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Summary Report from the 
Inter-Project Clinics Session
Introduction

This document summarizes reports emerging from several inter-project clinics at the 4th Biennial GEF International Waters Conference (IWC). The clinics represented another example of the redesign of the IWC to reflect a more interactive and needs-driven knowledge sharing format. 
This particular conference session centered on a format that envisioned session leaders, called doctors, seated with small groups of participants to lead question and answer sessions on highly specific topics of interest to IW project managers. The clinics were intended to be mini-workshops featuring assistance for project management, performance, and impact, based on participants’ indications of their projects’ greatest challenges. A needs survey, launched online prior to the conference aimed to capture both the topics of interest, as well as identify doctors with specific expertise among IWC participants, as well as seek to estimate interest in the given topics. The survey itself can be viewed at http://www.iwlearn.net/iwc4survey. 

Results from roughly one quarter of registered participants were then grouped and ranked both by available expertise and apparent interest. Thus, the top ten topics constituting each clinic emerged through a highly participatory and needs-driven process. At the IWC itself, doctors were invited to lead groups based on their individual responses. Posters for sign-up will also be posted at the reception desk with clinics topics and teams, and information on assigned rooms, times and locations will be distributed the day before the clinic session.

Each clinic represented an example of colleagues training their peers in a participatory, more informal small working group format. Although the overall theme was achieving results and measuring impacts, clinics covered a broad range of themes. By far, the clinic covering climate change adaptation and international waters projects generated the greatest interest. Readers of this report may note inconsistencies in reporting. This stems in part from less well-defined session objectives, conveyed to doctors and rapporteurs belatedly. That notwithstanding, the clinics earned highly favorable ratings in evaluations submitted by a significant percentage of participants. 
Key Recommendations, Outcomes Conclusions

· Attempt to change and/or harmonize policy at national levels to accommodate transboundary IWRM 
· Use replication strategy as a way of measuring progress.
· The important of articulating real benefits (i.e., by demonstration real change) to stakeholders of their participation to overcome apathy and avoid participation fatigue.  
· Participation needs to be integrated into the project planning and execution and not take place “on the side”

· Create opportunities for demonstrating benefits to stakeholders at local level and scaling up

· Policymakers need to know what other countries and basins are doing. Therefore an adaptation clearing house is needed, set up perhaps as a satellite of IW:LEARN, for knowledge sharing on:

· eg. adaptation strategies (database of studies), key sectors for national studies/assessments of resilience capacity

· types of technologies, including infrastructure and agricultural practices that are being tried

· types of risk management approaches, including security funds, insurance schemes, new infrastructure specifications

· information from private sector and universities

· GEF could support development of sound methods for integrating climate change into water resources planning, design and management

· Promulgate guidelines on how budgets should be developed

· Improve inadequate knowledge of how indicators are produced, or how they are implemented.
Clinic by Clinic Review
1. The ABC of the GEF Results Framework and IW Indicators 




Doctor(s): Tracy Hart, World Bank,thart@worldbank.org
Nicolas Kotschubey, World Bank, nkotschubey@worldbank.org
Discussion Summary

· GEF policies and procedures

· Differences between GEF terminology and that of others

· Ability of project leaders to influence high-level government officials

· Role of GEF focal points
· Contradictory national data

· Setting indicators in the absence of data

· Translating program-level indicators to project level

Anyone’s problem solved?
Q:  How do you translate specific project indicators into generic Strategic Priority indicators so that GEF can “roll them up”?

A:  It is useful to make a “shadow” table to include as an Annex in your GEF documentation which maps the project logframe to the GEF OP/SP generic indicators requested to report on, so as to give GEF an explicit road map to use to should those involving in logframe design leave the project.

Q:  The TDA/SAP phase 1 projects often include Parliament approval of the TDA as a key indicator for moving from Phase 1 to Phase 2 (SAP implementation).  However, in design phase, this indicator is often underspecified in terms of the amount of time and financing it takes to get TDA approval through multiple countries in Parliament.  How can a project jump or otherwise bypass this hurdle?

