
Lake Community Report

Proceedings of the Lake Basins Thematic Working Group and Outputs of Breakout Sessions

Overview

In accordance with its contract with UNOPS, LakeNet was tasked with the preparation of Proceedings of the Lake basins thematic working group and the outputs of breakout sessions and a  Structured Learning Workplan for IWC4.  The Proceedings were specified to include lessons learned by participants and evaluation results.  The draft LakeNet/IW:LEARN structured learning workplan from IWC3 until IWC4 (in 2007) was specified to include identification of next steps to continue and improve learning on the selected priority topic or topics.

Distribution of DRAFT Findings of the Lake Basin Management Initiative 

LakeNet distributed a four-page summary of the DRAFT findings of the GEF-funded Lake Basin Management Initiative during the thematic breakout sessions and to all conference participants.

The e-Forum

LakeNet convened Lake basin project proponents in an e-dialogue to prepare for participation in the IWC thematic breakout sessions on lake basins.  LakeNet’s moderator for the preparatory e-dialogue was Lisa Borre.

The lake basin e-Forum was launched on World Water Day 2005 (22 March) with an introductory message from the LakeNet moderators.  In addition to announcing the availability of Lake Basin Management Initiative draft documents available on LakeNet’s website (www.worldlakes.org) and the GEF International Waters Program Study, the moderators invited participants to introduce themselves and to identify potential topics for further discussion.  A total of 15 out of 30 participants responded with personal introductions.

In April 2005, LakeNet introduced a second dialogue topic by asking participants to review a preliminary list of topics for structured learning activities.  A total of seven out of the 30 participants responded with a list of priority topics.  The results were tallied to generate a preliminary list of priority topics for further discussion at the Third IW Conference in Brazil.  All seven topics received at least one vote.  The list of priority topics was distributed via the e-Forum in May 2005.

Priority topics for structured learning activities included:
Priority 1

Country ownership and stakeholder involvement (5 votes)

Priority 2

Coherent, transparent and practicable project design (4 votes)

Institutional sustainability (4 votes)

Priority 3

Incorporation of monitoring & evaluation procedures (3 votes)

Cost-effectiveness and leverage (2 votes)

Achievement of global benefits (2 votes)

Priority 4

Replication and catalysis (1 vote)

One additional e-Forum comment on the priority list of topics included:

“I find that all of the seven topics contained in Lisa's message are very important and interesting…Having said this, I do think that our colleagues actually working on the projects in the field should select the topics that are the highest priority items and most useful for them.” --Juha Uitto

In the weeks preceding the IW Conference, the e-Forum was used to prepare for the thematic breakout sessions and to distribute background materials.  The e-Forum will end on 30 June 2005 after distribution and review of the proceedings for lake basin thematic breakout sessions at the IW Conference.

Lake basin thematic breakout sessions

Andrew Menz chaired, Lisa Borre facilitated, and David Read Barker took notes at the three Lakes breakout sessions at the conference.  Session I was held on 21 June, and Sessions II and III were held on 23 June.  The expected rapporteur for the sessions, Natalia Alexeeva, was unable to attend the conference, and her role was assumed by Andrew Frowd.  John Wambede was scheduled to make a presentation about the Lake Victoria project during Session I, but he was unable to attend the conference due to transit visa problems in route.  The presentation was cancelled.  Benoit Bihamiriza made a presentation about the Lake Tanganyika project during Session II.

The results of the three breakout sessions were reported in plenary session by Andrew Frowd (Lake Chad Basin project) on 24 June.

Session I: Main Lessons Related to GEF Project Implementation:

Design projects to seek balance between technical and administrative aspects—Look carefully at the project design and consider not only the administrative and financial aspects but also the technical aspects and the balance between them before implementation begins, including communications and coordination issues.  This was especially important on Lake Chad.

Implement a sub-basin approach—Given the complexity of lake basins with multiple countries (e.g. Chad), consider a sub-basin approach. Working on tributaries that are shared by only two countries is a more effective way to begin transboundary cooperation.

Keep the “big picture” in mind at all times—Although it may be practical to start with sub-basins or pilot projects in the lake basin, it is also important to keep the big picture in mind: appreciate the linkages among sectors, upstream/downstream, basin-level, stakeholder interests, etc.

