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Session 2: “IWRM in Practice"

SESSION SUMMARY (50 participants)

Chair:  ____________ Alfred Duda (GEF)_____


Rapportueur:_____
Dann Sklarew (GEF IW:LEARN)____

	1. MESSAGE FROM THE SESSION

	a. Catchments, basins and groundwater recharge areas are the natural units for IWRM (in order to understand and balance competing water uses and to mobilize meaningful stakeholder and public participation, which is a is a core principle of IWRM).

b. With ¾ of the Earth’s land surface in transboundary surface and groundwater basins, the transboundary activities of the Global Environment Facility (GEF) provide an important test ground for different uses of IWRM. GEF goes beyond environmental concerns, to address IWRM and development issues.

c. Basin-specific diagnostic analyses of water resources uses and opportunities are essential to support IWRM with rationale basis, with fact finding, and to simplify the complex idea of IWRM so it can be understood by decision-makers and stakeholders. 
d. The Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) and Strategic Action Programme (SAP) are valuable tools to operationalize IWRM at shared basin level. Integrated approaches (e.g., TDA/SAP, EU Water Framework Directive) lead to balancing various uses of river basin.

e. IWRM focus on water alone is short-sighted with alternative approaches toward integrated land and water resources management with the agricultural community and forests/planning institutions essential to operationalize

f. IWRM can be operationalized by having inter-ministerial committees as responsible for national IWRM and subsidiary basin approaches with sub-national units of government. 

g. Significant new support and collaboration/cooperation of development assistance institutions (e.g., UN, bilaterals and multilaterals) are needed to make IWRM a reality as a complement to traditional sector programs; without this support, IWRM has little chance to succeed.

h. Climate change adaptation to water-related disasters (floods, droughts) should be done through basin-specific IWRM. Economic implications of these potential disasters will drive the demand adaptation and application of IWRM as funding mechanisms under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change become available.

	2. LESSONS LEARNED & GOOD PRACTICES

	The 4 GEF-funded case studies and the SIDA/UNDP case study have many features that have implications for lessons learned and good practices. These lessons and practices include:

a. Both large basins (Danube) and smaller ones (Pungwe) can pragmatically be used as the unit for IWRM implementation. Within large basins with management in place, sub-basins may receive customized approaches.

b. Nations need to develop joint IWRM strategies for shared basins, along with capacity for their implementation and upgrading. 

c. Strategic processes used in GEF transboundary basin projects can also be used in single country basins (Sao Francisco) to set priorities, determine where integrated approaches are needed, engage stakeholders and demystify/simplify IWRM for stakeholders and decision-makers.

d. The processes of establishing inter-ministerial committees, conducting transboundary diagnostic analysis and producing programs of strategic actions (not just plans) were useful in all 3 GEF case studies to set priorities and:

· Determine where integrated approaches are needed (or not needed)

· Provide tools for stakeholder/public participation

· Simplify IWRM complexity into smaller, more manageable pieces for individual sector actions, so that decision-makers and stakeholders may understand.

e. Fact-finding and sound science analyses provide basis for support for reforms and investments.

f. GIS is an important visual analysis tool. 

g. GEF support shows that IWRM approaches can be used for many types of water and land-related concerns. These often focus on integrated land and water resources management, active involvement of agricultural and forestry interests to achieve multiple Millennium Development Goals [MDGs] (e.g., poverty alleviation, food security, public health and environmental sustainability) in a coordinated fashion.

h. People are chief beneficiaries of IWRM.

i. Participation of civil society, stakeholders, and NGOs was critical to all 4 basin case studies of IWRM. In particular, GEF/UNEP/OAS basin projects in Latin America have rich lessons for participation, including the Sao Francisco case (as well as Guarani Aquifer, Rio San Juan Bermejo, and elsewhere). The Danube  participation instruments are also best practices – support for NGO forums to interact with the International Commission, capacity-building for NGOs, access to pollution discharge data for public awareness, newsletters, websites, outreach programs (e.g., Danube Day) and multi-million euro Small Grants Program for communities to participate in local water-related and pollution reduction activities.

j. The Danube, Niger and Nile river basins illustrate that Development Assistance Institutions (DAIs) can collaborate and cooperate in support of IWRM-related measures even in large basins. GEF-related partnerships are involved in all 3 cases with different institutions working according to their comparative advantages. This came about because of country commitment at Presidential and Prime Ministerial levels, requests to development institutions to cooperate and assist, and willingness of development institutions to work together, in several cases to pool resources, for basin-scale and sectoral collaboration.

k. Long-term, consistent assistance up to one decade is essential for IWRM to be adopted in large basins (e.g., Danube). This is beyond the time scales of politicians and bureaucrats, so long-term partnerships and programs are needed to foster IWRM (not just short term projects).

l. GEF IW:LEARN illustrates best practices for exchanging experience among IWRM pilot projects, structured learning, information sharing, and access to knowledge management (KM) resources for capacity-building and enhancing quality.

m. The Pungwe and Niger basins especially illustrate that IWRM – and Integrated Land and Water Resources Management (ILWRM) – focus not only on improved management but also on sustainable water resource development to meet MDGs and World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) targets.