A:  This is a difficult question, and not directly related to results frameworks/indicators.  Most GEF CTAs/project managers responsible for delivering on this are not politicians, and this is a political-based outcome.  One piece of advice is to bring in the GEF focal point to help deliver on this.  Another is to convince ministerial parties and governments that this is their outcome to deliver and not the PMU’s.  (Peer-to-peer assist aided by Dnipro Basin)

Q:  How and when can we expect agencies to move towards a consolidated use of the same terminology?

A:  The GEF Evaluation Office has commissioned a study on the framework/indicators terminology across all implementing and executing agencies.  An initial recommendation of the study is the adoption of OECD terminology as a common framework.  

Q:  How do you translate generic GEF project indicators into specific project- or program-based indicators so that countries can own them and adopt them through and beyond the lifetime of GEF funding?

A:  (i) Only choose the subset of them that apply to your project (ii) Tailor them as specifically as possible to your ecosystem (iii) Supplement them with additional indicators outside the GEF IW framework if suitable.  

Q:  What do you do if basin-level baseline data is “true” and national-level baseline data is “suspect”?

A:  This may appear to be an indicators issue, but it is a trust-building exercise waiting to happen.  The first step is to start with a consultation mechanism for data standardization for technical staff across the relevant national ministries.  Then each country has to provide a means for input into a regional-level mechanism.  The basin level institution builds a basin-level model with basin-level data that provides some independent means of data verification.  Once this basin level model is developed in parallel with the basin-level trust-building exercises, both capacities are transferred up to decision-makers.  (Peer-to-peer assist aided by Nubian and Iuellmeden Aquifers)

Q:   How can different countries have access to basin-level indicators and data, as well as each other’s data?

A:  A joint (ecosystem-based) authority can build a mechanism that allows access to be able to share data.  This can be through a monitoring network or databank that is either a pre-existing or new mechanism.   Often GEF projects add new layers (socio-economic and environmental impacts) to an existing regional hydrological database and increase regional willingness to share such data.  (Peer-to-peer assist aided by Nubian Aquifer)

Q:    How can national and regional levels intersect in developing indicators for a project?

A:  One such example is to use the ecosystem institution to employ national-level staff whose responsibilities include, in part, roles as links for M&E cooperation from the focal Ministry from their respective countries.  In the case of the Niger River Basin, the Executive Secretariat hosts a GEF Focal Point from each of nine countries, who represents the Ministry of Environment from each country, and can link back into the MoE M&E system in that country in term of fostering M&E cooperation in the development of long-term indicators for the basin. (Peer-to-peer assist aided by Niger River Basin)
Recommendations

· The group would like greater funding by GEF to establish baselines
· Ensure broad stakeholder involvement with the development of indicators; in particular technical experts
· Allow GEF indicators to be tailored to specific situations

· Consult the following background materials:

· “Monitoring and Evaluation Indicators for GEF International Waters Projects”, Monitoring and Evaluation Working Paper number 10, November 2002
· Focal Area Strategy for GEF International Waters (draft 8), June 2007

· GEF Evaluation Office paper on harmonization of indicator terminology across GEF implementing and executing agencies, Aaron Zazueta as reference

· Project-level indicators should contribute to program-level or regional-level indicators

· To facilitate M&E, incorporate your M&E into a bigger (national) M&E program.

· Don’t use too many indicators

· Include launch workshop at operational level to disclose logical frameworks  to clarify each role as there is a grey area sometimes between outcomes and outputs

· If no baseline exists, the objective could be to establish a baseline, and the indicator could be “baseline established” (a process indicator)

· Lack of data should not stop you from doing a project 

3. IWRM Implementation and Measuring Progress






Doctor(s): Felix Monggae, Global Water Partnership, ceo@kcs.org.bw 

Weiguo Zhou, World Bank, wzhou@worldbank.org
Discussion Summary

· When and how to implement IWRM?

· How to define it (Global Water Partnership vs. alternatives)?

· Varying or incompatible legal frameworks

· Insufficient focus on environmental stress indicators

· Lack of data sharing

· Establishing proper bodies for IWRM implementation.

· Importance of lobbying key actors to recreate an enabling environment for technicians to work in.

· Lack of benchmarks to measure the progress of IWRM implementation. 
· The possibility of using such principles as “equity”, “efficiency” and “environmental protection” as indicators?
Recommendations
· Formulate a database of case studies, both successes and failures, to construct knowledge base. (www.iwlearn.net offers such a location, along with the IW Experience Note program). 
· Process indicators are very good starting points to measure progress. Stress indicators are good, but should be secondary.