Avoid decisions based on achieving a quick fix—Consider the trade-offs regarding logistical aspects of project implementation, and avoid decisions based on achieving a quick fix.  It is important to understand from the beginning that lake basin management is a long-term process, and decisions should be made with the idea of building capacity and long-term benefits (e.g. selecting project secretariat or commission secretariat office location).

Be focused but also flexible—Project implementation requires both, especially when involving stakeholders.  

Learn from mistakes—Implementing agencies need to work with executing agencies to learn from mistakes made and improve implementation through appropriate feedback and corrective measures.  Communication needs to be two-way when problems are encountered. Transboundary projects need a “coordinating unit” focused on doing just this; their effectiveness depends on the power it is given; important to focus on involving stakeholders directly in project implementation activities.  The Skhodra Lake project is applying some of these concepts.

Use environmental projects as a starting point for cooperation on other issues—Environmental projects can be used as a tool to improve cooperation and reduce conflict between countries on other issues, including national security.
Make visible interventions and build trust—Projects must make concrete, visible interventions in the lake basin.  This is important for accountability and building trust.  One example of doing this was through “transparent” scientific study on Lake Ohrid.  When Macedonian citizens were concerned about pollution from mining in Albania, the LOCP sent a team of Macedonian scientists to take samples in Albania and then bring them back to the laboratory for analysis.  Projects need to make interventions at the right time, with the right people and focus on the priority issues.  In Africa, making an impression of the project is important through a visible presence (project office, cars, etc).  You cannot have one person located in the community without an office or any equipment to conduct the work.

Design projects to actively involve countries—Projects should be designed to get countries involved actively (full buy-in is important).  Accountability for project implementation needs to include the host countries.  The South China Sea example was a good example of this.

Consider the full impacts of the project, including poverty alleviation—At the end of the project there should be an evaluation of the full impact as a result of the project.  How has the situation improved?  This should include poverty alleviation and capacity building.

Build political will by involving stakeholders and raising awareness—Need to build political will first through capacity building activities and raising awareness about the project early on.  Important to be clear about linkages to human health issues, not just environmental problems and solutions.  Involvement of stakeholders should begin with an assessment of who are the stakeholders, what institutions should be involved.  From the African lakes experience, connections need to be made horizontally (across issues & interests in the lake basin) and vertically (from grassroots/local to top-level decision makers at national and international level.  IAs need to respect local stakeholder process and not undermine it by over-riding decisions made in accordance to an agreed upon process involving stakeholders.  This is true for host countries as well.

Focus on stakeholder involvement throughout the project—Groups of stakeholders should be invited to workshops and should select their own representative.  Project staff should take great care with this process (Ohrid example is a good practice).  Beneficiaries are important to understand (government agencies vs. local communities).  Need to consider the project from the perspective of the stakeholders; they need to be brought-in and be fully involved; this should be in keeping with a “comfort factor” appropriate to the local situation. Having a communication manager is a good practice used by WWF on projects in Africa and India.  Need to share examples of communications strategies for the projects (films, media partnerships, etc.).

Account for the timing of project start-up—Need to take into account the timing of project start-up (about 6 months) to hire staff, procure equipment and put necessary administrative procedures in place.  

Seek commitments for continuity of host government representatives in the project—Important to have continuity of government officials participating in the project (it hurts the project to send a new person to each meeting).  IAs should get a commitment from host governments that they will appoint staff with long-term positions, understanding that staff changes from time to time.

Understand complexity of the system in project design—The complexity of the lake basin system (physical features and socio-economic factors) needs to be understood and factored in to the project design.  Baseline information is needed, including social context for implementing the project.

Four lessons unique to lake basin management included:

Recognize longer response time for some lake systems—Lakes, especially deep ones, require longer response times than river systems.  They also take longer to show problems.  Delays both in detecting problems and in responding to interventions. Different interventions are needed for shallow vs. deep lakes and freshwater vs. saline.

Build on the shared values and common interests of lake stakeholders—By their very nature, lakes are a shared resource; people around them tend to have more shared values and common interests, despite political boundaries (water and fish do not pay attention to these).

Consider lakes in the context of other ecosystems – A lake cannot be separated from its drainage basin, both upstream and downstream, and the springs, rivers, lakes, wetlands and groundwater connections.  Although there are differences between lake basins and river basins and aquifers, they are all connected.  It should not be “either/or” but “both/and” when designing projects.  All of this should be considered and understood in relation to the findings of the Lake Basin Management Initiative: about half of the problems in lakes start from their drainage basins; others originate within the lake itself; and a few are caused by polluting activities outside of the basin that are transported through the atmosphere.

