Draft Rapporteur Summaries and Conclusions

Black Sea – Danube Regional Conference on Nutrient Pollution Control 
in Chisinau, Moldova 
3-6 October 2006

Executive Summary

· Discussion of nutrient reduction efforts in the Danube / Black Sea basin 
· The utility of proxies in measuring results

· New demands for monitoring and accountability

· Good agricultural practices

· Role of changing human behavior and local communities

· The critical challenge for the Investment Fund: replication of successful interventions 
· Project presentations: Serbia, Turkey, Bulgaria, Georgia, East Asia Livestock, Niger River Basin, East Asia Strategic Partnership, Iowa State, Chesapeake Bay, North Sea and others

· Future of the region in the absence of major GEF funding; role of various Commissions

Introduction

The 5th Regional Conference on Nutrient Pollution Control in the Danube / Black Sea Basin took place from October 3rd - 6th, 2006 in Chisinau, Moldova, hosted by the Ministry of Ecology and Natural Resources. It received financing from and was jointly organized by a planning committee comprised of the Global Environment Facility (GEF), United Nations Development Program (UNDP), the World Bank (IBRD) and the GEF project, International Waters: Learning Exchange and Resource Network (IW:LEARN). 

Participants included government representatives, implementing and executing agency staff and project representatives, in particular representing the UNDP and World Bank’s portfolio of GEF funded projects under the –Danube / Black Sea Basin Strategic Partnership. Three projects also attended from outside the region to contribute their experiences (East Asia Livestock, the East Asia Strategic Partnership and the Niger River Basin). 

Information and documents (agenda, participants, presentations, proceedings and conclusions) emerging from the conference can be downloaded from: 

http://www.iwlearn.net/nutrientreduction
This report is based on rapporteur summaries taken at the conference. A full collection of those notes constitutes Annex 1. 

In this report, the reader can expect to find the following elements:

· Objectives of the meeting

· Expected outcomes

· Key lessons learned and recommendations

· Next steps and action items

· A session by session review of the entire conference which covers several interesting elements including:

· discussions on the driving forces behind the conference (i.e. new calls for accountability), pressures from donor countries and implementing agencies

· project presentations which highlight good practices from the region, also examples from East Asia and West Africa, 

· discussion of possible indicators to measure results, 

· discussion of the Danube / Black Sea Basin Strategic Partnership, 

· presentations from “Western” basins like the North Sea, Rhine, Chesapeake Bay and others.

Stated Objectives of the Meeting

The purpose of the conference was to examine methodologies to measure results and project potential catalytic effects of nutrient reduction activities. Furthermore, conference organizers intended for the conference to explore how nutrient reduction indicators can be scaled-up from the project level to the national, regional and basin-wide levels. Finally, a more tacit purpose included gathering stakeholders of the UNDP and World Bank’s Danube / Black Sea Strategic Partnership’s GEF project portfolio to share experiences and innovative practices. 
Expected Outcomes

· The conference aimed to deliver a set of recommendations on the types of indicators which can be utilized to measure results of the Partnership’s attempt to reduce the impact of nutrient pollution, in particular on the Danube River and Black Sea. 

· Improved networking, coordination and experience sharing among the stakeholders of the Black Sea - Danube strategic partnership. 

Key Lessons Learned/Recommendations

· The GEF needs better guidance on indicator frameworks, especially on the principal types: for example, process (legal), stress (techniques for better quantifying nutrient pollution reduction), environmental status (primary productivity, atrophical status of water bodies).

· EU Directives are driving forces (WFD, UWWT, ND, IPPC, CAP-Best Agricultural Practices) and mayors are drivers at the project level

· Need to identify proxies through which we can capture impacts

· Science based technologies are available for nutrient reduction in watersheds; environmental push by EU, UNEP, etc. in combination with economic incentives to improve farmer’s livelihoods can lead to improved water quality. But two problems: extension/education programs lacking to educate farmers on GAPs and technologies, and sound policies and financial incentives are needed for farmers to adopt these technologies.
· Using these and other examples, making farmers recognize that it is in their best interest to reduce nutrient runoff is the first step to achieving basin-level nutrient reduction.  

· A warning on the overuse of proxies:  You must revert to using model data to show progress.  

· Communication is the issue. There are 70 monitoring stations along the Danube River. There are 700 monitoring stations of the EU Environmental Agency. But these are national networks. Countries can use this information. For countries, recommendation is contact ICPDR and find out what kind of information you can get.

· Whatever new partnership emerges, there needs to be a platform from the beginning, there needs to be framework agreement on how to measure progress, synergies. Black Sea-Danube SP has some of this, but has not been visible. 

· Replication should be considered at the start of a project to build this into the overall plan. 

· Changing the behavior of all stakeholders and ‘buy in’ to the project concepts are two of the key essentials. 

Next Steps/Action Items

· We need to:
1. Promote changes, catalyze policy changes, develop a new set of proxies for the basin level
2. Build technical and human capacities within each project
3. Improve communication between projects and the ICPDR.

· Along with having a monitoring system for tracking outcomes of individual projects, it is advisable to set up a replication scoring system to evaluate how the selected technologies are being scaled up.         

· More followup on exchange of lessons and experiences, in smaller settings perhaps…it would be nice if technical people could visit their project counterparts and learn from them directly. 

· Inter-project stakeholder exchanges sponsored by IW:LEARN offer an opportunity to pursue knowledge sharing. 

· We need additional guidance on how to aggregate among proxies to achieve better basin level indicators

· One important job is to maintain the enthusiasm and improve our ability to communicate these stories to the rest of the world.

· It seems most people have bought into the Idea of proxies, but can we please kill the word proxy: These are actually the results indicators. They show not just quantity reductions but also how are we changing human behavior. 

· A paper should be developed…a group of 3-4 people can go into details…this paper can form the basis of next year’s conference, it can form basis of new methodology.

· More should be done with study tours to demonstrate benefits of agriculture reform. 

· When projects have finished then the dialogue with the two Commissions should continue.
· A task force set up to cover the last few years of the Partnership should come up with strategy on how to finalise the Partnership. Problems of coordination with ‘others’ will be an issue that has to be addressed in, for example, the Med Partnership where there are so many active actors.
Session-by-Session Review

                                                  TUESDAY, OCTOBER 3, 2006                  

Opening Session

Chair: H.E. Constantin Mihailescu. Minister of Ecology and Natural Resources

Co-Chair: Jitendra Srivastava

Rapporteur: Mish Hamid, GEF IW:LEARN







His Excellency Vasile Tarlev, Prime Minister, Republic of Moldova

· See speech read to conference participants:

at www.iwlearn.net/nutrientreduction
His Excellency Constantin Mihailescu, Minister of Ecology and Natural Resources

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Opening remarks on the Moldova Agricultural Pollution Control Project (APCP), in its third year, as a model on rural community management, as well as manure and other waste management. 

· He highlighted how local communities are participating in design and development, fitting the EU Nitrate Directive. 
· Mr. Mihailescu went on to describe Moldova’s model of “clean communities” and highlighted the case of the Laproschnica River, a model river which is attracting international investments. 
His Excellency Anatoliy Gorodenco, Minister of Agriculture and Food Industry

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Mr. Gorodenco described the big socioeconomic and regulatory challenges facing Moldova’s agricultural trade sector.
Edward K. Brown, Country Manager, World Bank Office in Moldova

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Mr. Brown noted the presence of high level ministers indicates the level of importance Moldova attached to the conference. He went on to give an outline of the series of conferences, this being the fifth. 

Moldova’s Former Minister of Ecology and Natural Resources

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Former Minister assessed the state of affairs in Moldova with regard to management of natural resources.
· He covered the roles of the various ministries, academia and so forth. He criticized the Moldovan waste management system for a lack of legislation and no penalty or sanctions regime built into legislative frameworks. 
Conclusions/Recommendations

· Former Minister stressed that more attention should be bestowed on the various relevant scientific institutes.
Andrea Merla, Consultant, International Waters, Global Environment Facility

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Mr. Merla opened his remarks with a description of the conference’s key issue: nutrients and their role as a global contaminant.
· He described the GEF’s transition from a capacity building phase to one of on-the-ground execution. 
· Mr. Merla described the Danube-Black Sea basin as being the most advanced in terms of pollution control.
Robert van den Berg, Director of Evaluation, Global Environment Facility

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Mr. Van den Berg stressed the crucial importance of being able to report results at all scales. 

· He described the overarching importance of being able to demonstrate that funds, especially public money, is spent wisely by projects. 

· Van den Berg went on to note increasing pressure for such accountability on donor agencies like the GEF. 

Conclusions/Recommendations

· Mr. Van den Berg also recommended the scientific community be strongly involved in such assessments.
Andrew Hudson, Principal Technical Advisor, International Waters, UNDP

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Mr. Hudson compared the preponderance of media coverage on climate change, of disturbance to the carbon cycle, to that of the nitrogen cycle.

· Hudson remarked that humanity’s disruption of the nitrogen cycle poses a similar threat in terms of nitrate pollution in water, especially groundwater and eutrophication. 
· He reiterated that the GEF seeks to strengthen its reporting, especially through the use of quantitative indicators for results.
Conclusions/Recommendations

· The GEF needs better guidance on indicator frameworks, especially on the principal types: for example, process (legal), stress (techniques for better quantifying nutrient pollution reduction), environmental status (primary productivity, atrophical status of water bodies).

Danube-Black Sea Strategic Partnership Program – Progress, Issues and Ways Forward

Jitendra Srivastava & Meeta Sehgal, World Bank

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· EU Directives are driving forces (WFD, UWWT, ND, IPPC, CAP-Best Agricultural Practices)

· Mayors are a driving force at the project level

· Srivastava highlighted the role of magazine stories in Moldova as a good way to foster replication.
· Some reasons for progress in the strategic partnership include focused projects that address community concerns, full stakeholder buy-in (especially mayors and rural county heads), stakeholder involvement in design, co-financing from beneficiaries and governments, and strong commitment by national governments.
· Drivers of change include: Consumer confidence, food safety requirements, public awareness, market forces and legislative changes (both national and international).
· Measuring results must rely on methodologies that are scientifically proven, practical and cost-effective. 
· The question is what variables to use, how to deal with lag time, actual sampling, the use of proxy measurements and what can realistically and achieved/expected in terms of actual nutrient reduction?
Conclusions/Recommendations

· Srivastava stressed the need to change human behavior and emphasized the role of the media in this process.
Indicate or Abdicate: The Increasing Need to be Concrete on Results  

Robert van den Berg, Director of Evaluation, Global Environment Facility

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Demand for monitoring and accountability (and results based management) is often portrayed as something new, which it isn’t. What is new, is a growing demand for accountability for results, reporting on results and consequently, transparency.
· For too long, the logic of intent formed the basis of public policy. This logic follows the premise of a moral imperative, basically that a problem exists and something should be done about it. The logic of consequences underpins results-based management, which tracks inputs through to outputs and most importantly, impact.
· The GEF now faces more problems and challenges, and has less money with which to address them.
· Measurement problems: scale, time horizon (many changes appear long after project termination) , complexity (complex ecosystem interactions and a diversity of stakeholders)
· Outputs are what we can actually measure, we hope to capture outcomes, but impact is beyond
Conclusions/Recommendations

· Find proxies through which we can capture impacts

· The GEF evaluation office will recommend scrapping the current project cycle
· The GEF will focus on results based management during project implementation, projects will have to measure what they are doing, but more allowance will be made for flexible management as they evolve.