· IW:LEARN should organize a conference on IWRM indicators. 
· Agree on the baselines first, for all participating countries involved, before implementing IWRM. It may be qualitative but it’s important. 

· Attempt to change and/or harmonize policy at national levels to accommodate transboundary IWRM 
· Indicators should include human resources and institutions.

· Use replication strategy as a way of measuring progress.

Personal Followup Actions

· Sameh Afifi (of the UNDP Arab States office) proposed a follow-up action. They will host a program “Preparatory Assistance for Water Governance” (involving 22 countries). Sameh will offer invitations to all clinic members. CAP-Net also offered assistance. 

4. Demonstrating and Measuring Societal Impact






Doctor: Hajanirina Razafindrainibe, SAGE-Fampandrosoana Maharitra (Agulhas and Somalia LME Project), hajaniry@yahoo.fr
Discussion Summary

· How to make an international project fruitful in terms of poverty alleviation and revenue generation

· How to make population interested and involved in environmental issues

· How to measure social impacts. Participants reviewed the many kinds of societal impacts that exist (creating complexities to have standard indices) and difficulties in setting boundaries. Other aspects include: 
a. Capacity building

b. Strategies

c. Change of behavior

d. Policy

e. Sustainable structures

f. Ownership

g. Empowerment

h. Legal institutions

i. Level of income (not monetary but could be quality of life such as education, health etc)

Recommendations
· Projects should measure changes in societal impact based on human development indices (HDI), which exist in all countries as a baseline to measure such impacts. 

· Communities targeted by projects should be measured separately from the general population, so as to highlight changes that have taken place, otherwise they will be obscred within the national statistics

5. Creating and Enhancing Public Participation






Doctors: Jessica Troell, Environmental Law Institute, jtroell@eli.org, Mary Matthews, Tethys Consultants, mary.matthews@tethysconsultants.com
Discussion Summary

Participants shared their experiences and challenges related to implementing public and stakeholder involvement in international waters projects.  Specifically, participants raised the following issues:

· Levels of trust among stakeholders, particularly when members of the public feels that government has a hidden agenda.  

· NGO credibility can be an issue that impacts public involvement when they are used as representatives of stakeholders for project purposes

· Lack of willingness to share government-held information with stakeholders.

· Public participation takes a long time and requires resources that are not always available in GEF IW projects.

· There is an issue when the government (or other institution) raises stakeholder expectations of being involved and then doesn’t follow through.

· Need for effective media relations.

· Lack of ownership when participation is at the level of information dissemination or even consultation.  There is a need to involve stakeholders and the public (both) meaningfully and create mechanisms for incorporating and using feedback from stakeholders into the project planning and implementation. 

· Quantitative indicators do not accurately capture the quality of participation – there is a need for qualitative/descriptive monitoring and evaluation approaches.

· The important of articulating real benefits (i.e., by demonstration real change) to stakeholders of their participation to overcome apathy and avoid participation fatigue.  This can be more difficult at the international level and pilot or demonstration projects have been effective in overcoming that challenge.  

· Participation needs to be integrated into the project planning and execution and not take place “on the side”

· There is a need to avoid top-down participation, imposing structures and capacity-building or training initiatives on stakeholders. 

· Local stakeholders have relevant knowledge that should be used by projects 

· Involving stakeholders/community into project implementation at local level raises awareness of issues and builds capacity

· Corruption affects poor stakeholders disproportionately 

· Need to adjust “level” of participation at different times throughout project 
Consensus on Statements, Approaches
Participants generally agreed on the challenges and issues that were raised.
Anyone’s problem solved?
Participants made suggestions to address the issue of sharing information.  Where civil society is credible to the public, it was suggested that government work with NGOs to work with communities/the public.  This can build credibility of government when associated with successful interventions.   It was also suggested that legal frameworks are often created through GEF projects that contain information-sharing requirements. 
Recommendations
Many of the recommendations are provided in the “issues discussed” above. 