Recognize that human uses of lakes are more diverse than other inland water bodies—Human uses of lakes are more diverse than rivers or groundwater, making them unique.

Session II: Monitoring and Evaluation Lessons Learned and Comments on the GEF International Waters Program Study

This session began with a presentation by Benoit Bihamiriza based on his experience on Lake Tanganyika.  A summary of the presentation is given in Appendix 1 to these Proceedings.

The group then discussed monitoring and evaluation and the GEF International Waters Program Study recommendations.  The following points were made:

Assess results of the full partnership in the lake basin, not just from the GEF project.

Doubtful whether a “manual” can be helpful just anywhere; better to focus on explanations, case studies and lessons learned.  There is some doubt as to whether a standard manual can be developed or help everywhere, given local situations and language issues.  Perhaps “manual” is a poor choice of words and “explanatory document” or “guide” is a better way to describe the idea.  Case studies and practical lessons learned would be very helpful, especially if the target audience is clearly defined (host countries and project staff) and if it is translated into U.N. languages.

Can the IW:LEARN process contribute to the M&E indicators for lake basins?  The group was not sure how this should be accomplished, but either way, a more clearly defined focus on sharing examples or organizing workshops on this topic might be helpful.
Develop specific indicators for measuring the state of lake basins—Need two kinds of indicators: project indicators and specific indicators about the state of the lake basin. On Lake Tanganyika they have not yet developed specific indicators for the lake basin; the countries need to get together and harmonize these.  There is a need to document and share good practices such as a project WWF did using religious leaders for river basin interventions in India.  Special indicators are needed for this kind of thing for this. One participant made reference to “acceptance criteria” in connection with monitoring and evaluation.

Make sure that project indicators are consistent with project objectives (e.g. reducing phosphorus not good indicator for improving transboundary cooperation objective on Ohrid).

Involve local experts—Need to involve local experts along with international experts in monitoring and evaluation of lake basin projects.  The local experts can help to quickly identify key issues in collaboration with international consultants.

Agree on milestones for the project at the beginning--Important to agree on milestones at the beginning of the project.  Are there opportunities for using indicators to identify and educate stakeholders?  These are different near the lake shore versus farther away from the lake.

Work plan for IW:LEARN Structured Learning Activities,  2005-2007

The Lake Basin breakout group participants discussed priorities for structured learning activities and developed a work plan for 2005-2007, as follows:

IW:LEARN project should develop training materials and share good examples on priority topics that can be used from one workshop to the next. Priority topics included: stakeholder involvement, TDA/SAP process and good examples, communications strategies and indicators.

Continue an e-Forum, keeping in mind the limitations of participants in terms of internet access and time availability. Special e-dialogues (during a set period of time) or live chats were suggested on some of the priority topics.  The e-forum should remain open to promote peer exchange and so that GEF project participants can ask others for advice.  LakeNet will consider ways to include LBMI project participants in the e-dialogue as well.

Conduct exchanges and study tours between lake basins to include as many stakeholders as possible. Lake basin participants will be encouraged to apply to IW:LEARN & Twin Basin for support and to work with LakeNet to facilitate exchanges as needed and as funding is available.  These exchanges should include exchanges between G-8 and non-G-8 lake basins.
Combine IW:LEARN structured learning activities for lakes/rivers/ groundwater into an “inland waters” activity to promote integration within this part of the GEF IW portfolio, while allowing for some sector-specific activities. This should include training for project managers (both CTA and PIU).

IW:LEARN project should promote promising strategies and accomplishments of GEF IW projects across the portfolio to raise awareness and promote collective action at the local and global levels. 

Evaluation

The LakeNet facilitator conducted an evaluation of the Lakes breakout sessions and reported the results to the plenary on 24 June.  Thematic breakout session participants were also instructed to use the conference evaluation form to provide feedback about the breakout sessions and about their three most important learning objectives for the conference and whether these were met.

Participant comments included:

Face-to-face interactions and discussion is extremely helpful for project staff. The number of plenary sessions should be reduced and the number of breakout sessions increased in 2007.

Helpful to pose key challenges in advance of the conference (i.e. M&E Session request).

Useful to have at least one break-out session focused on lake basins, but also have joint break-out sessions with rivers/lakes/ groundwater on cross-cutting themes such as regional dialogue and specific topics.