Moldovan Experience with Nutrient Pollution Control in Agro-Processing

Alexandru Jolondcovschi, Project Manager, APCP, Aleksandar Nacev, World Bank

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· The ultimate objective of the Moldova APCP is to reduce nutrient discharge, as well as promote the adoption of new practices, strengthen national policy and  promote public awareness

· Suspicion and mistrust were big factors in local population (negrea), but once outcomes were demonstrated, interest developed.
· [See presentation slides for key accomplishments]
Chairperson: Valentine Alexandrescu, Romania

Co-Chairperson:  Aaron Zazueta, GEF Office of Evaluation

Rapporteur: Andrew Hudson, UNDP

Methodologies to Measure Nutrient Reduction and to Aggregate Results at Project, National and Regional Basin Levels

Ramesh Kanwar, Iowa State University

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Kanwar first highlighted that increasing demand for food and meat has led to the intensification of agricultural and animal production systems which pose threats to global water, soil and air quality and public health.
· Hypoxia (<2 mg/l O2) is driving the global agenda; hypoxia is directly related to N levels in water.  Hypoxic hot spots are located on almost every continent.
· Water quality indicators may include N, P, pathogens, Dissolved O2, BOD5, heavy metals and biodiversity.
· EC Nitrate Directive very close to US regulations in terms of implementation.  Includes detection of polluted or threatened waters; designation of “vulnerable zones”, action programs with vulnerable zones, and national monitoring and reporting every 4 years.
· Good Agricultural Practices (GAPs) would be used as proxies in meeting EU Nitrate Directive and other international nutrient reduction regulations. Over 100 refereed journal articles were reviewed in this study and 13 GAPs are recommended for nutrient reduction. These include tillage practices, crop rotation, strip cropping systems, buffer strips, alternative cropping systems, cover crops, conservation reserves, N application ratio to corn, timing of N application, use of N inhibitors, use of wetlands, manure storage and manure use as a fertilizer.
Conclusions/Recommendations

· At farm/project level – use GAPs as proxies and make calculations in nutrient reduction on the basis of percentage of area covered by set of GAPs. Similar approach can be used even at watershed level provided key water bodies monitored for water quality have minimum database.
· Farms need to develop a comprehensive nutrient management plan for animal feed operations
· Methodologies for assessment require: identify water bodies, identify goals, establish implementation plan, establish administrative structure (EPA, inter-department al committees, incentive policies, technical coordination between monitoring, watershed citizen groups, and administration, websites, data transparency, resources for implementation.  Need baseline data for future assessment or to see changes; sampling schedules need to be carefully considered.
· Science based technologies available for nutrient reduction in watersheds; environmental push by EU, UNEP, etc. in combination with economic incentives to improve farmer’s livelihoods can lead to improved water quality. But two problems: extension/education programs lacking to education farmers on GAPs and technologies and sound policies and financial incentives are needed for farmers to adopt these technologies.
Romania Case Study

Stefan Nicolau, Ramesh Kanwar

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· The project used proxy methods for measuring results of agricultural practices.
· Main sources of nutrient pollution identified include households, inappropriate manure storage; aggravating factors include bad conditions of concrete slab protecting water well against infiltration.
· Project interventions at the household level include individual platforms with small tank to collect liquid fraction (which is recycled/poured over manure), plastic bins for waste segregation.
· Project area has a dense monitoring network, three cross-sections at different distances from Danube.  
· Measuring nutrient concentration in ground and surface waters have strong points – shows actual quality of water at designated measuring states and weak points – existing stations not representative, frequency of measurements not sufficient to capture stochastic events, etc.
· Why use proxy methods? Based on extensive scientific research, allows assessment of total results, cheap, good accuracy, allows quantitative estimate of nutrient pollution reduction.  
Monitoring of the Agricultural Run-off to Baltic Sea

Viesturs Jansons

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Three non-point source pollution monitoring stations established in Latvia, three point source pollution monitoring points (large animal farms).  Monitoring scales range from drainage plots to drainage fields to small catchments.
· Structure includes a crump weir and tipping buckets for plot measurements.  Groundwater monitoring includes shallow groundwater monitoring since 2005, 10 wells in 3 monitoring sites equipped with YSI data loggers (t, water level sensors).
Discussions and Recommendations

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· There is often a ten to fifteen year lag time between changes in pesticide runoff and measurable changes in aquifers.

Conclusions/Recommendations

· For proxies to work, there need to be targets set. In the Chesapeake Bay context, proxies were overestimating actual results. They have since developed two types of results categories: “Implementation progress” (measurement of adoption of technological measures) versus “restoration progress” (actual effect in terms of water quality).
· Proxies should be developed to capture the elements of incentives in terms of both the current set of incentives in place, as well as the changes in incentives occurring.

· In parallel to proxy measurement for nutrient reduction, developing such proxy measures for pesticide application is necessary for total water quality improvements.  

· Using these and other examples, making farmers recognize that it is in their best interest to reduce nutrient runoff is the first step to achieving basin-level nutrient reduction.  

Discussion

· Gathering and reporting quantitative progress in terms of local point source water quality data from farmers’ sites who are applying best management practices can help set a baseline at the local watershed level.

· Andrea Merla of the GEF Secretariat noted that the GEF refrains from entering into the funding and the mechanics of actual monitoring.  However, development of monitoring capacities and systems as proxies for nutrient reduction programs are fundamental to reporting results.

· The co-chair closed with a synopsis, which grouped the discussion into six categories of issues raised, as follows:  
(1) the utility of proxies; 
(2) the timing and application of proxies; 
(3) the use of public awareness methods to increase adoption; 
(4) the use of economic incentives, i.e. potential loss of markets, which can change things quite rapidly; 
(5) to what extent are proxies better indicators than the actual water testing?; and 
(6) the establishment of baselines using combination of methodological proxies and water quality testing.

Experiences with Setting Targets, Measuring Compliance and Results, and Scaling up Achievements in Nutrient Reduction

Chairperson: Johannes Deelstra, Bioforsk, Norway 

Co-Chairperson: Andrea Merla, GEF Secretariat

Rapporteur: Tracy Hart

Experiences of the North Sea in the OSPAR Context  

Gert Verreet, Chairman, OSPAR Eutrophication Committee

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· In 2002, the North Sea recognized the inability to reach target due to reduction of diffuse losses from the agricultural sector progressing much slower than expected. This set the scene for the 1991 Urban Water Treatment Directive and the Nitrates Directive.  

· The timeline was as follows:  the need for a political push to start, then development time to get pieces in place, then scientific data gathering began.  

· Common procedures include so-called Harmonized Reporting Procedures (HARP), and are basin-level guidelines.  Recent work includes idea of intercalibration of different types of water bodies (rivers, lakes, coastal, fishing waters) as well as development of reference criteria for status assessment.  Again, this initial phase of “soft law”, led to a stronger regulatory environment.

Experiences in Chesapeake Bay and North American Great Lakes

Tom Simpson, Professor & Coordinator of Chesapeake Bay Programs, University of Maryland

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· The Chesapeake Bay is naturally prone to hypoxia.  

· There are both voluntary and non-voluntary agreements.  Agriculture is voluntary with cost share to pay 50-85% of practice costs (varies from state to state).  Now the Basin is looking at incentive programs to supplement this cost-sharing approach.  

· The 2000 Chesapeake Agreement set two new directives:  By 2001 (revised to 2003) determine the necessary load reductions.  By 2003 (revised to 2005) develop tributary strategies to fully achieve impairment removal goal.

Conclusions/Recommendations

· Some lessons learned from the Chesapeake Bay experience: 
1) there need to be “surrogate goals”, i.e. establish nutrient goals that will decrease anoxia; 
2)  there is a need  to set milestones or interim goals; 
3)  Need load allocation – split basin into 9 natural watersheds, then by 16 tributary basins, then 37 state-defined tributary strategy sub-basins.  This is nutrient loading allocation strategy setting.   And 
4) you must target incentives to where you will get greatest return.

· A warning on the overuse of proxies: You must revert to using model data to show progress.  

· Develop and use research level plot data to extrapolate to watershed scale implementation.  However, extreme scale variability and interannual variability both cause deviation from the modeling results.

Danube-Black Sea Regional Projects – Policies and Regulations for Nutrient Reduction – Experiences and Lessons

Ivan Zavadsky, UNDP Danube-Black Sea Regional Director

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Progress reporting on Strategic Partnership process indicators

· Stress reduction: NR achievements, best agricultural practices

· Environmental status indicators [see presentation]

Nutrient Management in the Danube Basin and its impacts on the  North-West Black Sea Shelf

Prof. Helmut Kroiss, Technical University, Vienna, Austria

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· 47% of Danube nutrient pollution is groundwater derived.
· Challenge is to achieve and maintain mid-1990s nutrient levels.

· Economic influences as they influence agricultural practices.    

European Experiences - Apportionment of Nitrogen and Phosphorus inputs into the Aquatic Environment

Janos Feher, Vituki, Budapest, Hungary (on behalf of European Environment Agency)

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· European Environmental Agency study in 2004-2005

· Source apportionment of the total load of N and O to the aquatic environment on a large scale: country, large river basins, and seas from the following sectors:  agriculture, industry, scattered dwellings, waste water treatment plants, and the background contribution.  

· Analyzed regional difference in relation to driving forces and pressures using two concepts:  a load-oriented approach and a source-oriented approach.  Load-oriented approach focused on diffuse sources.  Source-oriented approach created a total source figure from adding point sources and diffuse sources.  

· [See slides for results.]

Discussions and Recommendations on above

Chairperson: 

Aleksandar Bogunovic, MAFWM, Serbia

Co-Chairperson: 
Darejan Kapanadze, World Bank

Rapporteur:

Anaerobic Digestion of Livestock Manures

Kurt Roos, Waste Management Specialist

 [No notes available please see presentation]

Wetland Restoration- Bulgarian Experience

Hristina Nikolova, Bulgaria

[No notes available please see presentation]

Mohamed Latif, USAID 

[No notes available please see presentation]

Bruno Messerli, University of Bern

[No notes available please see presentation]

Romania Monitoring of Water Framework Directive 

[No notes available please see presentation]

WEDNESDAY, October 4, 2006

[The field trip occurred on this day]

THURSDAY, October 5, 2006

Panel discussions: Development of an Indicator Framework for Investments

Rapporteur: Olivera Grozdic

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Jitendra Srivastava: There are two aspects to this discussion 1) What would donors like to see, answer which we should look for in National Programs under indicators of each project and 2) General feeling in the Conference is that we need to set minimal and critical water quality monitoring indicators. Simple example: we have a land with 15% slope, we assessed the nutrient level in the soil and we know the quantity of rainfall, we can calculate how much nutrients would be discharged in the water. With forestry and crop management improved we could use them as indicators of the future nutrient reduction.

· Andrea Merla: Design of the project defines what is expected to be achieved.

· Tom Simpson: Knowing how many farmers in each project site apply certain practice in manure management, take project site results and extrapolate them to a larger level.

· Valentin Aleksandrescu: We plan to expand the activities to a national level, but monitoring has been extremely hard with proxies lacking it is difficult to promote what has been achieved and to mobilize people to accept certain practice. 

· Andrea: We have to face the fact that measuring of the results is not achievable in the lifetime of projects.

· Kurt Roos: What do we measure? It is more important how do we measure. We need a standardization of measuring methods and monitoring. One thing is to understand how process works and then define standards. Second thing is to know what are the costs of all these processes.

Development of an Indicator Framework for Investments

Panel members: Ramesh Kanwar, USA

Moderator: Andrea Merla

[No notes available]

Results Measurements & Impact Assessments

Moderator: Aaron Zazueta

Panel members: Veisturs Jansen, Latvia; Stefan Nicolau, Romania

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· GEF has time limited projects, while some project results can be measured after ten to twenty years. How can GEF support these institutions in developing their accountability for monitoring the environmental status change? GEF could work with some groups outside the projects. We need a top-down approach as environmental status change is the ultimate goal. Countries are going to be responsible for having the system of monitoring, control and measurement of the change.

· Regarding the eutrophication of the Black Sea we are very late. Agriculture will go back to the previous practices if the policy does not strongly support the projects. It has to be proved at the farm level that this proxy is reducing soil erosion and nutrient pollution and then see how this could be extended to larger areas. 

· Technology limited? NO. Science limited? NO. It is people that are limited. How are some of the tools going to be bought by the society? This is something that could be measurable in a short –term. You can measure people changing. What we need is to establish a core system which would perform the monitoring and measuring in the long term, as well as a monitoring and evaluation system and reporting.

· Each project is accountable for impact at the base level, but how to count its accountability at the Basin level?

· EU countries, Romania, Bulgaria are required to monitor and report on water quality. Maybe Commission already has some data but these data are not available at the national level. We should not duplicate measurements. 

Conclusions/Recommendations

· A different package of proxies should be developed for the Basin level.

· Where does the accountability of the Project end? Expand investment projects! They are important as most of the nutrient reduction comes as a result of certain investment.

· Communication is the issue. There are 70 monitoring stations along the Danube River. There are 700 monitoring stations of the EU Environmental Agency. But these are national networks. Countries can use this information. For countries, recommendation is contact ICPDR and find out what kind of information you can get.

