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1. On (new)Gaps and Obstacles when starting IW-projects at the scale of multi-countries, national and local:
· Need for political level of agreement containing strategic actions 

· Lack of inter-agency and inter-sectoral coordination 

· Differing perceptions/definitions/understandings of shared water resources, including perceptions based on historical agreements/allocations
· Lack of data and/or unwillingness to share data

· Differing understanding of the real and perceived benefits of transboundary cooperation on water management 
· Lack of awareness of the potential benefits and the urgency of transboundary water issues 
· Maintaining project momentum and meeting/managing stakeholder expectations (timeline) – maturation period for projects are lengthy
· Lack of organizational capacity to implement project 

· Discrepancies in policy, institutional, and legal frameworks 
· Non-favoring enabling environments (human, physical and knowledge infrastructure) 

· Political instability 
· Lack of champions – various government departments fail to take ownership of projects
· Lack of trust among countries and stakeholders

· Discrepancies in national scales (political power, proportion of shared water resource in each country, access to and control over shared water resource, etc.)
· Lack of information on real impacts of non-cooperation (environmental, economic, etc) - linked to lack of ownership
· Inaccessibility of GEF process and language 
· Lack of institutional capacity and continuity
· Lack of clarity of institutional roles and responsibilities
· Lack of sufficient focus on governance issues in projects
· Project log-frames don’t focus enough on governance issues 
· Incompatibility of budget allocation approaches and systems among project implementing institutions 
· Political will can be subordinated to private sector that is exploiting the resource
· Lack of marketplace (at enabling environment level); and lack of governance of markets (at institutional and policy level)
· There is often a disconnect between the political processes that surround development of the project and subsequent implementation. Project management is divorced from the original negotiation, meaning project management ends up facing sometimes unwritten and uncertain expectations that compromise its ability to facilitate change.

· GEF itself can face a credibility gap because it is also a player in governance. As an external agent in governance reform, careless decisions by GEF made from far away can rapidly undo years of progress among partners.
2. On Critical Governance Areas or Barriers to be Removed:
· Differences in policy, legal, institutional, political, and cultural frameworks and levels of development among countries
· Need to bridge the gap between science and policy
· Lack of inter-sectoral coordination and communication 
· Not yet fully developed laws related to international waters 
· Barriers to movement across international borders of people and goods

· Bureaucracy and over-centralization
· Lack of capability of governance systems to respond to project needs (over-centralization or decentralization without resources/support)

· Unrealistic expectations in terms of timelines for project cycles 
· Lack of presence or visibility of a clear win-win solution i.e. of benefits
· GEFSEC inconsistency and frequent changes is frustrating for countries and agencies 

· Lack of Government and stakeholders accountability
· Language
· Lack of clear geographic boundaries (e.g. SIDS)
· Turnover of ministers and staff in ministries can be very high, while the time required for project development is often long. 
· Existing institutions are a barrier where they are ineffective. Stakeholders may not see a need for change, as they expect for example an existing basin commission can do the job, although its flaws make this impossible

· Projects too often end up talking to the wrong people. “The Environment is too important to be left to environmentalists.” Projects thus need to engage at the highest political levels, and not sidelined under environment ministries that lack leverage and reach.
· Countries in international basins may have policy, legal and institutional frameworks that are conflicting or incompatible.
· Stakeholder especially at community levels want tangible concrete results that deliver against their priorities (e.g. poverty reduction). If short term results omitted from reform processes then lack of engagement may constrain impacts on governance.
3. On Solutions and Change Mechanisms/Improvements used by participants: 

· Projects must be adaptive 
· Build confidence through successful technical cooperation 

· Trust-building among countries and stakeholders
· Building effective and creative teams
· Creating legal agreements at bilateral and multilateral levels

· Legal obstacles to be removed to permit information and data sharing (consider creation of new legal requirements) 

