My vision for International Waters
Fritz Holzwarth, Deputy-Director General, German Water Director,

To share my vision on international waters with you I would like to start with a little narrative telling us about the complexity and diversity involved in the International Waters Portfolio. In December 2001 during the discussions on the final document for the International Conference on Freshwater in Bonn/Germany - it was not sooner than 3.30 a.m. - we found ourselves locked in dead end discussions and were not able to find a consensus in regards to international waters. The delegations from Turkey and Syria didn’t like to speak neither about international nor about transboundary waters. There was a clear indication that we faced a real challenge not because of the wording moreover it was a challenge in real terms. 
For such challenges the GEF-International Waters Programme gives a clear answer through the projects by working for solutions on the ground.

So when it comes to cooperation in international waters - from my perspective - the new dimension of GEF is fully applied: the existing IW-Programme already responds to a high degree to the “five point sustainability compact” as presented by the new GEF CEO during the Council Meeting in December 2006. No doubt, there is room for improvements, the better is the enemy of the good, but there is no reason to question the programme’s multicountry approach, because neither marine water nor freshwater respects national boundaries.

The IW-Programme follows in fact the newly presented principles since its very beginning in adapting the lessons learned during all the developments in previous years. The new principles are inherent elements in the existing IW-Programme. So far, I see the programme clearly sustainability proven. 
But why is this not broadly recognized? Amongst other reasons, water managers are working in their own circles with their specific vocabulary and language difficult to understand and to communicate to the outside world - especially to the political arena. ”Water is life” often is a phrase in political statements but we, the water managers, have not been  able to make clear that without good water management, without innovative techniques, without transboundary cooperation rivers and lakes, groundwater bodies,  coastal and marine waters, will not be able to maintain a good status or even more to reach  a good status. All these activities are a major contribution to water security and conflict avoidance. Therefore new attempts are needed to communicate in a better understandable language in order to make the positive impacts of our work politically more visible.

Coming back to the keys presented by the GEF CEO and my reflections on it:

· IW is strategic. Scientific evidence serves as a basis for the measures and actions required on the ground embedded in a political overall strategy. IW takes into account the crosscutting dimension of water management, the interlinkages of all water related sectors, the competing or conflicting uses, the balance of protection and use.
· IW is innovative in two ways. The first innovative aspect is to find the right ways to develop institutional knowledge, to cooperate in cross-sectoral and transboundary dimensions to identify the best options for cooperation and to ensure good governance at all levels.  And we make new attempts for public participation and stakeholder involvement in an innovative manner, not with a business as usual approach.
The second aspect refers to measures and action programmes that trigger the development of best available techniques and new technologies and lead to big and small investments all over the world. Thjs need will become more pressing because of the existing and upcoming water crisis and the necessary adaptation to Climate Change.

· IW is equitable. Water serves as a key to sustainable development: water security is needed to guaranty health, livelihood, welfare, production, food security and is a requirement to reduce vulnerability to disasters and ecosystems. All in all without good water management that includes transboundary cooperation we will fail. The multicountry approach is the real strength of IW.
· I could as well develop a range of arguments to underline that IW is both accessible and focused. IW is a real driving force in generating solutions for water problems if it comes to less water, too much water, polluted water and water related ecosystems.

Let me shortly mention biodiversity and climate change. Both issues are high on the political agenda but both issues are closely linked with water and they are interlinked. The vital source for biodiversity is water, so it’s clear without good water management biodiversity will not be able to sustain. And if it comes to climate change the message is clear: Mitigation is energy, adaptation is water. Water is the “spider” in the net of ecosystems. And you can’t stop this vital resource at national boundaries. Now let me make one side step. Climate Change Impacts should not serve as an argument to hide poor water management techniques. To consult climate change for unsustainable performance is in Europe as well as elsewhere only a very bad excuse.

Finally all the arguments I have put on the table can be made visible through the now ending GEF Danube Regional Project. This project made a difference in the Danube Basin, it changed habits, it induced investments, it raised public awareness, it generated cross-sectoral dialogues, it created ownerships by people and governments in the Danube basin, it encouraged better cooperation and a new culture of dialogue and cooperation. The diverse social, economic and ecologic development was not a hurdle for all the achievements. We met on the same level and took each other serious. 
The Danube Regional Project encouraged people in the basin to share knowledge with the neighbouring countries, to make use of their own competencies and capabilities. And furthermore people recognised that consultants are not a solution per se. Without an active involvement of the people on the spot, consultants cannot generate self-sustaining solutions. People in the whole basin developed ownership in the project relying on their own competences. The basic support for the whole process came from a clear political commitment amongst Ministers to cooperate throughout the whole basin. We would like to share the lessons we have learned. And I think after such a long time of GEF-presence in the basin and the footprints left, GEF should stay on a smaller scale in one of the transboundary subbasins like the Tiza. The Danube Countries are ready to disseminate the findings, to make sure that they can be replicated. We feel obliged to “pay back” what we received from GEF. The Secretariat of the International Commission for the Protection of the Danube (ICPDR) is ready with the help of GEF IW learn to act. I think the Danube can further be a GEF-Flagship. 
The IW Portfolio has a lot to contribute, can provide a lot of success stories. All people involved in IW-projects can be proud on the achievements.  IW-projects made a difference in the regions for the benefits of the people living there. 

And on top of that, without such cooperation all our efforts to achieve the water related MDG’s, IWRM-plans, safe drinking water and sanitation will fail.

The water mission has not yet been accomplished; there is a lot to be done all over the world. Without IW we would have missed a lot in a “water driven” world. The IW Portfolio generated and continues to generate a crystal clear message: Water is not a source of conflict. It is a catalyst for cooperation and a source to share benefits. 
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