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I.  Introduction

GEF International Waters Operational Programmes 8 and 9 set forth requirements that all GEF projects establish a suite of International Waters Outcomes and Indicators using the “Process, Stress Reduction and Environmental/Water Resources Status” Outcomes and Indicators framework. While not explicitly mentioned, the IW Indicators approach is also fully applicable to projects under OP10, Contaminants-based.  The framework has been designed as a tool to help GEF, the Implementing Agencies, beneficiary countries and joint transboundary waters institutions effectively track the results and impacts of GEF and other interventions targeting protection and restoration of transboundary waters.   In the longer term, country agreed Outcome and Indicator frameworks, and mechanisms to monitor and report on them, should be adopted and tracked by the responsible joint institutions in the post-GEF period.  

Effective periodic tracking of GEF IW Outcomes and Indicators has become increasingly important to inform progress on meeting the IW Strategic Priorities, as well as focal area M&E processes such as the IW Program Study, Overall Performance Study and other processes required by the GEF Council.  In an effort to both streamline and harmonize GEF IW outcome and indicator reporting, analysis and ‘roll-up’ for project, programme and portfolio level monitoring, the GEF International Waters Task Force (IWTF) has prepared the attached template and guidance materials for GEF IW projects to report annually (through the PIR process) on key Process, Stress Reduction and Environmental/Water Resources Status Outcomes and Indicators, both Project-driven and Catalytic.  This format replaces the previous “Impacts and Results Related to the new GEF Strategic Priorities” annex in the annual PIR.
Lastly, projects and activities funded under the GEF International Waters focal area have significant linkages to recent key international goals and action plans, including in particular the Millenium Development Goals or MDGs, and the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) Plan of Implementation (PoI).  In order to track the contribution of the GEF International Waters portfolio towards achieving these targets and plans, the GEF is also requesting IW projects to report on their respective contributions to the MDGs and WSSD PoI starting in 2006.

II. GEF Project Types

GEF International Waters projects fall into 5 types, including:

1. Foundational/Capacity Building Projects 

2. SAP Implementation – Regional Projects
3.   SAP Implementation – Strategic Partnership – Investment Fund

4. Global/Regional/National Demonstration Project

5. Technical Support and Portfolio Learning Project

For further information regarding GEF project typologies and for assistance in determining your project type, see Annex 1.
GEF IW projects also support one or more of the GEF’s Strategic Priorities for International Waters, as follows:

	No.
	Strategic Priority

	IW-1
	Catalyze financial resource mobilization for implementation of reforms and stress reduction measures agreed through TDA-SAP or equivalent processes for transboundary systems

	IW-2
	Expand global coverage for foundational capacity building; support for targeted learning

	IW-3
	Innovative demonstrations


Projects should enter their Strategic Priority under the Project Identifiers section of the template.

III. Indicator Terminology and Examples:

Sections A-C describe and provide examples for the three principal types of GEF IW Outcomes and associated Indicators.  For more detailed information, please refer to GEF M&E Working Paper #10 listed under Annexes on p. 10.  Also see Annex 2 for a hypothetical example of application of the GEF IW Results Template (Caspian Sea).

A. Process Outcomes and Indicators (P)
Outcomes and associated Indicators which establish regional or national frameworks/conditions for improving transboundary environmental/water resources quality or quantity but do not in and of themselves deliver stress reduction or improved transboundary environmental/water resources quality or quantity (e.g. reformed legislation does not reduce stress or improve the waters environment until it is actually implemented/enforced).  Most GEF TDA/SAP formulation (Foundational/Capacity Building) projects deliver principally Process Outcomes and Indicators, as do Knowledge Management (knowledge sharing, best practices, lessons learned) and some Demonstration projects.

Examples of Process Outcomes and their associated Indicators include:

	Outcomes
	Indicators

	Multi-country agreement on priority transboundary concerns, impacts, immediate and root causes
	Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis (TDA) adopted by Project Steering Committee

	Multi-country agreement on suite of legal, policy & institutional reforms, and investments, to address priority transboundary waters concerns
	Strategic Action Programme (SAP) adopted at ministerial level

	Functioning national inter-ministry coordination and communication
	Reports of national inter-ministry committees

	Multi-country agreement on regional legal mechanism for waterbody management
	Transboundary waters convention/agreement/protocol

	National legislation or policy reformed to address priority transboundary problems
	New national legislation or policy

	Broad stakeholder involvement in transboundary waterbody priority setting and strategic planning
	Stakeholder involvement plans and reports

	Newly established and/or strengthened (existing) transboundary waters institutions
	Legal documents for new institutions; transboundary waters institutional assessments, reports of transboundary waters capacity building activities, etc.