· Provide funding directly to other stakeholders (private sector, NGOs, etc.) to implement parts of the project
· Provide more funding for public participation 

· Work with general public as well as project stakeholders  

· Create opportunities for demonstrating benefits to stakeholders at local level and scaling up

· Include more stakeholders in project steering committee and other project-related institutions 

· Make better use of stakeholder knowledge in projects, particularly in defining issues to be addressed 

· Need for more qualitative (and better quantitative) indicators for monitoring and evaluating implementation of public participation 

6. Confidence and Partnership Building 







Doctor: J.B. Collier, World Bank, jcollier@worldbank.org

Discussion Summary

· Stakeholder engagement and capacity building is vital to instill confidence in all sectors i.e. from the rural farmer right up to the government officials.
· Lack of confidence amongst black South Africans, even when educated can often be attributed to cultural issues 
· Issues relating to and affecting confidence on a personal level:

· Confidence in appearance

· What do I know? What knowledge do I have?

· Challenges to respond (when questioned)

· Confidence that is inherent in an institution and therefore “rubs off” onto members/employees

· Confidence due to no longer being able to deal with a certain situation/ lifestyle conditions

· Building confidence at tertiary institutions vs. what happens at home

· In South Africa, there is a hierarchy of confidence relating to:

· Class

· Race

· Gender

· Ethnicity

· Culture
Recommendations
Experience in the Nile Basin suggests good practice includes:

· Identify the target audience
· Work with them to get them involved
· Identify benefits for the different stakeholders
a. For themselves

b. For their institution / country

c. For their people
· Bring people ‘to the table’ and engage them

· Be mindful of the time factor: long term process

· Applied learning builds confidence (South African experience)
7. Climate Change and Adaptation in GEF International Waters Projects



Doctor(s): Mark Smith, IUCN, mark.smith@iucn.org, Rafik Hirji, World Bank, rhirji@worldbank.org
Climate change adaptation was a popular topic, indicating high demand for information and support on the issue among IW projects. 

Discussion Summary

Climate change is expected to alter water availability and use across the world in a significant and complex ways.  It is a major global challenge with implications across GEF’s multiple focal areas (E.g., Climate Change and International Waters) and needs to be addressed adequately by recognizing and addressing those linkages.  Major changes in precipitation, evaporation, temperature, soil moisture, runoff, infiltration, glacial melt and water quality are forecasted to result from global warming.  In some parts of the world, those changes are already occurring.  Warmer conditions will also alter water use patterns and impact water demand (for irrigation, hydropower, industry, domestic, environmental and other uses).  Sea level rise will affect coastal supplies through increased saltwater intrusion into coastal aquifers. 

Participants identified challenges posed by climate change. There was interest in both how best to respond to current or future climate change impacts and in how to integrate climate change into project designs, assessments and management. 

Impacts raised included:
· what are effective responses to saline intrusion of groundwater – eg in Tanzania?

· how to plan for and support community coping strategies for more frequent floods and droughts – eg in Zambia?

· how to adapt to increased glacier melt and eventual decline of glacier runoff – eg. in the Andes and Hindu Kush-Himal?

· how to assess vulnerability and what sectors have the highest priority – eg. in the Caucasus?

· how to manage use conflicts between agriculture, fisheries and livestock herder driven by drastic decline in rainfall – eg. in the Lake Chad basin?

· how to manage impacts on fisheries such as shifts in species distributions and changes in abundance – eg. in the Benguela LME?
GEF and project issues raised were:
· NAPAs are done at national level, but adaptation is best implemented at basin and community levels, and for IW action plans need to be trans-boundary. There is often a mismatch in priorities and NAPAs can be inadequate for use in basin assessments and action plans. As a result, requirements to include adaptation in IW projects end up as ad hoc actions. GEF projects therefore need support and access to tools for use in vulnerability assessments. 

· Information and data on climate change impacts is never good enough. Uncertainty increases as scale diminishes. How do we cope with uncertainty?
· Policymakers need to know what other countries are doing. How do we access experience and information from other basins, LMEs or countries?

· What is the role of GEF funding in adaptation? A lot of adaptation will be done by local people – eg. changes in farming systems to better cope with drought. The role of GEF is then as an enabler of adaptive capacity (knowledge, technology, finance, policy, institutions…). Also though, some adaptation will take place at larger scales and involve direct intervention by governments in building infrastructure, or moving populations. The role of GEF might then be to mitigate environmental impacts.