· Foster ownership at all relevant levels at all stages (governments, other stakeholders)
· Carry out multi-layer study to establish questions to be addressed and to mobilize necessary political and public will 
· Start with non-threatening learning events and technical cooperation to build trust and capacity
· Identify and demonstrate (shared)benefits to stakeholders (e.g., through demonstration projects at local level); use science to determine benefits of projects 
· Work at all appropriate levels (i.e. international, regional, national, local) to provide solutions 

· Engage markets (private sector, consumers, etc.)
· Consider different mechanisms for harmonization among countries around shared resource (policy, legal, institutional, technical)

· Inter-ministerial committees with a clear mandate
· Need for project steering committee with equal representation of stakeholders/countries, nationally and across boundaries
· Creation of a commission to address issues on a political and technical level  

· Foster political commitment and will 
· Improve communications with legislators at national level

· Foster meaningful involvement and representation of stakeholders in project decision-making and management

· Management at increasingly local level 
· Involvement of civil society to complement project capacity (expertise and financial)

· Ensure that local benefits are emphasized 

· Delegate necessary authority to implement project 

· Effective and committed political and technical leadership, also to play catalytic roles; champions also can play critical role in ensuring effective stakeholder involvement 
· Joint research to generate data that is validated by all countries 
· Civil societies should be provided with forums for dialogues and be enabled to form their own visions (Botswana education examples of local people on their role in IWRM brought success); mobilizing pressure for action could help increasing the ‘sense of urgency’ and therefore increase change for action

· Once local communities get engaged and make projects demand-driven, political commitment of the government follows (again the Botswana experience)
· Use existing organizations, and strengthen those that are weak to benefit from accumulated experience and knowledge base

· Use of informal partnerships – in addition to conventions – creates possibilities for synergy and accelerates progress (PEMSEA, S-Korea?)
· Bringing in social issues to avoid alienating communities and others who may be expected to benefit from an action (e.g. Uganda where process consultation prior to implementation helped successful sale of sugar farms to private sector)
· Develop a dictionary of terms for IW to help overcome language barriers (Brazil National Water Resources Council), and other interpretation and communication tools
· Creating flexibility in GEF procedures and guidelines

· Create local stakeholders accountability (e.g. Vietnam SeaWatch)
· Use external drivers to promote project implementation (e.g., membership in EU)
· To catalyse effective participation, include explicit sub projects designed to build partnerships, to get the right people around the table and talking to each other, especially where otherwise they won’t. 

· where governments are not engaging constructively or productively across boundaries, developing stakeholder and NGO forums can be a catalyst for better government engagement.

· where policy, legal and institutional framework clash across boundaries, building a shared basin vision among governments and across levels can help establish common principles and interests that are the basis for moving forward.

· for an ineffective eg basin commission, an institutional audit of roles and responsibilities helps staff and stakeholders focus on what roles should be and how to do them better.

· making clear the socio-economic and development benefits of cooperation on IW can be key to gaining serious engagement of governments.

· Clearly defined timeframes agreed upon for implementation of project priorities (e.g., in SAP)
· Tailor approaches appropriately to institutional and political settings (e.g., sometimes, integrated approaches aren’t effective and need to take a sectoral approach)
· Governments can build partnerships with civil society to increase credibility and effectiveness of stakeholders awareness-raising and involvement
· Establish autonomous regional organizations that can operate independently from government changes (e.g., Niger Basin Authority)
· Capture and communicate both direct and indirect benefits both horizontally and vertically 
· Use of champions:1) projects as “champions” to push regional agendas forward; 2) individual or organizational champions to push project forward
· Strike a cost-benefit balance at programmatic level, or, if not possible, at a project level 
· To bridge gap between technical/science and policy, create mechanisms for communicating technical documents to the public and to the government 
· Partnering foreign experts with local counterparts to build capacity 
· Start stakeholder involvement right at beginning of project – and integrate throughout
· Institutionalize science communities in the process of decision-making in the form of a science advisory body, while also ensuring that people educated in various disciplines are present within the Government, and who have the ability to deal with both politics and policy
· Ensure proper institutional knowledge management and continuity of building institutional “memory”