Plenary and concurrent sessions should emphasize real, on-the-ground experiences and lessons from the projects themselves.

Appendix 1:  Presentation by Benoit Bihamiriza based on his experience with the Lake Tanganyika project.

The results and indicators for the GEF PDF-B intervention were:

An Integrated Regional Development Program for Lake Tanganyika, comprising detailed regional and national projects to implement the SAP and the FFMP;

Financing mechanisms to implement the SAP leveraged about US$ 80 million to implement the SAP & FFMP through a strong d Partnership of GEF/UNDP with AfDB, EU/COMESA, NDF, IUCN, FAO and the riparian countries;

Signing of the Convention by all four riparian countries (June 12, 2003);

Ratification of the Convention by two countries (Burundi & Tanzania);

Advanced stage of ratification by D.R.C. & Zambia.

Lake Tanganyika Management Authority ready to be established;

The Authority will coordinate the implementation of the SAP, the FFMP and the Convention.

Established Partnership with regional development organizations (COMESA, EAC, AU, NEPAD next, etc.)

The impacts of the project on Lake Tanganyika were:

Environmental impact may take long, but TDA, SAP and the Convention are regionally and nationally felt as ownership.

The frameworks are already offering opportunities for people to meet and exchange on regional cooperation, peace building & conflicts prevention over the use of the Lake Basin shared resource. 

The signing of the Convention and the perspective of establishment of the Authority attracted an impressive partnership for the sustainable development of the Lake Tanganyika Basin;

Private sector is also interested in being part of the process and is funding some of the management interventions (ex. Waste water pre-treatment in Bujumbura).

Benoit then addressed the four recommendations of the IW program study and made the following points based on his experience at Lake Tanganyika:

Production and use of an accessible GEF international waters focal area manual.

We think this would be an important step towards improving project formulation and implementation;

The suggestion to make it accessible and to translate it into all U.N. languages would help better understanding and communication

Language has in fact proved to be a major communication problem in Lake Tanganyika;

Projects formulation would improve, project start-ups would accelerate and implementation would pose less difficulties.

We welcome the recommendation that the manual should include clearer descriptions of the operational Programs; 

People in our case tended in fact to confuse the concepts of global and local benefits, and had difficulties to apprehend the concepts of incremental costs, leverage, etc.

IW program focal areas should be clearly explained and the relationship with programs in other focal areas.

At Lake Tanganyika, we agreed that management of the Lake could not be separated from the management of the entire basin.

In the designing of new projects, we therefore would need to have clear explanation of IW programs focal areas and the relationship between especially biodiversity and Land degradation, but also climate change.

Illustration by current project examples, demonstration projects, inclusion of a glossary of terms and a guide to the implementing agencies are all very important.

Adaptive management is a useful tool in changing situations; without it, we won’t have overcome huge challenges in Lake Tanganyika region.

Training of GEF project staff, particularly new staff should be introduced in all IW Projects and should be adapted to changing situations.

It should include exchange visits with similar IW projects.

Such training would improve project designing and implementation and will forge a GEF family identity.
Developing a comprehensive M&E system for IW projects that ensures an integrated system for information gathering and assessment throughout the lifespan of a project.
The M&E system should be an integrative part of all IW projects. 

The system should include details of monitoring of project progress, stress indicators, and projects results/ achievements;

Systematic assessment of current indicators has to be conducted before undertaking their harmonization.

M&E tools should be aimed at helping to improve management decision-making by providing information and data to projects managers and partners on all projects implementation aspects.

M&E tools should be common and accessible to all IW projects.  

The incorporation of a regional-level coordination mechanism for IW projects.

The new mechanism could be of great assistance to project coordinators and stakeholders as it would be closed to them.

The mechanism would enable and enhance synergies between IW projects and their focus on global benefits;

It would enable the M&E system to be strengthened at a regional level; and

Would assist IAs, EAs and Donors to monitor progress and recommend corrective measures if necessary in time.

It should also involve National GEF Focal Points to ensure enhanced national support.

However does this mean the creation of a new distinct project as a regional coordinating body to lead other projects in each cluster in a same natural boundary? 

Will it coexist with the current GEF regional coordination/facilitator offices, or

Will it reinforce them to service this arrangement? 

The redefinition of the GEF International Waters Task Force.  

Should enhance their technical backstopping and supervision; and

Should be available to the projects whenever needed, as failure in project effective supervision leads to difficulties in projects formulation & implementation.






