invasive marine species through ships’ ballast water.

5. A number of issues and lessons were shared during discussions, including:

· Development of transboundary IW projects is a lengthy process, with several of the projects taking more than three years to evolve through the PDF stage.  Inadequate communication within and among participating countries, poor horizontal communication among line agencies, political sensitivities, disparities in technical capacity, and the bureaucratic processes within countries were cited among the reasons for the lengthy process.  No solutions were offered for overcoming the situation.

· The IW projects collectively stress the political, economic, social, cultural and ecological interconnectivity among the countries, the people and the resources of the region.  Overall, the identified IW projects exemplify a comprehensive environmental management perspective for the regional seas and associated watershed areas, through integrated river basin management, coastal and marine resource management, and pollution prevention and management from ships.  Effectively, the IW projects cut across all GEF thematic programmes and therefore require holistic, cross-sectoral management approaches and coordination.  This is recognized as a challenge to IW project development and management, but it is also seen as having direct relevance to the WSSD Plan of Implementation and its global targets, as well as other international instruments and agreements.

· Country ownership of projects was highlighted as an essential ingredient to sustainability and replication of GEF IW initiatives beyond the contribution phase.   The projects are employing a number of strategies for securing country ownership and sustainability including: establishing intergovernmental steering committees to oversee and guide the projects, integration of project coordination and policy decision-making into the agenda of senior-level (in some cases, inter-ministerial) national committees, and multi-sectoral project coordinating/technical committees at the site or community level.

· Other elements identified as being central to the goal of project sustainability included: creation of a common vision for sustainable development of the shared environment/natural resources with strategic plans and/or agreements for achieving the vision; development of counterpart national/sub-national strategies and policies, employing the regional framework and action programmes as guidance, while reflecting on priorities, concerns, needs and capabilities at the country/local level; adoption of cross-sectoral, integrated approaches to managing river basins and coastal and marine areas, institutionalization of management mechanisms and processes; development of demonstration/pilot sites to serve as national and regional working models; establishment of a core of skilled and  experienced personnel at the national and sub-national levels using the GEF initiative as a vehicle for building capacity and providing the necessary hands-on experience; forging multi-sectoral  partnerships; and formulating of sustainable financing mechanisms.

· Enhanced information management systems and the establishment of communication networks and decision support systems were also highlighted in the presentations.  Access to information can prove to be difficult, because the data is either not available or, as a consequence of policy decisions, it cannot be easily accessed.  Nevertheless, the projects are challenged with developing and applying information management systems as a means of providing managers and policy-makers with accurate, relevant and timely data, and packaged in a format that is readily useful. GIS, real-time monitoring, sediment and pollutant dispersion models, oil spill dispersion and sensitivity mapping were among the information management/DSS applications being developed/applied.  The MEH project, in particular, is focused on the development and demonstration of an innovative package of technologies, combining precision navigation instrumentation and technologies, with environmental information systems and electronic networking, to create a self-sustaining information service, that will enhance maritime safety, strengthen environmental management and emergency response programmes, and forge partnerships between governments, the private sector and civil society of the region, and beyond.

6.
A major conclusion from the dialogue was that the IW projects operating in the East Asia region could benefit from increased inter-project collaboration, such as sharing of information, lessons and experiences, and cooperation in the development of complementary project activities.  This was seen as being a cost-effective and efficient use of GEF resources.  The 2nd biennial IW conference provided a venue and springboard for such collaboration. 

For detailed copies of all presentations received, please visit the International Waters: LEARN website at http://www.iwlearn.org/iwc2002.

Plenary IIB: The China Experience: China’s GEF International Waters Project Highlights. 

Rapporteur: Mr. Gunther Mau, UN Technical Advisor, United Nations Development Programme

Lessons Learned From China Project Experiences

Xiamen ICM 

· Strong governmental support that stretches across all layers of government and involves a wide range of departments and agencies; complementary legislation and regulations is essential

· Sound scientific basis, linking scientists with political decision-makers, leads to commensurate resource allocation by government and creates downstream environmental benefits   

· Extensive capacity building and awareness programs for managers and the public - e.g. public rallying activities such as ‘clean harbour’ initiatives – can facilitate more successful project implementation.