· Project people have to contact ICPDR’s data base. Also, ICPDR needs ground information from the projects to cross with its own data and incorporate in the data base. 

· We need to:
1. Promote changes, catalyze policy changes, develop a new set of proxies for the basin level
2. Build technical and human capacities within each project
3. Improve communication between projects and ICPDR.

Evolution of M&E from TDA/SAP to Current Country Strategies: A Science and Policy Perspective

Presentation: Lawrence Mee, University of Plymouth

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Delivering the ecosystem approach: Adaptive management and the TDA/SAP process

· Managing human activity based on best available scientific knowledge

· Two tests for project success:
1.  Regular and fully transparent provision of relevant, quality assured monitoring data. Legitimate reasons given:  lack of planning and networking, insufficient training, inadequate capital equipment
2.  How much reduction of nutrients can be achieved per unit cost? BMPs [Best Management Practices] are not necessarily replicable from country to country. Achieving sustainability is not the same thing as dividing investment financing equally across countries.

Conclusions/Recommendations

· Countries must create conditions at the local level and the regulatory level

Discussions

Country and Regional Experiences and Suggestions for Harmonizing Results and Measurement; Methodologies, Scaling, Mainstreaming and Strengthening Capacities

Chairperson: Mr. Mirian Dekanoidze, Deputy Minister of Agriculture, Georgia

Co-Chairperson: Meeta Sehgal, World Bank

Rapporteur:

Investment Fund for the Mediterranean Sea Large Marine Ecosystem Partnership

Paolo Guglielmi - Mediterranean Sea Strategic Partnership

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Replication of successful interventions is the critical challenge for the Investment Fund at present. Experience suggests that a replication strategy should be designed along with other components of a project. Replication is not a straightforward task and needs selectivity, as not every element of a successful operation can be applied everywhere else. 

Conclusions/Recommendations

· Therefore, completed projects must be thoroughly analyzed, their essentials extracted and critical information got across the board. Along with having a monitoring system for tracking outcomes of individual projects, it is advisable to set up a replication scoring system to evaluate how the selected technologies are being scaled up.         

Turkey: Anatolia Watershed Rehabilitation Project

Halil Agha - Turkey

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· The Project supports sustainable natural resource management practices in Turkey's Black Sea Region and aims at improving livelihood of communities affected by resource degradation. 

· Ongoing activities include afforestation, improvement of degraded soils and combating erosion, rehabilitation of rangelands, organic farming, integrated pest management, and improvement of farm management practices for the reduced nutrient discharge. 

· Two main challenges are to refine environmental quality monitoring scheme for better tracking of outcomes, and to develop an efficient replication strategy for exporting successful lessons learned in Anatolia to other parts of the country.
Serbia: Danube River Pollution Reduction Project 

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· The Project is to assist Serbia with strengthening the policy and regulatory framework that regulates nutrient run-off and discharge from livestock farms and slaughterhouses as the way to comply with the EU Nitrate Directive.

· It also provides for demonstrating cost-effective methods by which livestock farms and slaughterhouses can reduce pollution to the Danube River and for assessing the impact of project interventions on water and soil quality in the Serbian Danube Basin. 

· This Project places emphasis on human capacity building that includes, inter alia, training of trainers in an education center created in the Institute of Animal Husbandry and provision of TA [technical assistance] to hydromet staff for improved monitoring of the quality of environment. 

Georgia: Environment Pollution Control Program under Agricultural Research, Extension and Training Project 

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Out of several good agricultural practices demonstrated in the pilot area, dissemination of biogas digesters made a success story due to its equally strong benefit for environment and economic interest for rural communities. 

· Adoption rate of technologies with less immediate rewards for farmers was poorer. 

· Time series of monitoring data allowed to narrow criteria down to the manageable and affordable set of indicators and revealed strong correlation between adopted good agricultural practice and the amount of nutrient discharge. 

· Recent changes in the national institutional and policy environment suggest that improving water resource management may become a priority issue in Georgia in the upcoming years.    

Baltic Sea Regional Program

Niklas Bergman - Baltic

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· One of the main outcomes of the Baltic Sea Regional Program is the development and adoption of a standardized system for water quality monitoring throughout the region. 

· This program is also distinguished with a comprehensive menu of assistance delivered to farmers towards achieving compliance with on-farm nutrient management requirements. This includes help with analyzing the existing farm management practice, suggesting most efficient investments for improvement of nutrient management, and advising on the possible sources of the required resources.     

Investment Fund for Pollution Reduction in the Seas of East Asia

Adrian Ross - East Asia Strategic Partnership

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· This Investment Fund was set up to address pollution problems in the seas of East Asia that are not covered by any international convention on protection of these water bodies from pollution, that makes achievement of the Investment Fund’s objective a more challenging task. 

· The lack of a convention is substituted with a common strategy for sustainable development. A single system for reporting on the state of coasts of the seas of East Asia is developed for ensuring reliability of monitoring data coming from multiple sources. 

· For measuring an overall impact of the Investment Fund, it is essential to have a solid mechanism of consolidating and extrapolating outcomes achieved at the local administrative unit level to the national level and then to an even higher regional level.     

East Asia Livestock Project

Kurt Roos

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· This project has begun recently in 2006 and, therefore, the presentation covered mostly the project background and established objectives. 

· The rationale for the project intervention is a widespread occurrence of direct discharge of farm waste to the natural water bodies and fish ponds. 

· Along with conventional good agricultural practices for nutrient management the project will offer some options specific for the tropical climate. The project will look at linkages between livestock waste management and aquiculture/fisheries.      

Niger River Basin Authority

Oumer Ould Aly

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· A challenge for Niger River Basin Authority is to sustain fish stocks upon which livelihood of many communities depend. 

· Sources of pollution to the Niger River are multiple, though nutrient load is one of the significant problems and the Authority is now getting organized for addressing this matter.      

Conclusions and the Way Forward Recommendations and Next Steps

Any Other Business

Chairperson: H.E. Constantin Mihailescu, Minister of Ecology and Natural Resources, Republic of Moldova

Co-Chairperson: Jitendra Srivastava, World Bank

Rapporteur: Mish Hamid

Closing remarks:  Participating Countries, GEF Secretariat, GEF Evaluation Office, IW:LEARN, United Nations Development Program, European Commission, Local Organizing Committee, World Bank

Minister Constantin Mihailescu

[No notes available]

Jitendra Srivastava

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· This process is long in the making.

· How do we at multiple levels, do better and better monitor results?
Emilia Battaglini

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· This conference was an opportunity to exchange lessons, experiences among countries. We’ve heard from within the EU and outside.

Conclusions/Recommendations

· More followup on exchange of lessons and experiences, in smaller settings perhaps needed…it would be nice if technical people could visit their project counterparts and learn from them directly. 

· There is insufficient time in conference settings to probe in-depth into technical issues. Countries should continue to share experiences with each other in whatever venues they can conceive.

· It is critical to use science and technical information to inform project implementation.

Tracy Hart, World Bank

Conclusions/Recommendations

· Country presentations should lie at the beginning of the agenda, as this would facilitate a stronger connection to the theoretical context

· Inter-project stakeholder exchanges sponsored by IW:LEARN offer an opportunity to pursue knowledge sharing. 

· IW:LEARN is meant to support projects directly, and serves as a venue to store links and project information.

· Think more broadly in terms of integrating pollution control projects, including more than just agricultural pollution control. 

· Need to think more about types of incentives to change behavior

· We need additional guidance on how to aggregate among proxies to achieve better basin level indicators.

· It’s one thing to set target goals…but it’s another to develop milestones or intermediate indicators to check implementation progress. One of the places we need to go next is measuring results.

· More guidance on how to link the individual project level to program outcomes, especially in the context of the basin. 

Ivan Zavadsky, Danube Regional Project

Conclusions/Recommendations

· Whatever new partnership emerges, there needs to be a platform from the beginning, there needs to be framework agreement on how to measure progress, synergies. Black Sea-Danube SP has some of this, but has not been visible. 

Moldova
Conclusions/Recommendations

· Need tools at preparatory stage to support adoption of best management practices. This will involve scientific communities. The results of any pilot projects can also be considered.

· Most of the participants should remember the sensitivity of territorial independence. In terms of scaling up, try to be specific regarding measures to be taken…

· Also consider comparability among results reporting. 

Recommendations and Next Steps 

Andrea Merla, GEF Consultant

Conclusions/Recommendations

· Good idea to have field trip at the start of the conference…should definitely be an integral part

Andrew Hudson, UN Development Program

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Numerous methodologies and practices exist to mitigate nutrient pollution

· Main expectations among various reforms (institutional, political), and the level of dialogue required, let alone enactment of reforms, do not occur within the lifecycle of a GEF project.

· Economic benefits of demonstration projects should be considered a main highlight of investment fund projects

Conclusions/Recommendations

· Recommend a twinning arrangement between Danube and Chesapeake

Aaron Zazueta, GEF Secretariat

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· We now have some tools to measure nutrient reduction.

· The role of science in the GEF is robust.

· There is a role of GEF to play in terms of the long-term monitoring of environmental status. A clear area to move forward on and quite feasible. 

· IW is a long-term investment by the GEF. 

Travis (World Bank)

Conclusions/Recommendations

One important job is to maintain the enthusiasm and improve our ability to communicate these stories to the rest of the world.

Other Discussion

Conclusions/Recommendations

· Tremendous amounts of science-based knowledge…would be good idea to retain sessions to just discuss science.

· Every effort must be made to retain all countries, even if it means slowing down processes to do so. All stakeholders must be retained.

· Proxies are essential…but they should be developed within a broader framework of modeling and monitoring. 

· We’ve got to give the national programs a bit more time in these meetings. 

· Idea of proxies, it seems most people have bought into them, but can we please kill the word proxy. These are actually the results indicators. They show not just quantity reductions but also how are we changing human behavior. 

· A paper should be developed…a group of 3-4 people go into details…this paper can form the basis of next year’s conference, it can form the basis of new methodology.

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 6, 2006

Consolidation of Conference Outcomes and Next Steps

Rapporteur: Peter Whalley, Danube Regional Project

Opportunities for Mainstreaming Nutrient Reduction: From Projects to National Levels


Moderator: Tracy Hart

Discussants - Doina Petrescu, Halil Agah

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Romania APC showed the importance of having clarity on scaling up from pilot to country level, especially with appropriate indicators to demonstrate the benefit of pilots. The real success of the project will come when project is completed and scaling up is begun.

· For the Romania APCP, locating the project management unit within the Ministry of Agriculture was an important benefit to the success of the project and to encourage ownership of the work.

· Interactions with Regional Projects have not been as visible as desired – why have a Strategic Partnership if there are limited interactions?

Conclusions/Recommendations

· Focus on the lessons learnt and the ‘musts’ for scaling up from pilot to national level. 

· More should be done with study tours to demonstrate benefits of agriculture reform. 

· Changing the behavior of all stakeholders and ‘buy in’ to the project concepts are two of the key essentials. 

· Replication should be considered at the start of a project to build this into the overall plan. 

· High visibility of project success is very important, and can build on indicators that are accessible e.g. reduction in nutrients, fewer sick children from drinking water etc. 

· Important to have a champion both within the World Bank and in the country for the project success.

Opportunities for Mainstreaming Nutrient Reduction: From National Levels to Regions


Moderator: Andrew Hudson, UNDP

Discussants - Mara Warwick, East Asia Seas Partnership Program; Alex Lascaratos/Paolo Guglielmi, Mediterranean Partnership Program

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· Strategic Partnership is not just a partnership between IAs but includes two Commissions and the countries in the basin. Coordination between the two regional projects has improved, and integration between the projects and their Commission is also very good.

· Institutional strengthening of Commissions provides an investment ‘friendly’ for other SP initiatives.

· Biggest issue has been timing. The two regional projects started earlier. UNDP Regional Projects operate at the regional level and have been assisting the countries with reform of legislation, capacity building, etc. which provides a better base for the World Bank’s country projects to operate.

· SP is running out of time – estimate for DRP is 9 – 12 months, but the ICPDR has been significantly strengthened to continue the work and it is clear that nutrient reduction is mainstreamed in the work and objectives of the ICPDR. Some of the activities at a national level have not been well publicized but have been extremely well received by municipalities (e.g. Tariffs and Charges and the ASTEC model), Coordination with other programmes (Serbia APC participated in DRP workshop on agriculture, Wetland projects in Bulgaria and Hungry are cooperating with DRP wetland initiatives, and a planned technical workshop is planned on nutrients that will involve partners).