· Restriction of GEF to funding of incremental global benefits may be a constraint in many circumstances. Benefits of adaptation will often be very local, so what is eligible and what is not?

· Increased frequency of floods and droughts and sea-level rise mean demands for new infrastructure will grow – eg. more storage is needed. GEF has a role to play in making sure new infrastructure is designed and operated to minimize environmental impacts. Also, assessments of infrastructure needs must have a broad view of infrastructure – eg. lakes, aquifers, wetlands and the condition of the basin. Thus, some investment will be in restoration and management of ecosystems goods and services in river basins.

· Mitigation is dealt with by Kyoto. Adaptation needs to be raised to the same level, with a global framework for enabling and resourcing adaptation.
Anyone’s problem solved?
· We must adapt to increasing frequency and amplitude of extreme events, including floods, droughts, sea-level rise and sea temperature increase and fluctuations.

· Need to raise the priority of adaptation, make it equal in urgency to mitigation

· Adaptation best planned and implemented at basin (LME) and community levels
· Infrastructure planning and investment needs to integrate multiple-use management of basins and ecosystem goods and services.

· Capacity building in adaptation and knowledge sharing are urgent priorities for GEF projects.

Recommendations
· Policymakers need to know what other countries and basins are doing. Therefore an adaptation clearing house is needed, set up perhaps as a satellite of IW:LEARN, for knowledge sharing on:

· eg. adaptation strategies (database of studies), key sectors for national studies/assessments of resilience capacity

· types of technologies, including infrastructure and agricultural practices that are being tried

· types of risk management approaches, including security funds, insurance schemes, new infrastructure specifications

· information from private sector and universities

· Capacity building is needed in GEF projects and among partners. Priorities are 1. assessment of vulnerability and effective adaptation strategies and 2. risk management and planning with uncertainty.
· Effective adaptation will require adequate ability to translate global information and forecasts generated from the Global Circulation Models to the needs to river basin planning and water utility and infrastructure design.  The inability to accurately scale down global information to the needs of a particular river basin or water utility remains the most fundamental challenge facing effective adaptation in water resources today.  
· Demands for development of hard infrastructure as an adaptation response to climate change impacts on water will grow louder – and probably soon. Through IW projects, GEF should ensure that needs assessments incorporate ecosystems goods and services (lakes, aquifers, wetlands, floodplains, mangroves…) and investment in ecosystem restoration or management is used as an option where appropriate.
Additional Recommendations to the GEF

· GEF should develop a coherent adaptation strategy across its multiple focal area (starting to the CC and IW focal areas)

· NAPAs should be complemented by more comprehensive Transboundary Adaptation Programs of Actions (TABAs)

· GEF could support development of sound methods for integrating climate change into water resources planning, design and management

· GEF could play a role of compiling globally available information and develop adaptation guidelines and toolkits for key sectors that could be used by recipient nations

· GEF could support development of water resource management capacity and institutions that can integrate climate change into water resources planning, design and management decision making

· Raise priority of adaptation equal to mitigation
· Mainstream adaptation into IW and other focal areas

· Integrate groundwater into surface and coastal area water resources management; include groundwater storage and recharge management as adaptation mechanism (vs. dam/surface storage subject to increasing fluctuation in evaporative losses
8. The ABC of Project Management and Coordination 





Doctor: Chaminda Rajapakse, FAO (Okavango River Project), chaminda_rajapakse@yahoo.com

Discussion Summary

Managing Management Costs: the issue raised was how to reconcile high administration demand while keeping management costs low. Including high management costs was not politically feasible but beneficiaries and donors have high administrative demands on projects. A participant provided an example of a coastal tourism project between Kenya, Tanzania, Mozambique and Seychelles, Madagascar and France implemented by the World Bank where the solution was to appoint one country (Kenya) to supervise the regional management unit thereby reducing management costs. National components are managed by government servants. The project estimates only 10% as management costs. Regional Management Unit disburses to National Management Units but the NMU is accountable to the Donor through project agreement. On the technical each country leads a thematic (tech) area and coordinated that tech area. 

Maintaining motivation: How do you get all the partners interested and motivated to work together? So that everybody shows the same level of commitment and motivation? They have to be convinced. At the regional level you need to appeal to the priorities of the state. Within the national level you have to appeal to the stakeholder. You need to indicate the relevance if the sector is not considered to be relevant then may be an issue in securing buy-in.  There should be no arm-twisting. 