Bohai Sea 

· Formal cooperation agreement generated downstream support from local leaders / politicians 

· Demonstration projects highlight successful environmental management processes and showcase that cross-border pollution can be addressed in a financially feasible, politically acceptable, long-term sustainable manner 

· SOA International Cooperation 
· Leverage in accessing national resources through creation of sustainable financial mechanisms can be an effective tool

· Facilitate transfer of management concepts such as ICM, stakeholder involvement, formation of partnerships, ecosystem-based management approaches, etc., to appropriate stakeholders.

· Regional cooperation and policy dialogue with neighbours across the border 

· Donor cooperation with China’s emerging NGO community increases public awareness of environmental issues 
Specific Recommendations 

· Interconnectivity and management of transboundary issues 

· Enhance capacities for good governance 

· Promote sustainability after cessation of GEF inputs

· Cooperation among IW projects: As national levels of expertise grow, donors should make more use of regional experts and reduce the reliance on international experts 

· Focus on core projects that are of global significance and cover large geographic areas - to maximize impact of investment 

· Strengthen inter- and intra-departmental coordination 

· Enhance capacity building through investment in soft- & hardware
· Establish and maintain regional cooperation mechanisms 

· Institutional arrangements are vital to successful project delivery, both SEPA and the Ministry of Water Resources must be involved 

· International projects have to be incorporated into national planning and implementation and not be stand-alone projects

· International projects should be used to leverage additional national funds and political commitments. If successful, it can even lead to ‘topping up’ of funds already allocated under the present FYDP

· International projects must be sensitive to specific cultural / political environments - in some cases that may necessitate a top-down approach and the bottom-up approach is not automatically the most appropriate 

· Interconnectivity is both a problem and strength in Northeast Asia. There is uncertainty about maritime borders but this also is an opportunity for regional cooperation as it forces countries to engage. 

For detailed copies of all presentations received, please visit the International Waters: LEARN website at http://www.iwlearn.org/iwc2002.

Plenary III: GEF Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) 

Rapporteur: Aaron Zazueta, Senior Monitoring and Evaluation Specialist, Global Environment Facility. 
The session consisted of a panel of four presentations followed by an open discussion. The first referred to guidelines of IW focal area project indicators; the presentation emphasized the need to incorporate indicators into the logical framework and process three levels of indicators (process, stress reduction and environmental status).  The second presentation introduced a draft for IW focal area program indicators, in addition to the three indicators proposed by the first presentation on project indicators, the second presentation introduced indicators on program coverage.  Also the presentation emphasized that program level indicators are particularly oriented at tracking impacts – and exclude input and output indictors, which are part of project indicators.  Also, given the short duration of the projects, the program indicators draft guidelines give particular attention to process indicators. The third presentation addressed indicators developed to track project activities and inputs in one project, and the fourth presentation addressed the issues related to the establishment of environmental status indicators in another specific project. 

Most of the comments during the discussion focused on the guidelines' IW focal area indicators. The comments are summarized as follows:

1. Some participants expressed a need for more guidance on the development of project level status indicators.

2. Encourage projects that address similar issues to coordinate and learn from one another regarding the selection of stress reduction and environmental status indicators.

3. Consider the extent to which current indicators are mostly oriented to remediation and that there might be a need to consider indicators for prevention.

4. It is useful to try environmental status indicators in a few pilot sites with different degrees of environmental degradation to determine which could be discarded.

5. Ensure that the documentation of program indicators is drafted in such a way that it captures the diversity of approaches being followed.

6. Environmental status indicators should require the establishment of a long-term vision that is simple and meaningful to all stakeholders.