· Emilia Battaglini– How much flexibility did the regional project have to respond to country requests after the start – to assist with future SPs? ANSWER: IZ for the future need certainly to keep some flexibility – especially taking account of the long timescales of project cycle. Within Regional Projects kept some flexibility with IRBM and response to the evolving EU requirements. But would not put too much flexibility to respond to countries as this could lead to a very fragmented project.

· Adrian Ross– Just completed PDF-B. In SE Asia there is no overarching ‘ EC’ but the countries have signed a range of conventions and agreements. Project will provide a platform to assist countries with transboundary issues under the frame of these conventions.

· Andy Hudson– no design of a coordination mechanism for the Strategic Partnership which was identified in the STM. DRP took the lead preparing reports on progress of the Strategic Partnership which was well received.

Conclusions/Recommendations

· When projects have finished then the dialogue with the two Commissions should continue.
· PEMSEA has responsibility for coordination of the Partnership. Bank is moving very quickly and some of the projects initiated are moving too fast for PEMSEA to evaluate and assessed. Need to have clear role definitions between the partners. Can’t have a system where demonstration projects are being implemented by one partner before agreements on where pilots are. 

Integration of Country and Inter-agency (EU, UNDP, GEF, World Bank) Efforts for Achieving National and Regional Results


Moderator: Emilia Battaglini

Discussants: Ivan Zavadsky, UNDP; TBD

Key Discussion/Speech Points

· The real challenge is how to replicate the success of Danube to the Black Sea .

· ICPDR – Long term involvement of GEF in the region bringing all countries together and the strengthening of the capacity of the countries to identify problems and to plan the remediation of this. Project helped with cooperation mechanisms between different ministries, developing indicators that will be utilised by the ICPDR after the project, etc. Project was also able to accommodate the needs of the WFD that was a great benefit to both the countries and the ICPDR. Project assisted with the Sava Commission, Tisza sub basin etc. Project has worked with the ICPDR to develop a exit strategy to address future issues after the end of the DRP. Cooperation of the Danube – Black Sea co-operation and the work programme 

· Laurence Mee – Danube / ICPDR have achieved significant and this has been enhanced by the WFD. But these success have not been replicated in the Black Sea Commission. The BSC is under funded and understaffed and relatively weak. Need to understand what has gone wrong,  Had a similar start to the Danube (TDA/SAP signed) but then took one issue from the TDA (nutrients) but this has not been an easy message to sell to the countries – although an important issue. But more publicly topics (e.g. fish, biodiversity) are not included and maybe this has created the wrong impression to the countries hence their relatively lack of interest.  BSC is not strong enough to deal with the issues. Main source of nutrients is seen as Danube and not ‘their problem’

Conclusions/Recommendations

· Andrea Merla – would like to see a task force set up to cover the last few years of the Partnership. To come up strategy on how to finalise the Partnership. Problems of coordination with ‘others’ will be an issue that has to be addressed in, for example, the Med Partnership where there are so many active actors.

Annex 1 - Raw Materials from Rapporteurs

Tuesday, October 3, 2006

Opening Session

Chair: H.E. Constantin Mihailescu. Minister of Ecology and Natural Resources

Co-Chair: Jitendra Srivastava

Rapporteur: Mish Hamid, GEF IW:LEARN







His Excellency Vasile Tarlev, Prime Minister, Republic of Moldova

· See speech at www.iwlearn.net/nutrientreduction, read to conference participants

His Excellency Constantin Mihailescu, Minister of Ecology and Natural Resources

Mr. Mihailescu’s opening remarks covered the Moldova Agricultural Pollution Control Project (APCP) and other activities. He described how the UNECE recently performed assessments, providing specific recommendations on legislative harmonization. He described the APCP, now in its third year, as a model on rural community management. Furthermore, the APCP was a model for manure and other waste management. Mihailescu went on to describe demonstration sites, including forest strips. He highlighted how local communities are participating in design and development, fitting the EU Nitrate Directive. Mr. Mihailescu went on to describe Moldova’s model of “clean communities” and highlighted the case of the Laproschnica River, a model river which is attracting international investments. 

His Excellency Antaoliy Gorodenco, Minister of Agriculture and Food Industry

Mr. Gorodenco’s opening remarks centered on Moldova’s agricultural trade sector. He described the big challenges, socioeconomic and regulatory. Gorodenco addressed the need to change systems and mentalities. He described land management difficulties, including the excessive parceling out land allotments, which complicates sustainable management. On the latter, he described the APCP as a model of sustainable development. The project is having a positive impact on manure management, which improves efficiency and provides a solution to farms that heretofore could not afford fertilizers. Gorodenco went on to describe the Hînceşti Rayon (District) as a model. 

Edward K. Brown, Country Manager, World Bank Office in Moldova

Mr. Brown noted the presence of high level ministers indicates the level of importance Moldova attached to the conference. He went on to give an outline of the series of conferences, this being the fifth. 

Moldova Former Minister of Ecology and Natural Resources

His excellency assessed the state of affairs in Moldova with regard to management of natural resources. He covered the roles of the various ministries, academia and so forth. ??? stressed that more attention should be bestowed on the various relevant scientific institutes. He criticized the status quo in Moldova, stating there was actually not a good system for waste management, a lack of legislation and no penalty or sanctions regime built into legislative frameworks. 

Andrea Merla, Consultant, International Waters, Global Environment Facility

Mr. Merla initiated his open remarks with a description of the conference’s key issue of importance, nutrients and their role as a global contaminant. He described the conference’s global participation, and its opportunity as a vehicle to take stock of what’s been done and achieved. Merla went on to describe the GEF’s transition from a capacity building phase to one of on-the-ground execution. He described the Danube-Black Sea basin as being the most advanced in terms of pollution control. Merla also stressed East Asia’s performance is also good, but that they address far broader themes in land-based contamination. His next point was to pose a question, the key question of the conference, on how to measure success and present results in nutrient pollution control? Merla concluded his remarks by noting that Moldova has been a good partner, and that there need not be conflicts between development and environmental goals. 

Robert van den Berg, Director of Evaluation, Global Environment Facility

Mr. Van den Berg opened his statement by stressing the crucial importance of being able to report results on all levels. He described the overarching importance of being able to demonstrate that funds, especially public money, is spent wisely by projects. Van den Berg went on to note increasing pressure for such accountability on donor agencies like the GEF. He also recommended the scientific community be strongly involved in such assessments. 

Andrew Hudson, Principal Technical Advisor, International Waters, UNDP

Mr. Hudson articulate the preponderance of news coverage on climate change, of the carbon cycle disturbance. He noted that the media misses the next-door neighbor of carbon, nitrogen. Hudson remarked that humanity’s disruption of the nitrogen cycle poses a similar threat to distortion of the carbon cycle. He described how the green revolution, by converting nitrogen in massive quantities, increased the food supply. This revolution however, simultaneously created a detriment by worsening environmental and human health, by causing nitrate pollution in water resources, including groundwater, as well as eutrophication in surface waters. Hudson elaborated further on the GEF project cycle, from enabling activities to implementation. Seconding previous comments, he reiterated that the GEF seeks to strengthen its reporting, especially through the use of quantitative indicators for results. These indicators cover three types: process, stress reduction and environmental status. Hudson did also mention that the GEF needs better guidance on indicator frameworks. Building on the principal types, those would be, for example,  process (legal), stress (techniques for better quantifying nutrient pollution reduction), environmental status (primary productivity, atrophical status of water bodies). Finally, Mr. Hudson concluded with a plea for the conference to include a vigorous exchange of ideas.

Danube-Black Sea Strategic Partnership Program – Progress, Issues and Ways Forward

Jitendra Srivastava & Meeta Sehgal, World Bank

-6ht year

-considerable amount of work done…ia’s, local level agencies

-issues and challenges include: [paper written by meeta]

-pilot projects to be scaled up…all three levels sent ogether…although main action at national level…

-eu directives are driving forces (WFD, UWWT, ND, IPPC, CAP-best ag practices)

-changing behavior of rural populations

-institutional strengthen and cap build: 

-policy support: need more than paper…enforcement…which requires considerable support and capacity

-public awareness: ex Romania APCP did good public awareness…has created new demand for a new project (73mill)

-mayors are driving forces at project levels…local government is critical…they see benefits…

-example: manure management facilities…household level insufficient, central level insufficient…full integration

-micro-catchments: Moldova doing some activities in small areas, 65 agro-enterprises to set up new enterprises, GEF supported, their pollution levels to meet legislative requirements

Progress in implementation also includes:

Increased public awareness about the need for environmental rehabilitation of microcatchments

Increased dissemination of information

Development of Replication Programs

Monitorable reduction in discharge of nutrients in water bodies

Srivastava highlighted the role of magazine stories in Moldova as a good way to foster replication. Some reasons for progress in the strategic partnership include focused projects that address community concerns, full stakeholder buy-in (especially mayors and rural county heads), stakeholder involvement in design, co-financing from beneficiaries and governments, and strong commitment by national governments. He then proceeded to identify some drivers of change, including: Consumer confidence, food safety requirements, public awareness, market forces and legislative changes (both national and international). Much work remains to be done in several areas identified in the presentation slide. Above all Srivastava stressed the need to change human behavior. He again stressed the role of the media in this process. Discussion turned to measuring results (and scaling them up), and in particular, agreeing on methodologies that are scientifically proven, practical and cost-effective. Water quality monitoring is a common tool. He then posed questions and issues, including what variables to use, how to deal with lag time, actual sampling, the use of proxy measurements and what can realistically and achieved/expected in terms of actual nutrient reduction?

Indicate or Abdicate: The Increasing Need to be Concrete on Results  

Robert van den Berg, Director of Evaluation, Global Environment Facility

Mr. Van den Berg opened his presentation by asking why results are important, what the level of ambition is, what problems are faced in measurement, stressing the need to be realistic and asking what the forward might be. In terms of results, he pointed that the demand for monitoring and accountability (and results based management) is often portrayed as something new, which it isn’t. What is new, is a growing demand for accountability for results, reporting on them and consequently, transparency. He described a special problem with international grants, in that all too often the logic of intent is followed in place of the logic of consequences. For too long, the logic of intent formed the basis of public policy. This logic follows the premise of a moral imperative, basically that a problem exists and something should be done about it. The logic of consequences underpins results-based management, which tracks inputs through to outputs and most importantly, impact. Van den Berg then discussed the fourth GEF replenishment, which in nominal terms became the largest ever at $3.13 billion. With dollar depreciation however, it actually constitutes a lower amount than the previous replenishment. In 1994 dollars, the current amount amounts to $2.3 billion. As Van den Berg put it, the GEF now faces more problems and challenges, and has less money with which to address them. In addition, there are new focal areas and goals. In terms of measurement, the problems are those of scale, time horizon and complexity. Issues f

-in addition new focal areas and goals

-measurement problems: scale, time horizon, complexity

-SCALE: upstream where as results are downstream, to measure something in dif geog area is a problem…issues are also market change, etc…taking place outside of project activities. How can you measure things like that

-TIME HORIZON: many changes will appear long after project termination…somebody else will have to measure (partnerships)

-COMPLEXITY: Many of the measurements come from one discipline, or one aspect…but we deal with ecosystems…complex interactions…diversity of stakeholders…

-comes back to logic of consequences

-outputs are what we can actually measure…hopefully we can capture outcomes…but impact is beyond

-find proxies through which we can capture impacts

[PRESENTATION AT GEF ASSEMBLY]

-importance for dec council…gef re-assessing project cycle…

-gef a tough partner…we conclude that gef project cycle not effective, not efficient, no added value

-eval office will rec scrapping project cycle…

-results based mgmt during implementation…this will be basis of argument to council…projects will measure what they are doing…allow for more flexible management as they evolve

-indicate or abdicate

Moldovan Experience with Nutrient Pollution Control in Agro-Processing

Alexandru Jolondcovschi, Project Manager, APCP, Aleksandar Nacev, World Bank

ALEXANDRU

-sound synergy

-[slide objectives]

-ultimate objective reduce nutrient discharge

-promote the adoption of new practices, strengthen national policy, promote public awareness

[components slide]

-promotion of mitigation measures, initial concerns about mitigation grants, but now farmers are queuing

-strengthen national policy and reg capacity…influential NGO drew up Code of good agriculture practices…helping with education campaign

[project scope slide]

-risp, apcp

[apcp/risk synergy]

[accomplishments]

[lapusna slide]

-lotta cooperation with local mayors etc…overcomeable mistakes

[manure management]

-suspicion and mistrust were big factors in local population (negrea)…but once outcomes demonstrated…interest developed…even a competition to be a beneficiary

[communal platform slide]

[env friendly agricultural program]

-surprised by local support…

[water quality monitoring program]

[strengthening of national policy]

[public awareness and replication]

[strategy]

[conclusions]

Question #1


Chairperson: Valentine Alexandrescu, Romania

Co-Chairperson:  Aaron Zazueta, GEF Office of Evaluation

Rapporteur: Andrew Hudson, UNDP

Methodologies to measure nutrient reduction and to aggregate results at project, national and regional basin levels

Ramesh Kanwar, Iowa State University

Dr. Kanwar has been involved in developing science-based good agricultural practices for nutrient reduction and methodologies for nutrient assessments as local, national and regional levels.  He first highlighted that increasing demand for food and meat has led to the intensification of agricultural and animal production systems which pose threats to global water, soil and air quality and public health.  Mitigating measures are needed to protect the environment; developing country ecosystems are particularly at risk.  Without appropriate public policies, funding and nutrient control plans, these trends in environmental degradation will continue. 