Is there a problem when some countries are not pilling their weight, how do you get the other countries to push the non-performers? Example from the East African coastal tourism project: We create a mechanism where the money is not divided up to the different countries. The money is one central location and the disbursed on an activity and performance basis. 

Project design: When designing projects we hired a consultant who was imminently familiar with the UNDP GEF process. This expedited the process. When deciding on implementing agencies you have to look at the requirements of the project and choose accordingly. 

CATCH 22: Lack of a project manager to manage funds, lack of funds to hire a project manager. Solved in innovative ways

Product delivery: How do you ensure timely delivery of products? If you have a project directly executed by the country then you might experience higher delays. The executing agency can act as a barrier on conflicts between nations. i.e. the executing agency can refer to internal legislation. Also you have to consider the reasons for the delay. Could be personal or could be capacity. Then you need to address the problem, change personnel or develop capacity. Peer pressure works, if the problem is highlighted in a regional setting then the issue may be resolved.

You need to cultivate high-level buy-in and a champion. Need to brief and inform ministers.  

Co-finance: How do you get co-finance, and how do you account for it? It is usually in-kind. GEF disburses 100%.
Reporting on co-financing especially using a template, using a per-capita fee on people’s time. Need a model on co-financing reporting. We have issues since both UNDP and UNEP require reporting on co-financing but there is no format to do so. There was no resolution nobody had a template per se but we did share experience. 

In some cases we can directly estimate. In some cases we can infer from the departmental budgets. Or we can estimate and be creative. But generally the instructions and requirements on reporting to GEF are confusing and conflicts with the requirements of other partners including the implementing organizations.  

10. Building Public-Public and Public-Private Partnerships 





Doctor: Richard Paisley, University of British Columbia, paisley@law.ubc.ca

Discussion Summary

Consensus on Statements, Approaches
Anyone’s problem solved?
Recommendations
Personal Followup Actions

11. Inter-governmental Coordination: Communication and Implementation Challenges

Doctor: Ivan Zavadsky, Black Sea - Danube River Strategic Partnership, ivan.zavadsky@unvienna.org
Discussion Summary

Discussion Questions
· How do we look to work with the established institutions when political leaders (government leaders) hinder progress?

· Need to seek to establish and strengthen relationships between countries (bilateral agreements)

· How do we insure cooperation for non-parties/countries?

· How do we go about addressing the issue of equity in sharing of funds?

Recommendations
· Multi-lateral establishments should not undermine/undo bilateral agreements except in certain situations e.g. Nile Basin
· Different countries need different solutions

· If you have a solid commission then it is easier to have representation.

· Countries should be given accompanying measures to build up on project success.
· Projects should be proactive to influence progress.
How do we insure cooperation for non-parties?

· Ministry of Foreign Affairs needs to be approached

· Project officers need to work with technical officials.

· Clear division of responsibilities needs to be established.

12. GEF Policy Talk










Doctor(s): Peter Bjoernsen, GEF, pbjoernsen@thegef.org, Andrea Merla, GEF, merla.andrea@gmail.com, Christian Severin, GEF, cseverin@thegef.org

Recommendations
1. Discipline the system through follow up
2. Designate roles (Council members, CEO)

3. Promulgate guidelines on how budgets should be developed

4. Ensure that projects are implemented within the shorter time period
5. Review sustainability of projects.

6. CEO should consult with Council instead of taking unilateral decisions.

7. Follow the stipulation of donors. 

8. Address the role of core financers towards endorsement of projects.

9. Explain how, in cases where council membership rotate, how does GEF help in information dissemination?

10. Overcome the difficulty for the agency to break the political bottlenecks.

11. Reduce the time lag between a PDF and reception of funds. (3 years).  Suggestion – reduction of the required documents.  Time can be reduced to 22 months.

12. Improve indicators of reviewing the decision of RAF

13. Improve inadequate knowledge of how indicators are produced, or how they are implemented.

14. Define country allocation and how to handle it. How to determine the percentages of money to be given to countries where biodiversity issues or water issues are involved.

15. Explain how issues related to country capacity to fund their project be addressed.