7. Seek to make a connection between environmental indicators and sustainable development indicators. 
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RESULTS OF IW:LEARN’S 2002 PROJECT NEEDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY

Dalian, China, September 2002

Nearly all countries that receive development assistance from the United Nations or the World Bank have also participated in GEF IW projects. The Second GEF International Waters Conferences in Dalian provided an ideal opportunity to survey the capacity building needs of representatives from those projects and participating countries. The GEF IW:LEARN project conducted a written survey to prioritize projects’ needs for various management tools and knowledge about specific IW-related environmental concerns. 

Sixty management tools were derived from the Global Water Partnership Toolbox taxonomy and GEF-specific project management components. Over twenty issues were adapted from the GEF-supported Global International Waters Assessment’s key issues. 

Among fifty respondents, an overwhelming majority viewed tools for Public Participation as their top capacity-building need. Nearly two-thirds identified Public Participation as a high priority, while 90% rated it as either a medium or high priority. Participants also expressed a strong need for tools related to: Knowledge Management and Knowledge Sharing, Monitoring and Evaluation, Water Management Indicators and Databases. The table below ranks tools rated highly needed by over 50% of respondents and medium or highly rated by over 80% of respondents.

	Rank
	Tools in High Demand
	Tools in Medium or High Demand

	1
	Public Participation
	Public Participation

Monitoring and Evaluation



	2
	Knowledge Management



	3
	Knowledge Sharing

Water Management Indicators


	Databases

	4
	Data Analysis




Raising awareness




Increasing participation



Professionals Training

	Knowledge sharing
Strategic Action Program
Monitoring
Risk assessment and mgmt
Improved efficiency of use



	5
	Strategic Action Program

	Data Analysis

Raising awareness

Increasing participation

Project Financing

Development of Investment Packages

Cost recovery and charging policies

Build Partnerships

Stakeholder Communication

Water Resource Economics



	6
	Databases

	N/A


Loss of Ecosystems and Ecotones was the IW issue of greatest importance to respondents. Overexploitation, Biodiversity Impacts and Habitat Destruction were also among issues for which projects most commonly require more knowledge and information. The table below ranks issues rated highly needed by over one third of respondents and medium or highly rated by at least 60% of respondents.

	Rank
	High Information Need
	Medium or High Information Need

	1
	Loss of Ecosystems/Ecotones


	Loss of Ecosystems/Ecotones 

Biodiversity Impacts



	2
	Overexploitation


	Habitat Destruction

	3
	Habitat Destruction

Inappropriate Harvesting


	Inappropriate Harvesting

Resource Habitat changes

Man-induced changes in the physical environment



	4
	Man-induced changes in the physical environment 
	Modification of ecosystems or ecotones

Overexploitation

Changes in the hydrological cycles



	5
	Changes in the hydrological cycles
	Fisheries Biomass



	6
	Biodiversity impacts

Drought


	N/A

	7
	Modification of ecosystems or ecotones

Pollution of existing water supplies
	N/A


The results from this survey largely reaffirm the outcomes from a similar assessment conducted at the first International Waters Conference. These findings will be used to guide future knowledge sharing activities across the GEF IW portfolio, with support and facilitation of the GEF’s IW:LEARN Project.


CONCLUSIONS

The TDA/SAP approach to addressing transboundary issues has been further tested and refined. It is clearly now well-established as an effective modality for catalyzing protection and rehabilitation of shared water bodies in a way that is integrated, cross-sectoral and has broad stakeholder involvement.

Beyond TDA/SAP, GEF has tested other successful, more local approaches to environmental management, such as PEMSEA’s demonstration and replication of ICM sites, GloBallast’s use of demo sites to test and replicate ballast water management strategies, and Jordan’s Gulf of Aqaba EAP.  Challenges remain to integrate local initiatives with broader scale approaches at the level of LME and river basins.

Inter-agency cooperation in GEF IW programming among IA’s, the expanded EA’s, and other UN agency and donor partners, has contributed significantly to the recent progress made by the GEF IW portfolio.  Important examples included the Danube-Black Sea S.P., Red Sea SAP, Pacific SIDS, PEMSEA, etc. 
Across the board, GEF IW projects have made very strong commitments to broad stakeholder involvement in project implementation, using a variety of approaches – from stakeholder inclusion in relevant committees, to small grants programs, to awareness raising activities.  This attention to seeking and incorporating stakeholder views and involvement bodes well for the institutional and political sustainability of GEF-catalyzed IW programs.