What are the major sources of non-point water pollution: agricultural and animal production systems.  Hypoxia (<2 mg/l O2) is driving the global agenda; hypoxia is directly related to N levels in water.  Hypoxic hot spots located on almost every continent.  Objectives of nutrient reduction programs should include protection of human health, protection of aquatic ecosystems and eutrophication prevention.  Reducing the impact of landscape activities on water quality of local and international waters using good agricultural practices is key. Need to assure safe water supplies for human consumption and ecological health of aquatic life.

Water quality indicators may include N, P, pathogens, Dissolved O2, BOD5, heavy metals and biodiversity.  Excess nitrate/nitrite in drinking water can cause “blue baby” disease.  BOD5 varies widely in different samples, from only 10 mg/l in treated municipal sewage to 30000 mg/l in raw swine manure. BOD5 in water can lead to hypoxic conditions.  In US, Clean Water Act 1972 regulates the discharge of pollutants into waters. Section 305bof CWA requires states to assess and report quality of their waters to Congress every two years.  Section 303d requires states to provide a prioritized listing of “impaired waters” every two years.  Waterbodies are assigned one or more “designated uses”; WQ standards are established to indicate the extent to which these designated uses are met. 

EC Nitrate Directive very close to US regulations in terms of implementation.  Includes detection of polluted or threatened waters; designation of “vulnerable zones”, action programs with vulnerable zones, and national monitoring and reporting every 4 years.   Netherlands example: groundwater Nitrate <50 mg/l P< 0.15 mg/L, etc.  US EPA standards are total P <.037 mg/l in lakes and reservoirs, 0.076 mg/l in rivers and streams.  N standards almost unachievable, 0.78 mg/l lakes/reservoirs, 2.18 mg/l rivers and streams.  

Good agricultural practices – defined as those that can be used to control soil erosion and nutrient reduction in water bodies, minimize non-point source pollution, and increase crop production.  GAPs developed using years of field experiments and have a strong basis in solid science.  GAPS demonstrated to perform well under different hydro-geological conditions can be promoted fro implementation.  GAPs would be used as proxies in meeting EU Nitrate Directive and other international nutrient reduction regulations.


What is current status of science on nutrient reduction strategies?  Science is well advanced, numerous technologies, GAPS are available for adoption by farmers as proxies to WQ monitoring.  Over 100 refereed journal articles were reviewed in this study and 13 GAPs are recommended for nutrient reduction.  These include tillage practices, crop rotation, strip cropping systems, buffer strips, alternative cropping systems, cover crops, conservation reserves, N application ratio to corn, timing of N application, use of N inhibitors, use of wetlands, manure storage and manure use as a fertilizer.  Each provides a certain range in reducing nutrient emissions. 


Field plot examples were presented including groundwater monitoring, no-till systems and fertilizer injection in no-till fields, placement of fertilizers next to plans rather than broadcast application. Strip cropping systems using reduced N-fertilizer, contour buffer strips on different slopes, sediment traps/stream bank management, buffer strips along with trees to enhance biodiversity and improve WQ, manure injection, composting, anaerobic digestion, etc.  Animal manure/ waste nutrient utilization: crop nutrient needs depend on yield, considerable N is lost in manure storage, ammonia is volatile, often lost into air, crops are not 100% efficient at nutrient uptake so some will remain into following year.  

Methodologies to measure nutrient reduction at various scales were presented. First, at farm/project level – use GAPs as proxies and make calculations in nutrient reduction on the basis of percentage of area covered by set of GAPs. Similar approach can be used even at watershed level provided key water bodies monitored for water quality have minimum database.  Farms need to develop a comprehensive nutrient management plan for animal feed operations (US regulations – animal feeding operations must have Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan by 2008).  CNMP includes manure and wastewater storage and handling (land application, etc.), nutrient management (inorganic fertilizers, manures, municipal sludge), land treatment practices, feed management, record keeping, and alternative utilization (composing, biogas).  Whole farm nutrient balances are very useful.  Methodologies for assessment require: identify water bodies, identify goals, establish implementation plan, establish administrative structure (EPA, inter-department al committees, incentive policies, technical coordination between monitoring, watershed citizen groups, and administration, websites, data transparency, resources for implementation.  Need baseline data for future assessment or to see changes; sampling schedules need to be carefully considered. Groundwater sampling considerations: depth, etc.  A suggested methodology for WQ monitoring at local and watershed levels was presented.   The major causes of Iowa’s impaired waters were presented, including sedimentation, nutrients, pesticides, etc.  

Nutrient monitoring system has been set up for the Mississippi basin as a whole.  Infrastructure for assessment is needed; need to ensure measurements at temporal and spatial scales; recall that projects may have 5 year time frames whereas real impact may take 20 years.  Conclusions: science based technologies available for nutrient reduction in watersheds; environmental push by EU, UNEP, etc. in combination with economic incentives to improve farmer’s livelihoods can lead to improved water quality. But two problems: extension/education programs lacking to education farmers on GAPs and technologies and sound policies and financial incentives are needed for farmers to adopt these technologies.

Romania Case Study

Stefan Nicolau, Ramesh Kanwar

Use of proxy methods for measuring results of agricultural practices.  Project area about 8,000 ha near Danube river.  Total financing about $10.8 m., incl. $5.15 m. from WB-GEF, $1.86 m. Government Romania, etc.  Project interventions include 1. Investments; 2. Training and technical assistance and 3. Public awareness.  Main sources of nutrient pollution identified include households, inappropriate manure storage; aggravating factors include bad conditions of concrete slab protecting water well against infiltration.  At communal level, pollution sources included inappropriate manure disposal, grazing of animals on soil erosion prone areas, temporary housing near watercourses, large areas of sloped lands draining into watercourses.  

Project interventions at household level include individual platforms with small tank to collect liquid fraction (which is recycled/poured over manure), plastic bins for waste segregation. At communal level, interventions include reclamation of former unauthorized manure storages, construction and operation of manure storage and composting facilities, demonstrations of well head rehabilitation, riparian buffers with forest vegetation, windbreaks/shelter belts, grazing management.

Project area has dense monitoring network, 3 cross-sections at different distances from Danube.  Nitrate concentrations show very slow decreasing trend over time but more pronounced in drinking water from water well.  Measuring nutrient concentration in ground and surface waters have strong points – shows actual quality of water at designated measuring states and weak points – existing stations not representative, frequency of measurements not sufficient to capture stochastic events, etc.  Why use proxy methods – based on extensive scientific research, allow assessment of total results, cheap, good accuracy, allow quantitative estimate of nutrient pollution reduction.  

What was achieved? Changed behavior of farmers.  20% of nutrients in manure used as fertilizer in backyard vegetable garden is lost and 100% of nutrients from fresh dumped manure are leached into water.  During 2005, the communes reported collection, composting and use of fertilizer of varying manure quantities.  Project assumed that in conventional agriculture, 20% of applied nutrients lost by leaching. Project estimated total reduction of nutrient discharges into waters in 2005 as 128.6 t. N.

Monitoring of the Agricultural Run-off to Baltic Sea

Viesturs Jansons

N 59% from diffuse sources, 79% of this is from agriculture;; 78% of diffuse P sources from agriculture.  3 non-point source monitoring pollution stations established in Latvia, 3 point source pollution monitoring points (large animal farms).  Monitoring scales range from drainage plots to drainage fields to small catchments.  Nutrient losses from arable land might be measured at field level. The integrated influence on nutrient run-off of various farming practices, erosion, etc. was presented.  The Mellupite monitoring station includes a small catchment station with inlets from plots and hydraulic structure.  Structure includes a crump weir and tipping buckets for plot measurements.  Groundwater monitoring includes shallow groundwater monitoring since 2005, 10 wells in 3 monitoring sites equipped with YSI data loggers (t, water level sensors).  Monitoring results show average concentrations of N in run-off generally below Nitrate Directive cap of 11.3 mg/l N/NO3. Monitoring results show pollution loads N tot from agricultural land in Latvia over the period 1994-2005.  On comparison level, agriculture corresponds to 3.2 person equivalents. Measures to decrease pollution include action plans on EU Nitrate directive, rural development plans/agro-environmental scheme, e.g. green land use, etc.
Discussions and Recommendations

Tom Simpson noted that for proxies to work, there needs to be targets set.  But still, in the Chesapeake Bay context, they were not getting good results in terms of proxies.  More specifically, cross-checking of water quality monitoring against the technological proxies found that the proxies were overestimating actual results. They have since developed two types of results categories: “Implementation progress” (measurement of adoption of technological measures) versus “restoration progress” (actual effect in terms of water quality).

The setting and measurement of proxies should be set in the larger context of economic incentives, i.e. not on competition in the world market, but in the local markets as well.  This is, in effect, the quantification of effort to adopt sustainable agriculture.  There was shared sentiment that proxies should be developed to capture the elements of incentives in terms of both the current set of incentives in place, as well as the changes in incentives occurring.

In parallel to proxy measurement for nutrient reduction, developing such proxy measures for pesticide application is necessary for total water quality improvements.  In the case of pesticide uses, as is the case for nutrient application to crops, there are positive and negative benefits of pesticide application which should be captured and quantified in order to jump-start a discussion on re-optimizing pesticide application in the context of internalizing the cost of pesticide runoff into surface and groundwaters.

Additional to the discussion of pesticide control and reduction as a parallel to the nutrient reduction agenda was a discussion of the difficulty of interrelating pesticide runoff to groundwater aquifers.   Fractures into deep groundwater aquifer can create avenues for leaching of pesticides.  Additionally, different soil types capture pesticides differently.  There are differential effects of different landscape activities (or practices) on groundwater.  Lastly, there is often a 10-15 year lag time between changes in pesticide runoff and measurable changes in aquifers.

Jit Srivestava gave two real-life examples of incentives creating political will for target-setting.  One was potatoes shipped from the Nile Basin in Egypt, which, upon arrival in Europe, were tested for nitrates.  The nitrates level of potatoes from Nile higher than that of Danube.  Due to the difficulties associated with the dumping of the potatoes, which could not be marketed or sold, the Egyptian government decided that potatoes would be tested in Egypt before shipping to Europe.  This created demand for nitrate reduction in agriculture.  The second example was the international flap on pesticides on grapes coming from Chile.

Using these and other examples, making farmers recognize that it is in their best interest to reduce nutrient runoff is the first step to achieving basin-level nutrient reduction.  Often, starting with the soil erosion related nutrient reduction practices is easier, as farmers can both see the change in impact, and they share returns to soil erosion improvements most directly.   However, farmers cannot shoulder all of the economic burden.  Finding a balance between farmer cost-sharing and societal good is crucial.

Gathering and reporting quantitative progress in terms of local source point water quality data from farmers’ sites who are applying best management practices can help set a baseline at the local watershed level.