NOTES:

Iterative transboundary analysis (joint fact-finding) and strategic action programs (joint planning) are [painful but] valuable exercises for building viable IWRM institutions.

Involve public (stakeholders, NGOs and private citizens), civil society (and their interests) in IWRM and river basin plans.

Need to transcend administrative scales: local, provincial, national and transboundary basin.

For transboundary basins, long-term commitment and success is contingent upon legal frameworks (e.g., Danube River Protection Convention) which support international basin organizations. 

Public participation – though public access to information about their water resources, small grants, NGO forums, 

Detailed river basin management plans for pollution reduction involve both national and transboundary investments.

Pilot Projects with active stakeholder involvement (e.g., Danube TEST) build experience, commitment and momentum for larger-scale activities among those participating in IWRM.

Agreements at transboundary scales should be implemented via policies at national (and even sub-national) scales.

GIS as visualization tool

IWRM at large river basin scale is not cheap (>$4 Billion of investments in Danube alone)

Implementation of regional agreements, standards, targets and timetables – such as in EU Water Framework Directive and EU Accession Process – and basin-level IWRM mutually facilitate one another. The EU Water Framework Directive is unique and valuable in helping participating nations to jointly manage their shared water resources.

Elements of TDA, important in earliest stages of IWRM, include: [See Danube p.22]

Economic valuation useful in detemining cost-effective measures for water management

Particularly in poorest countries using traditional water management means, as population within each basin increases, the potential for its water resources to support the entire population decreases. [Zero-sum game – water as non-renewable]

Ivan: International donors (e.g., Bank and EU) should be more coordinated in their efforts.

Niger: Water resources are [perceived as] variable and finite.[accurate?]

Shared visioning is important tool for IWRM (set long-term objectives and commitment to program of actions) 

IWRM must incorporate values of basin’s inhabitants, e.g., poverty reduction, local capacity-building, public health…

Need to examine water resource problems through [TDA] diagnostic analysis, i.e., through scientific analysis of cause and effects; then implement SAP, long-term legal/administrative strategies. With a agreed plan of action to pursue those strategies.

Significant IWRM progress requires full stakeholder participation (consultation), adaptive management/learning-by-doing and commitment of responsible parties to actions at each step fo the project/initiative. 

[INSERT HERE HIGHLIGHTS FROM FIRST 3 of LAST 5 SLIDES OF DIALLOD PRESENTATION “LESSONS LEARNED”:

TDA/SAP as valuable tool to operationalize IWRM at shared basin level.

e.g., win-win approach increases sustainable use of water resources]
Negative exterrnalities (e.g., rampant poverty, HIV and disease, insecurity, [poor governance regimes]) must also be overcome in developing IWRM. 

Need to consider: who are/should be the beneficiaries of IWRM, demographic change (pop growth and disease impact)

Water is variable over space and time. 

Need to adapt IWRM to existing conditions of scarcity in marginalized bains: functional gauging networks, technologyh based on scarce data access; technical,staffing and funding resources; haudralic infrastrcture (dams, canals, pumps); inability to monntor and enforce (quantity & Quality), forecat, warn and regulate flows.

[NOTE: JOAKIM LIST OF INSTITIONAL AND GOVERNANCE CONSTRAINTS; STAKEHOLDDER PARTICIPATIOJ]. 

Need to integrate national w/transboundary.

	3. WAY FORWARD: What can we do now?

	a. Governments can establish national inter-ministerial committees (or adapt existing GEF project inter-ministerial committees) to develop working relationships needed to operationalize IWRM.

b. Development Assistance Institutions [DAIs] (UN, bilaterals and multilaterals) can provide support to build capacity of national inter-ministerial committees in their regular projects. 

c. DAIs can place priority on national policy, legal and institutional reforms needed for IWRM as part of projects (if national authorities request the priority) and can make available new priorities for IWRM implementation in pilot basins or groundwater recharge areas as part of their existing focus to meet MDGs and WSSD targets. G8 and G77+China interest may play a role in establishing these priorities.

d. DAIs can develop coordination mechanisms to ensure coherence in support of IWRM to meet MDGs and WSSD targets.

e. Networks established by GWP/UNDP/Cap-Net and GEF IW:LEARN can be enhanced to accelerate exchange of experience among nations and basins in IWRM, structured learning, information sharing and KM resources to build capacity for IWRM. 

f. Assuming a successful replenishment of GEF during 2005, resources should be available on country request for country-driven projects in the land degradation focal area to operationalize ILWRM, in climate change to use IWRM for adaptation measures, and in international waters to address IWRM needs in transboundary basins/aquifer systems.