The GEF IW portfolio is showing increasing success in leveraging financial, institutional and political commitments by governments, donors and other national and international institutions.  This leverage can be seen in numerous examples such as the Danube-Black Sea S.P., the Bohai Sea program, the PIC Oceanic Fisheries and others.

LMEs are emerging as an accepted management framework for sustainable marine resource management, but more remains to be done to increase awareness, acceptance and application of the LME approach.

Implementation of GEF’s IW programme is accelerating and has made tremendous progress over the two years since the first biennial meeting in Budapest.
ANNEX I: International Waters Conference 2000 Summary

For the full conference report and presentations from the GEF’s first International Waters Conference held in Budapest, Hungary, in October 2000, please visit: 
http://www.iwlearn.org/iwc2000.



ANNEX II: Global Environment Facility International Waters Projects with Web sites

Approximately two thirds of the GEF’s active IW projects maintain project Web sites, presented below. 
Detailed profiles and project-related documents for these and other GEF IW projects can be accessed via the GEF International Waters Resource Centre (IWRC), on-line at http://www.iwlearn.net or by contacting the GEF International Waters:LEARN project for a CD-ROM copy of the IWRC. IW:LEARN can be reached via email at: info@iwlearn.org or phone/fax at: +1 (703) 522-2190/2191.
	PROJECT NAME
	PROJECT TITLE
	WEBSITE ADDRESS

	Aral Sea Basin
	Water and Environmental Management in the Aral Sea Basin
	http://www.aral.uz 

	Baltic Sea
	Baltic Sea Regional Project, Phase I
	http://www.helcom.fi 

	Benguela Marine Ecosystem
	Integrated Management of the Benguela Current Large Marine Ecosystem (BCLME)
	http://www.ioinst.org/bclme 

	Bermejo River II
	Implementation of the Strategic Action Programme for the Bermejo River Binational Basin: Phase II
	http://www.cbbermejo.org.ar/indexeng.html 

	Black Sea Ecosystem
	Control of Eutrophication, Hazardous Substances and Related Measures for Rehabilitating the BLACK SEA Ecosystem: Phase 1
	http://www.blacksea-environment.org 

	Danube/Black Sea Basin
	Danube/Black Sea Strategic Partnership - Nutrient Reduction Investment Fund: 
	http://www.worldbank.org/blacksea-danube  

	Caribbean Sea Runoff
	Reducing Pesticide Runoff to the Caribbean Sea
	http://www.cep.unep.org/pubs/meetingreports/GEF-Pesticides/GEF%20Pesticides.htm 

	Caspian Sea Environment
	Addressing Transboundary Environmental Issues in the Caspian Environment Programme (CEP)
	http://www.caspianenvironment.org 

	Coastal and Marine Environment SS Africa
	Development and Protection of the Coastal and Marine Environment in Sub-Saharan Africa (CMEA)
	http://www.acops.org/GEF_Africa.htm 

	Danube Environmental Citizenship
	Building Environmental Citizenship to Support Transboundary Pollution Reduction in the Danube: A Pilot Project in Hungary and Slovenia
	http://www.rec.org/REC/Programs/PublicParticipation/DanubeInformation 

	Danube River Basin Nutrients
	Strengthening the Implementation Capacities for Nutrient Reduction and Transboundary Cooperation in the Danube River Basin
	http://www.icpdr.org/undp-drp 

	Dnieper River Basin
	Preparation of A Strategic Action Programme (SAP) for the Dnieper River Basin and Development of SAP Implementation Mechanisms
	http://www.dnipro-gef.net 

	East Asia Seas
	Building Partnerships in Environmental Management for the Seas of East Asia (PEMSEA)
	http://www.pemsea.org 

	GIWA
	Global International Waters Assessment (GIWA)
	http://www.giwa.net

	GloBallast
	Removal of Barriers to the Effective Implementation of Ballast Water Control and Management Measures in Developing Countries (GloBallast)
	http://globallast.imo.org