Andrea Merla of the GEF Secretariat noted that the GEF refrains from entering into the funding and the mechanics of actual monitoring.  However, developing of monitoring capacities and systems as proxies for nutrient reduction programs are fundamental to reporting results.

The co-chair Aaron Zazueta closed with a synopsis of issues raised during the discussion section.  This synopsis grouped the discussion into six categories of issues raised, as follows:  (1) the utility of proxies; (2) the timing and application of proxies; (3) the use of public awareness methods to increase adoption; (4) the use of economic incentives, i.e. potential loss of markets, which can change things quite rapidly; (5) to what extent are proxies better indicators than the actual water testing?; and (6) the establishment of baselines using combination of methodological proxies and water quality testing.

Lunch

Luncheon Address: Political Drivers and Challenges for Danube-Black Sea Cooperation in Nutrient Reduction

Fritz Holzwarth, Head of Delegation to Germany to International Commission for the Protection of the Rhine

Experiences with Setting Targets, Measuring Compliance and Results, and Scaling up Achievements in Nutrient Reduction

Chairperson:       Johannes Deelstra, Bioforsk, Norway 

Co-Chairperson:   Andrea Merla, GEF Secretariat

Rapporteur: Tracy Hart

Experiences of North Sea in the OSPAR Context  

Gert Verreet, Chairman, OSPAR Eutrophication Committee

Salient points:  Nitrogen is on a global scale, see the data from the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment.  The main issues in eutrophication are coming from ocean itself as well as human factors.  The North Sea Conference held in London in 1987 set a 50% reduction target, with base year 1985, to be achieved by 1995.  In 2002, the North Sea recognized the inability to reach target due to reduction of diffuse losses from the agricultural sector progressing much slower than expected.

This set the scene for EU water quality, more specifically the 1991 Urban Water Treatment Directive and the Nitrates Directive.  In 1998/99, toxic algae blooms in the North Sea created a political urgency.  In hindsight, it took 10 years for M&E guidelines to be developed.  The timeline was as follows:  the need for a political push to start, then development time to get pieces in place, then scientific data gathering began.  Setting of the basin-wide goal, although unrealistic, pushed slower countries to set softer targets.

A newer, also ambitious target is to achieve by 2010 and maintain a healthy marine environment where eutrophication does not occur.   In order to achieve this target, there is now in process application of common procedures. These are called Harmonized Reporting Procedures (HARP), and are basin-level guidelines.  Results to date include 12% reduction in total inputs of nitrogen, 29% reduction in direct discharges, discharges of P down 33%.  Recent work includes idea of intercalibration of different types of water bodies (rivers, lakes, coastal, fishing waters) as well as development of reference criteria for status assessment.  Again, this initial phase of “soft law”, led to a stronger regulatory environment.

Experiences in Chesapeake Bay and North American Great Lakes

Tom Simpson, Professor & Coordinator of Chesapeake Bay Programs, University of Maryland

Salient points:  The Chesapeake Bay is naturally prone to hypoxia.  Only two ‘downstream’ states benefit – MD and VA.  The 1987 goal was 40% reduction in NR by 2000.  In 1992 technology specific nutrient reduction strategies were developed.  In 2000 the headwaters states added:  Delaware, WV, and NY.  Now there are 6 jurisdictions plus DC.  There are both voluntary and non-voluntary agreements.  Agriculture is voluntary with cost share to pay 50-85% of practice costs (varies from state to state).  Now the Basin is looking at incentive programs to supplement this cost-sharing approach.  Sewage treatment plants are not voluntary.  Stormwater management permits focus on flow and sediment.

The 2000 Chesapeake Agreement set two new directives:  By 2001 (revised to 2003) determine the necessary load reductions.  By 2003 (revised to 2005) develop tributary strategies to fully achieve impairment removal goal.

Some lessons learned from the Chesapeake Bay experience: (1) there needs to be “surrogate goals”, i.e. establish nutrient goals that will decrease anoxia; (2)  there is a need  to set milestones or interim goals; (3)  Need load allocation – split basin into 9 natural watersheds, then by 16 tributary basins, then 37 state-defined tributary strategy sub-basins.  This is nutrient loading allocation strategy setting.   And (4) you must target incentives to where you will get greatest return.

A warning on the overuse of proxies.  You must revert to using model data to show progress.  Why were model reductions greater than actual?  Lag times, cycling of nutrients, etc.  Similarly, develop and use research level plot data to extrapolate to watershed scale implementation.  However, extreme scale variability and interannual variability both cause deviation from the modeling results.

To date, it is estimated that in the context of Chesapeake Bay basin goals, 44% of N goal achieved, 49% of P goal achieved, and 41% sediment goal achieved.  BMP efficiencies have been changed to capture realism.

Danube-Black Sea Regional Projects – Policies and Regulations for Nutrient Reduction – Experiences and Lessons

Ivan Zavadsky, UNDP Danube-Black Sea Regional Director

Danube-Black Sea Regional Projects – Policies and Regulations for Nutrient Reduction – Experiences and Lessons

Presenter: Ivan Zavadsky, UNDP Danube-Black Sea Regional Director

Salient points:  Reporting on Strategic Partnership P process indicators

100% new policies

100% …

75% ….

50-75% adoption of legal frameworks  

75% reinforced International cooperation

50% pilot projects

SR:

NR achievements

BAPs

ES:

N/P loads

DO in Black Sea

Ecological status

In the Danube Basin, the 1996 baseline set a 2005 target of  22% reduction P and 33% reduction N.  In the Black Sea, the goal is to avoid exceeding 1997 nutrient reduction levels, as well as to reduce N loads to enable recover conditions of 1960s.

Nutrient Management in the Danube Basin and its impacts on the  North-West Black Sea Shelf

Prof. Helmut Kroiss, Technical University, Vienna, Austria

Salient points: point versus diffuse sources of pollution.  47% of Danube nutrient pollution is groundwater derived.  Internal loading of nutrients.  Economic influences as they influence agricultural practices.  Challenge is to achieve and maintain mid-1990s nutrient levels.  Role of CAP reform in agriculture.  N reduction.  Improving reliable and comparable data.  Use of P free detergent.  Development of 2015 scenarios.  These scenarios focus on management of nutrition system, with 7 actors

European Experiences - Apportionment of Nitrogen and Phosphorus inputs into the Aquatic Environment

Janos Feher, Vituki, Budapest, Hungary (on behalf of European Environment Agency)

Salient points:  European Environmental Agency study in 2004-2005.  Source apportionment of the total load of N and O to the aquatic environment on a large scale:  country, large river basins, and seas from the following sectors:  agriculture, industry, scattered dwellings, waste water treatment plants, and the background contribution.  They analyzed regional difference in relation to driving forces and pressures.  They used to concepts:  a load-oriented approach and a source-oriented approach.  Load-oriented approach focused on diffuse sources.  Source-oriented approach created a total source figure from adding point sources and diffuse sources.  Agricultural catchments were assigned export coefficients from catchments with similar agricultural coefficients.  See slides for results.

Discussions and Recommendations on Above

Chairperson: Aleksandar Bogunovic, MAFWM, Serbia

Co-Chairperson: Darejan Kapanadze, World Bank

Rapporteur:

Discussion and Recommendations

Anaerobic Digestion of Livestock Manures

Kurt Roos, Waste Management Specialist

Wetland Restoration- Bulgarian Experience

Hristina Nikolova, Bulgaria

Discussion and Recommendations

Presentation by Mohamed Latif, USAID [Paper] [Presentation]

Paper by Bruno Messerli, University of Bern [Paper]

Romania Monitoring of Water Framework Directive [Presentation] Large File: 90MB

Wednesday, October 4, 2006

[The field trip occurred on this day]

Thursday, October 5, 2006

Panel discussions: Development of an Indicator Framework for Investments

Rapporteur: Olivera Grozdic

Jitendra: There are two aspects of this discussion 1) What would donors like to see, answer which we should look for in National Programs under indicators of each project and 2) General feeling in the Conference is that we need to set a minimal and critical water quality monitoring indicators. Simple example: we have a land with 15% slope, we assessed the nutrient level in the soil and we know the quantity of rainfall, we can calculate how much nutrients would be discharged in the water. With forestry and crop management improved we could use them as indicators of the future nutrient reduction.

Andrea: I agree with Jit. In project design and implementation, when we make a design of manure storage facility for instance we calculate how much it would reduce nutrients. Design of the project defines what is expected to be achieved.

Tom Simpson: What we need to do is to identify a group of activities which would do the job within each project. Like what we see in Moldova. Knowing how many farmers in each project site apply certain practice in manure management, take project site results and extrapolate them to a larger level.

Valentin Aleksandrescu: We plan to expand the activities to a national level, but monitoring has been extremely hard with proxies lacking it is difficult to promote what has been achieved and to mobilize people to accept certain practice. 

Participant: Use of proxies to extrapolate to a country level or regional level we might find that that reduction has been 900,000 t but how we are going to measure the results in the Black sea?

Andrea: We have to face the fact that measuring of the results is not achievable in the lifetime of projects.

Johannes Deelstra: What is a Proxy? Is it a Best Management Practice?

Jit/Andrea/Ramesh: Yes

Kurt Roos: What do we measure? It is more important how do we measure. We need a standardization of measuring methods and monitoring.

Tom Simpson: I agree. Consistency across different countries is needed.

Kurt Roos: One thing is to understand how process works and then define standards. Second thing is to know what are the costs of all these processes.

Ramesh: When we talk about GAPs we need to consider farmers. They usually don’t have many options. For instance we need to see what he needs crop residues for. Does he need them for fodder, or heating? Forestation, what is he going to do until the forest starts giving the first produce and he starts earning some money out of it. There has to be an incentive for a poor farmer if he is expected to apply certain practice. This bring us to the government/s to provide these incentives.

Development of an Indicator Framework for Investments

Panel members: Ramesh Kanwar, USA

Moderator: Andrea Merla

[No notes available]

Results Measurements & Impact Assessments

Moderator: Aaron Zazueta

Panel members: Veisturs Jansen, Latvia; Stefan Nicolau, Romania

Aaron: GEF has time limited projects, while some project results can be measured after 10-15-20 years. Can GEF be accountable? There are institutions projects work with which will be accountable. How can GEF support these institutions in developing their accountability for monitoring the environmental status change. GEF could work with some groups outside the projects. We need to thing a bit differently. We need a top-down approach as the environmental status change is the ultimate goal. Countries are going to be responsible for having the system of monitoring, control and measurement of the change.

Veistrus Jansons: Technical and human capacities improvement is needed.

Helmut Kroiss: Regarding the eutrophication of the Black sea I am afraid we are very late. Agriculture will go back to the previous practices if the policy does not strongly support the projects. It has to be proved at the farm level that this proxy is reducing soil erosion and nutrient pollution and then see how this could be extended to larger areas. 

Ramesh: Implementing projects in 100% farms and all watersheds is not possible. Governments have to be shaken to accept the project, change the culture at the local community level.

Stephen Adrian Ross: Technology limited – NO. Science limited – NO. It is people that are limited. How some of the tools are going to be bought by the society? This is something that could be measurable in a short –term. You can measure people changing. What we need is to establish a core system which would perform the monitoring and measuring in the long term, as well as a monitoring and evaluation system and reporting.

Tracy: Each project is accountable for impact at the base level, but how to count its accountability at the Basin level? Catalytic impact of the change of the national policies, adoption of different GAPs…. Should be considered a different package of proxies should be developed for the Basin level.

Aaron: GEF has other projects within the Strategic Partnership. Can we make some adjustments to develop a system how we can demonstrate what we have been achieving.

Andrea: Maybe Commission  has to have some special roles take some new tasks?

Aaron: I want to point out that GEF grant in this is around 70,000,000 $ which is the highest of all.

Ivan Zavadsky: Where ends the accountability of the Project? Expand investment projects! They are important as the most of the nutrient reduction comes as a result of certain investment.

Jitendra: EU countries, Romania, Bulgaria are required to monitor and report on water quality. Maybe Commission already has some data but these data are not available at the national level. We should not duplicate measurements. Clearer information is needed at the project level. I see closer accountability among ourselves. 

Ramesh: For the future GEF Projects, consider initiating the dialog with the local governments from the start as the farmer who is poor should accept some GAP there should some incentives.

Peter Volley: The communication is the issue. There are 70 monitoring stations along the Danube river. There are 700 monitoring stations of the EU Environmental Agency. But these are national networks. Countries can use these information. For countries recommendation is contact ICPDR and find what kind of information you can get.