	Guarani Aquifer
	Environmental Protection and Sustainable Integrated Management of the Guarani Aquifer
	http://www.aquiferoguarani.hpg.com.br 

	Gulf of Guinea Large Marine Ecosystem
	Water Pollution Control and Biodiversity Conservation in the Gulf of Guinea Large Marine Ecosystem
	http://www.africaonline.co.ci/AfricaOnline/societes/goglme/goglme.html 

	IW:LEARN
	Strengthening Capacity for Global Knowledge-Sharing in International Waters (IW:LEARN)
	http://www.iwlearn.org 

	La Plata River-Maritime Front
	Environmental protection of the Rio de la Plata and its Maritime Front: Pollution Prevention and Control and Habitat Restoration (FREPLATA)
	http://www.freplata.org 

	Mediterranean Sea
	Determination of Priority Actions for the Further Elaboration and Implementation of the Strategic Action Programme for the Mediterranean Sea
	http://www.unepmap.org 

	Mekong River
	Mekong River Commission Water Utilization Project
	http://www.mrcmekong.org

	Mesoamerican Barrier Reef
	Conservation and Sustainable Use of the Mesoamerican Barrier Reef System (Biodiversity) 
	http://www.mbrs.org.bz 

	Nile River Basin
	Nile Transboundary Environmental Action Project, Phase I
	http://www.nilebasin.org 

	Okavango River Basin
	Environmental Protection and Sustainable Management of the Okavango River Basin
	Coming soon

	Pacific SIDS
	Implementation of the Strategic Action Programme (SAP) of the Pacific Small Island Developing States
	http://www.sprep.org.ws/iw/default.htm 

	Paraguay River Basin
	Integrated Watershed Management of the Pantanal and Upper Paraguay River Basin
	http://www.oas.org/usde/ALTOPARA/AP.HTM 

	Peipsi Basin, Lake
	Development and Implementation of the Lake Peipsi/Chudskoe Basin Management Programme
	http://www.ctc.ee 

	Red Sea & Gulf of Aden
	Implementation of the Strategic Action Programme for the Red Sea and Gulf of Aden (PERSGA)
	http://www.persga.org 

	San Juan River Basin
	Formulation of a Strategic Action Programme for the Integrated Management of Water Resources and Sustainable Development of the San Juan River Basin and its Coastal Zone (PROCUENCA)
	http://www.oas.org/usde/SanJuan/SANJUAN.HTM 

	Sao Francisco Basin
	Integrated Management of Land-based Activities in the São Francisco Basin
	http://www.oas.org/usde/SAFUP/sf.HTM 

	Senegal River Basin
	Senegal River Basin Water and Environmental Management Programme
	Coming soon

	SIDS
	Capacity-Building for Small Island Developing States through SIDSNet
	http://www.sidsnet.org

	Tanganyika Biodiversity Project , Lake
	Pollution Control and Other Measures to Protect  Biodiversity of Lake Tanganyika
	http://www.ltbp.org

	TRAIN-SEA-COAST
	TRAIN-SEA-COAST Programme (TSC)
	http://www.un.org/Depts/los/TSC/TSCindex.htm 

	TumenNet
	Preparation of A Strategic Action Programme (SAP) and Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) for the Tumen River Area, Its Coastal Regions and Related Northeast Asian Environs
	http://www.tumennet.org 

	Victoria, Lake
	Lake Victoria Environmental Management Project (LVEMP)
	http://www.lvemp.org 

	 
	Role of the Coastal Ocean in the Disturbed and Undisturbed Nutrient and Carbon Cycles
	http://www.nioz.nl 

	 
	Regionally Based Assessment of Persistent Toxic Substances (RBA)
	http://www.chem.unep.ch/pts 

	 
	Development of National Implementation Plans for the Management of Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs)
	http://www.pops.int/documents/implementation/nips


	 
	Support for the Implementation of the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants
	http://www.pops.int/documents/implementation
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