Andrea: Dialog between GEF Regional Project and ICPDR needs to improve

Ivan: But these information are available for the last 2 years. Still the dialog  is not good. We would be happy to provide these information. Project people have to contact ICPDR’s data base. Also, ICPDR needs ground information from the projects to cross with its own data and incorporate them in the data base. 

Aaron: We need to

1. promote changes, catalyze policy changes, develop new set of proxies for the Basin level

2. build technical and human capacities within each project

3. improve communication between projects and ICPDR.

Evolution of M&E from TDA/SAP to Current Country Strategies: A Science and Policy Perspective

Presentation: Lawrence Mee, University of Plymouth

Delivering the ecosystem approach:  adaptive management and the TDA/SAP process

Ecosystem-based management 

Managing human activity based on best available scientific knowledge

Not managing nature

Approach of ecosystem quality objectives – what sustainability would look like

TDA – what it is

SAP – negotiated policy document.  Clear priorities for action.  Preparation is cooperative process involving all stakeholders

Scientific challenges a

Project output is Reduction in agricultural nutrient loads to land – 20-40 years – with GEO and impacts as decrease in eutrophication in marine receiving waters

Nitrogen pathways – Wade et al, 2002 – nutrients are transferred by complex processes

Alternative models – running multiple models and extrapolating somewhere in between

Suite of system indicators – pressures vs. trophic effects

From outputs to outcomes:

Areas where change influencing eutrophication will be expected

Change <> influence <> depends on …

Diffuse nutrient supply

Point sources of nutrients

Fishing pressures

Nutrient ratios

Two tests for project success :

1.  Regular and fully transparent provision of relevant, quality assured monitoring data

Legitimate reasons given:  lack of planning and networking, insufficient training, inadequate capital equipment

2.  how much reduction of nutrients can be achieved per unit cost?

BMPs are not necessarily replicable from country to country

Achieving sustainability is not the same thing as diving investment financing equally across countries

Discussion:

Andrea Merla:

Sense of urgency to be communicated

Resilience is a factor

Need to present expected outcomes to GEF Council

How much nutrient reduction did you achieve for a certain investment?

Farm management programs in Romania – manure storage

Surface runoff of manure – lessening – leading to improvement in Black Sea

One pig farm equal to 5000 people WW

Need to get countries regulate the technologies – create conditions

Local level plus regulatory level

Application of fertilizers is EU level policy directive

Jit:

Two tests – second test 

Looking at level of Danube River 00 impossible

Looking at tributary interventions is possible

Reduction of discharge of nutrients into watserbodies

This will lead to surface water and GW changes in environmental status

Need to work at both human/community scale as well as high-level politician level

Have failed at community level

Tangible results at farm scale

TS:

Need to be able to estimate the impact at the project level to farms all over

In-stream impact associated with farm practice level change

As expand knowledge gained, ability to project impact of cumulative changes in terms of nutrient load to Black Sea

Chesapeake Bay:  “cap management” – cap load.  This is treading water in the face of population pressure, development, etc.

Do not want to use economic stress model to get there

Not only trying to find ways to reduce . but also need to find ways not to increase load

Instituting new activities will take you back up

LM:

Wetlands attract biodiversity through viable habitats, protecting floodplains, and reducing nutrients – NR may be the smallest of these benefits in economic terms

What do people want?  How to sell at level of people. At level of local government, at level of central government

Need to get out of siloing

ID:  put reliable data on nutrient load, can get data on overall waterbody status

One high-quality monitoring station at mouth of Black Sea

Achievements of local level of farm – balance with environmental stress on waterbody

Discussions

Country and Regional Experiences and Suggestions for Harmonizing Results and Measurement; Methodologies, Scaling, Mainstreaming and Strengthening Capacities

Chairperson: Mr. Mirian Dekanoidze, Deputy Minister of Agriculture, Georgia

Co-Chairperson: Meeta Sehgal, World Bank

Rapporteur:

Investment Fund for the Mediterranean Sea Large Marine Ecosystem Partnership

Paolo Guglielmi - Mediterranean SP

Replication of successful interventions is the critical challenge for the Investment Fund at present. Experience suggests that replication strategy should be designed along with other components of a project. Replication is not a straightforward task and needs selectivity, as not every element of a successful operation can be applied everywhere else. Therefore, completed projects must be thoroughly analyzed, their essentials be extracted and critical information got across the board. Along with having a monitoring system for tracking outcomes of individual projects, it is advisable to set up a replication scoring system to evaluate how the selected technologies are being scaled up.         

Turkey: Anatolia Watershed Rehabilitation Project

Halil Agha - Turkey

The Project supports sustainable natural resource management practices in Turkey's Black Sea Region and aims at improving livelihood of communities affected by resource degradation. Ongoing activities include afforestation, improvement of degraded soils and combating erosion, rehabilitation of rangelands, organic farming, integrated pest management, and improvement of farm management practices for the reduced nutrient discharge. Two main challenges are to refine environment quality monitoring scheme for better tracking of outcomes, and to develop an efficient replication strategy for exporting successful lessons learned in Anatolia to other parts of the country.    

Serbia: Danube River Pollution Reduction Project 

The Project is to assist Serbia with strengthening the policy and regulatory framework that regulates nutrient run-off and discharge from livestock farms and slaughterhouses the way to comply with the EU Nitrate Directive. It also provides for demonstrating cost-effective methods by which livestock farms and slaughterhouses can reduce pollution to the Danube River and for assessing the impact of Project interventions on water and soil quality in the Serbian Danube Basin. This Project places emphasis on human capacity building that includes, inter alia, training of trainers in an education  center created in the Institute of Animal Husbandry and provision of TA to hydromet staff for improved monitoring of the quality of environment. Some difficulties were encountered by Project beneficiaries due to cumbersome bureaucracy associated with obtaining of permits for rehabilitating / expanding / operating of slaughterhouses. 

Georgia: Environment Pollution Control Program under Agricultural Research, Extension and Training Project 

This Project is close to completion. Out of several good agricultural practices demonstrated in the pilot area, dissemination of biogas digesters made a success story due to its equally strong benefit for environment and economic interest for rural communities. Adoption rate of technologies with less immediate rewards for farmers had poorer rate of adoption. Time series of monitoring data allowed to narrow criteria down to the manageable and affordable set of indicators and revealed strong correlation between adopted good agricultural practice and the amount of nutrient discharge. Recent changes in the national institutional and policy environment suggest that improving water resource management may become a priority issue in Georgia in the upcoming years.    

Baltic Sea Regional Program

Niklas Bergman - Baltic

One of the main outcomes of the Baltic Sea Regional Program is the development and adoption of a standardized system for water quality monitoring throughout the region. This Program is also distinguished with a comprehensive menu of assistance delivered to farmers towards achieving compliance with on-farm nutrient management requirements. This includes help with analyzing the existing farm management practice, suggesting most efficient investments for improvement of nutrient management, and advising on the possible sources of the required resources.     

Investment Fund for Pollution Reduction in the Seas of East Asia

Adrian Ross - East Asia Strategic Partnership

This Investment Fund was set up to address pollution problems in the seas of East Asia that are not covered by any international convention on protection of these water bodies from pollution, that makes achievement of the Investment Fund’s objective a more challenging task. The lack of a convention is substituted with a common strategy for sustainable development. A single system for reporting on the state of coasts of the seas of east Asia is developed for ensuring reliability of monitoring data coming from multiple sources. For measuring an overall impact of the Investment Fund, it is essential to have a solid mechanism of consolidating and extrapolating outcomes achieved at the local administrative unit level to the national level and then to an even higher regional level.     

East Asia Livestock Project

Kurt Roos

This Project has begun recently in 2006 and, therefore, the presentation covered mostly the Project background and established objectives. The rationale for the Project intervention is a widespread occurrence of direct discharge of farm waste to the natural water bodies and fish ponds. Along with conventional good agricultural practices for nutrient management the Project will offer some options specific for the tropical climate. The Project will look at linkages between livestock waste management and aquiculture/fisheries.      

Niger River Basin Authority

Oumer Ould Aly

A challenge for Niger River Authority is to sustain fish stock upon which livelihood of many communities depend. Sources of pollution to Niger river are multiple, through nutrient load is one or the significant problems and the Authority is now getting organized for addressing this matter.      

Conclusions and the Way Forward Recommendations and Next Steps

Any Other Business

Chairperson: H.E. Constantin Mihailescu, Minister of Ecology and Natural Resources, Republic of Moldova

Co-Chairperson: Jitendra Srivastava, World Bank

Rapporteur: Mish Hamid

Closing remarks:  Participating Countries, GEF Secretariat, GEF Evaluation Office, IW:LEARN, United Nations Development Program, European Commission, Local Organizing Committee, World Bank

Minister Constantin Mihailescu

Mohammed Latif

-USAID projects expanding…gender/youth balances…

Jitendra

-Process long in the making

-How do we at multiple levels, do better and better monitor results

-I would like to emphasis that more discussion tomorrow on how different agencies can put different pieces together so that countries benefit from it

Emilia

-Opportunity to exchange lessons, experiences among countries

-We’ve heard from within the EU and outside

-Recommendation: More followup on exchange of lessons and experiences, in smaller settings perhaps…it would be nice if technical people can visit their project counterparts and learn from them directly. 

-There is insufficient time in conference settings to probe in-depth into technical issues

-REC: Countries should continue to share experiences with each other in whatever venues they can conceive

-It is critical to use science and technical info to inform project implementation

-But also use simple language

-Also amazing to learn more about what respective donor agencies are doing

-It will be important to determine better ways to communicate

Tracy Hart

-Country presentations should lie at the beginning of the agenda…this would better connect to the theoretical context

-Inter-project stakeholder exchanges sponsored by IW:LEARN offer an opportunity to pursue knowledge sharing. There are creative ways of interpreting 

-IW:LEARN also a venue to store links and project information

-IW:LEARN is meant to support projects directly…

-An idea to think more broadly in terms of integrating pollution control projects…include more than just agricultural pollution control. 

-Need to think more about types of incentives to change behavior

-We need additional guidance on how to ?aggregate? among proxies to achieve better indicators on base level indicators

-It’s one thing to set target goals…but it’s another to develop milestones or intermediate indicators to check implementation progress. One of the places we need to go next is measuring results.

-More guidance on how to link the individual project level to program outcomes, especially in the context of the basin. 

-Post workshop, we (Bank) will be looking to finance some of these possible next steps. 

[GET HER SLIDES]

Ivan Zavadsky

-SUGGESTION: What ever new partnership emerges…there needs to be a platform from the beginning, there needs to be framework agreement on how to measure progress, synergies. Black Sea-Danube SP has some of this, but has not been visible. Before the end of the lifespan of the regional project…need a proper platform.

Moldova

-Need tools at preparatory stage to support adoption of best management practices…we should think of tools at prepatory stage of project. This will involve scientific communities. The results of any pilot projects can also be considered.

-Example: Some EU thing

-Most of the participants should remember the sensitivity of territorial independence. In terms of scaling up, try to be specific regarding measures to be taken…

-Also should consider comparability among results reporting. 

Recommendations and Next Steps 

Andrea Merla

-[what was the first point?]

-Good idea to have field trip at the start of the conference…should definitely be an integral part

-The original point of the workshop: scaling up nutrient reduction indicators

Andy Hudson

-Numerous methodologies and practices exist to mitigate nutrient pollution

-Recommend a twinning arrangement between Danube and Chesapeake

-Main expectation among various reforms (institutional, political)….the level of dialogue required, let alone enactment of reforms…do not occur within the lifecycle of a gef project

-Economic benefits of demonstration projects should be considered a main highlight of investment fund projects

Aaron Zazueta

-We now have some tools to measure nutrient reduction

-I see now that the role of science in the GEF is robust

-There is a role of GEF to play in terms of the long-term monitoring of environmental status. A clear area to move forward on and quite feasible. 

-Re: partnerships. 

-IW is a long-term investment by the GEF. 

Travis (WBank)

-One important job is to maintain the enthusiasm…and improve our ability to communicate these stories to the rest of the world

-Rec: don’t miss opportunities to share stories. 

Latif

-20 million dollar project (collaboration world bank, usaid) in Western Ukraine. We need to do a better job of publishing such success stories. 

Ramesh

-Suggestions: Tremendous amounts of science-based knowledge…would be good idea to retain sessions to just discuss science. [Somebody’s presentation] covered how to integrate countries toward a common goal…there should be more of this

Lawrence

-Every effort must be made to retain all countries, even if it means slowing down processes to do so. All stakeholders must be retained.

-A co-financed documentary film on Black Sea circulated around the BBC was widely circulated. Important to not just trumpet successes…but go extra the mile, make a documentary…it will reach many places not reached by going through governmental chances. 

Tom

-Proxies are essential…but they should be developed within a broader framework of modeling and monitoring. 

Jitendra

-1. I truly believe money is being well-spent at the project levels by people at the national levels, however at this meeting we didn’t give them enough opportunity or enough time to allow them to explain what they achieved. In this meeting we gave much time to the donors to speak. We’ve got to give the national programs a bit more time. 

-2. Relieved and happy with the presentations of GEF and GEF MandE. There was a worry regarding quantifying nutrient reduction. I am grateful for the clarification. Not asking for difficult indicators. 

-3. Idea of proxies, it seems most people have bought into them, but can we please kill the word proxy. These are actually the results indicators. 

-4. I am so happy this meeting includes other GEF partners…my proposal is that the Danube Commission, if they have already clearly determined monitoring…we have to have much more accessible information…we need to know how and where they can be used.

-Please do take the results indicators, not only quantity reductions but also how are we changing human behavior. 

-What should be the topic of follow-on conference in Turkey…think about it

-My proposal is if some money is available, a paper should be developed…a group of 3-4 people go into details…this paper can form the basis of next year’s conference, it can form basis of new methodology

Alexandru

-

-Moldova wants to join the community of nations

-Gratitude to GEF, World Bank, various Moldovan Ministries, 

Minister

-

-

-at gef assembly

Friday, October 6, 2006

Consolidation of Conference Outcomes and Next Steps

Rapporteur: Peter Whalley, Danube Regional Project

Opportunities for Mainstreaming Nutrient Reduction: From Projects to National Levels


Moderator: Tracy Hart

Discussants - Doina Petrescu, Halil Agah

•
Turkey presentation  (Halili Agah) – Anatolia watershed rehabilitation project. Objective is to support RB planning and management including reducing nutrients from agriculture. WB supporting watershed management; agriculture supported by GEF. Overview of project component provided (see ppt). Following EU nitrates requirements and preparation to the WFD implantation. 

•
Romania presentation (Doina Petruscu) – Romania APC. Focus on the lessons learnt and the ‘musts’ for scaling up from pilot to national. (see ppt). Change the behavior of all stakeholders and ‘buy in’ to the project concepts are two of the key essentials. Replication should be considered at the start of a project to build this into the overall plan. High visibility of project success v important building on the indicators that are accessible e.g. reduction in nutrients, fewer sick children from drinking water etc. Drivers for change – e.g consumers. Important to link to other projects. In a EU context important to find a niche for the project not to duplicate. Romania APC is integrating project with other sectors e.g on waste are considering municipal waste as well as manure waste. Scaling up is not just a question of building more platforms, need to consider other nutrient reduction issues.

•
Turkey – reference to another agriculture project 600 USD. Aimed at reducing agriculture subsidies and diversify crops. Project started in 2005. Project is being mainstreamed across Turkey with a budget of 200 MUSD for this support.

•
Question: On Code of agriculture. What tools are you using to encourage farmers to use code? – Ministry offering ‘premiums’ for crops. For livestock there is also premium of code is utilized.

•
Tracy Hart – Romania APC showed the importance of having clarity on scaling up from pilot to country level, especially with appropriate indicators to demonstrate the benefit of pilots. Real success of the project is when project is completed and scaling up is begun.

•
Aaron Zazueta – in the M&E looking at catalytic and replication opportunities for project achievements. Also emphasized importance of early planning of scaling up and exit strategy of project. Should be thought about even before project implementation.

•
Tom Simpson. Sustainability ‘post GEF’ is important. Need to create behavior change of farmers (and others) – if its just down to cash it is less likely to be sustained.

•
Emilia Battaglini – Projects at the design stage now include a replication strategy – learning from the success of the Romania APC. How will the lessons learnt in Romania project be utilized? Answer: Had a strong implementation team that built the political support for project – not all these lessons were available at the start. Restoration of wetlands topic within the APC are not considered to be so successful and is not included in new projects. Cooperating with EC projects to assist with scaling up concepts and expanding to include sewage disposal and biogas generation. 

•
Jit Srivastava – opportunities to mainstream nutrient reduction. Location of the PMU within the Min of Agriculture was an important benefit the success of the project and to encourage ownership of the work. The Bank is getting good leverage on APC projects in RO and TK with national and EC funds. Recommended that more should be done with study tours to help demonstrate benefits of agriculture reform. Important to have a champion both within the Bank and in the country for the project success.

•
Andrea Merla- 1. Successes described also can be attributed to the local benefit assisting a global issue (or in this case a regional sea) and the recognition of this. Replication strategy described confirms the importance of including this element in projects. 2. GEF interventions will be assessed on the nutrient reduction they achieve in the Black Sea – and from the Romania APC this has not been estimated. 3. Interactions with Regional Projects have not been as visible as desired – why have a Strategic Partnership if there is limited interactions?

Opportunities for Mainstreaming Nutrient Reduction: From National Levels to Regions


Moderator: Andrew Hudson, UNDP

Discussants - Mara Warwick, East Asia Seas Partnership Program; Alex Lascaratos/Paolo Guglielmi, Mediterranean Partnership Program

•
Andy Hudson– SP is not just a partnership between IAs but includes two Commissions and the countries in the basin. At the time of the STM the co-ordination between the two Regional projects was poor – that has been addressed by IZ taking the management of the BSERP. Integration between the projects and their Commission is also very good.

•
Ivan Zavadsky – summarized co-ordination with other partners in SP. Biggest issue has been timing. The two regional projects started earlier. Regional Projects operate at the regional level and have been assisting the countries with reform of legislation, capacity building, etc. which provides a better base for the Bank’s country projects to operate. Institutional strengthening of Commissions providing an investment ‘friendly’ for other SP initiatives. SP is running out of time – estimate for DRP is 9 – 12 months, but the ICPDR has been significantly strengthened to continue the work and it is clear that nutrient reduction is mainstreamed in the work and objectives of the ICPDR. Some of the activities at a national level have not been well publicized but have been extremely well received by municipalities (e.g. Tariffs and Charges and the ASTEC model), Coordination with other programmes (Serbia APC participated in DRP workshop on agriculture, Wetland projects in Bulgaria and Hungry are cooperating with DRP wetland initiatives, and a planned technical workshop is planned on nutrients that will involve partners).

•
Andrea Merla– Agreed that the cooperation was a two process and recognized the very good co-operation with the Commissions. When projects have finished then the dialogue with the two Commissions should continue – finding the mechanisms.

•
Aaron Zazueta– How is the Partnership addressing the perceived gap between the high level policy and on the ground activities and how will this affect scale-up? Answer: Ivan Zavadsky - same issue was found at the Regional Project level but assisted by EU drivers. The remaining  countries (non-EU) DRP is assisting to prepare added assistance with ‘road maps’ that enable them to continue to develop in the EU direction.

•
Emilia Battaglini– How much flexibility did the regional project to respond to country requests after the start – to assist with future SPs? ANSWER: IZ for the future need certainly to keep some flexibility – especially taking account of the long timescales of project cycle. Within Regional Projects kept some flexibility with IRBM and response to the evolving EU requirements. But would not put too much flexibility to respond to countries as this could lead to a very fragmented project.

•
Adrian Ross– Just completed PDF-B. In SE Asia there is no overarching ‘ EC’ but the countries have signed a range of conventions and agreements. Project will provide a platform to assist countries with transboundary issues under the frame of these conventions.

•
Tom S – To collaborate, compliment activities ‘ the highest common denominator’ to get the best practices. Provide scientific support that goes across the jurisdictions of the states. States do not like others interfering in their work – similar to country issues

•
Mihaela Popovici– ICPDR – body established to implement of the DRPC for all the countries of the basin. Explained the operation of the ICPDR and invited all to visit web site www.icpdr.org.

•
Aaron Zazueta– SP – the two parts of the Partnership are not interacting – this is a design fault. The gap is the country involvement – the constituents of the Regional Projects.

•
Amealea Merla– the concept of the SP was developed after the design of the two Regional Projects. But the SP will deliver more than the individual components. But how to deal with the time lag? What to do after the projects have completed their work with still several years for the Bank’s interventions. Need to engage with the Commissions more to provide a partner in the longer term. For the near future (6-12 months) need to work with the Commissions.

•
Andy Hudson– no design of a coordination mechanism for the SP which was identified in the STM. DRP took the lead preparing reports on progress of the SP which was well received.

•
PEMSEA has responsibility for coordination of the Partnership. Bank is moving very quickly and some of the projects initiated are moving too fast for PEMSEA to evaluate and assessed. Need to have clear role definitions between the partners. Can’t have a system where demonstration projects are being implemented by one partner before agreements on where pilots are. In E Asia – how will the partnership work following the relatively short lived PEMSEA/UNDP/WB programme.

•
Jit Srivastava– Partnership will be successful if the countries take the role of running such a programme in the longer time. Need to respond to the countries newer and emerging needs. Does the IAs bring ‘value’ to the countries in a Partnership? Should re-assess Partnership to ensure that the countries are getting the most of partnership.

•
Andrea Merla– E Asia is special process as there is no legal framework. On Black Sea and Med – worked through a process with the countries and have an agreed Strategic Action Plan – Partnership designed to deal with this on a regional level. It has been a long process in Danube – Black Sea.

Integration of Country and Inter-agency (EU, UNDP, GEF, World Bank) Efforts for Achieving National and Regional Results


Moderator: Emilia Battaglini

Discussants: Ivan Zavadsky, UNDP; TBD

•
Amelea Merla: Danube – Black Sea Partnership designed to meet the needs of the region, Partners also included the EU. Invited ICPDR to present their impression of the strengths of the Partnership and what can be learnt. The real challenge is how to replicate the success of Danube to the Black Sea .

•
ICPDR – Long term involvement of GEF in the region bringing all countries together and the strengthening of the capacity of the countries to identify problems and to plan the remediation of this. Project helped with cooperation mechanisms between different ministries, developing indicators that will be utilised by the ICPDR after the project, etc. Project was also able to accommodate the needs of the WFD that was a great benefit to both the countries and the ICPDR. Project assisted with the Sava Commission, Tisza sub basin etc. Project has worked with the ICPDR to develop a exit strategy to address future issues after the end of the DRP. Cooperation of the Danube – Black Sea co-operation and the work programme 

•
Laurence Mee – Danube / ICPDR have achieved significant and this has been enhanced by the WFD. But these success have not been replicated in the Black Sea Commission. The BSC is under funded and understaffed and relatively weak. Need to understand what has gone wrong,  Had a similar start to the Danube (TDA/SAP signed) but then took one issue from the TDA (nutrients) but this has not been an easy message to sell to the countries – although an important issue. But more publicly topics (e.g. fish, biodiversity) are not included and maybe this has created the wrong impression to the countries hence their relatively lack of interest.  BSC is not strong enough to deal with the issues. Main source of nutrients is seen as Danube and not ‘their problem’

•
Ivan Zavadsky – Wants to stress the importance of the EC with regards to the Black Sea. This will be crucial to the future when Black Sea becomes a European Sea in 2007 with the accession of Romania and Bulgaria.  BSERP can assist the BSC with the dialogue with the EC. Would like the support also of the WB in these discussions. On February 23, 2007 the Romanian Prime Minister is inviting senior representatives from the Danube and Black Sea countries to a meeting that will mark the end of the Danube Regional Project.

•
Mohammad Latiffe – Web site should link to other initiatives in the region. Information on USAID work is available on the country pages on www.usaid.org.

•
Andy Hudson – Can the SAP approach in the Black Sea be adapted to reflect what the countries/people need – in the light that the next stage (SAP implementation) will not be funded by GEF but by the countries.

•
Andrea Merla – would like to see a task force set up to cover the last few years of the Partnership. To come up strategy on how to finalise the Partnership. Problems of coordination with ‘others’ will be an issue that has to be addressed in, for example, the Med Partnership where there are so many active actors.