	Financial and institutional sustainability of joint transboundary waters institutions
	Joint institution budget reflecting financial contributions up to date from all riparians

	Transboundary waters priority concerns mainstreamed into country assistance strategies of Implementing Agencies
	CCF, UNDAF, CAS and other IA country assistance strategy documents reflect TDA and SAP priorities and commitments

	Regional environmental monitoring system established
	Web site or periodic reports of waterbody environmental status data

	Financial mechanism(s) in place to support SAP implementation
	Documentation of establishment of trust fund, revolving fund or other financial mechanism


B. Stress Reduction Outcomes and Indicators (SR)
Outcomes and Indicators which characterize and quantify specific reductions in environmental/water resources stress on water bodies, e.g. reduction in pollutant releases, more sustainable fishing levels and/or practices, improved freshwater flows, reduced rate of introduction of invasive species, increased habitat restoration or protection, etc.  In GEF project context, Stress Reduction Indicators are usually delivered through either SAP implementation projects (including Strategic Partnerships/Investment Funds) or Demonstration projects and/or demonstration project components. Since projects are seeking to establish evidence for stress reduction (= change in stress), stress reduction indicators usually need to be measured and reported against a (previous) baseline level and year so this should be provided as appropriate and harmonized over different reporting years.
Examples of Stress Reduction Outcomes and Indicators include:

	Outcome
	Indicator(s)

	Reduced point source discharges to shared waterbody
	Year on year (and associated change in) point source pollutant release into waterbody (mt/yr)

	Reduced non-point source pollution of shared waterbody through altered land management practices
	Hectares of land under improved practices (ha)

	Increased capacity of wetlands for water storage, pollutant uptake and as habitat for biodiversity
	Pollutants sequestered by new/restored wetlands (mt/yr); area of wetlands restored, protected areas established or with improved management (hectares; also an E/WR Status Indicator)

	Reduced fisheries by-catch of non-target species
	Policies/regulations on improved fishing gear and methods enforced (% using gear, % compliance, % reduction in by-catch)

	Reduced harvest of fish from overfished stocks
	Year on year change in annual harvest (mt); Proportion of fisheries under controlled access (%)

	More sustainable use of groundwater resources in shared aquifer
	Increase in groundwater recharge rate (m3/sec); increase in water use efficiency leading to reduced extraction rate (m3/ha/yr in irrigation) 

	Increased allocation of water to aquatic ecosystems downstream of dam 
	Volume of environmental flows restored (m3/sec)

	Reduced risk/frequency of ballast water introductions of invasive species to waterbody/ies
	Year on year compliance rate of ships with global ballast water management convention and/or regional/national legislation (% compliance)


C.  Environmental/Water Resources Status Outcomes and Indicators (E/WR)
Outcomes and Indicators which demonstrate improvements in the environmental/water resources status of transboundary waterbodies as well as any associated socioeconomic improvements.  These indicators are usually ‘static’ snapshots of environmental and socioeconomic conditions at a given point in time so, like Stress Reduction, are usually reported against a baseline year and level to show change/improvement.  GEF projects would not usually report E/WR Status Outcomes and Indicators until the projects reach the SAP implementation stage (but an important Process Outcome within a SAP formulation project would be multi-country agreement on a suite of E/WR Outcomes and Indicators and the necessary mechanisms to measure and report them); however, earlier stage projects which have established comprehensive environmental/water resources and socioeconomic status baselines are encouraged to report these for comparison in future years as improvements become measurable.
Examples of Environmental/Water Resources (and Socioeconomic) Status Outcomes and Indicators include:
	Outcome
	Indicator(s)

	Improvements in waterbody trophic status
	Year on year changes in productivity (gC/m2/yr); nutrient levels (umol/l); presence of indicator species (# of key species), etc.

	Recovery of depleted fishery species 
	Year on year change in population/biomass of target species (#, mt)

	Improved waterbody chemical, biophysical or biological parameters 
	Year on year changes in BOD,  chl-a, salinity, nutrients, heavy metals, etc. in water (mg/l) or sediments (mg/g)); changes in biodiversity indices (species, genetic, ecosystem)

	Reduced POPs contamination in marine food chain
	Year on year changes in POPs concentrations at various levels in the food chain (ug/g)

	Recovery of aquatic species previously impacted by introduced species
	Biomass or population of affected species (mt, #); biomass or population of introduced species (mt, #)

	Improved hydrological status of waterbody impacted by over-extraction
	Year on year change in area/volume of waterbody (km2, km3)

	Improved waterbody-related tourism
	Year on year change in tourism revenue from improved ecosystem and associated tourism amenities ($/year)

	Increased fisheries profitability from sustainable fisheries applying best practices
	Year on year change in fisheries profitability (%) or net profit ($)

	Improved agricultural productivity and profitability through more sustainable practices
	Year on year change in agricultural productivity (mt/ha) and/or profitability (%)

	Increased or maintained mangrove coverage in coastal area
	Year on year change in proportion of coastal area with healthy mangrove ecosystems (%)


IV. Reporting Requirements

All ‘Type 1’ (Foundational) projects are required to report on and rate the following core Process (7) and Stress Reduction (1) Outcomes and Indicators:

	#
	Outcome
	Indicator(s)

	1
	Multi-country agreement on transboundary priority concerns, impacts and causes (P)
	TDA adopted by Project Steering Committee 

	2
	Multi-country Agreement on governance reforms and investments to address priority transboundary concerns (P)
	SAP adopted at ministerial  level

	3
	Effective national Inter-ministry Coordination (P)
	Documentation of functioning national inter-ministry committees

	4
	Stakeholder involvement in transboundary waterbody priority setting and strategic planning (P)
	Stakeholder involvement plan, progress reports

	5
	Multi-country waterbody legal framework adopted and/or strengthened (P)
	New convention, new protocols to existing convention, etc.

	6
	Newly established and/or strengthened (existing) transboundary waters institutions (P)
	Legal documents, institutional reviews, etc.

	7
	Financial sustainability of joint transboundary waters institutions (P)
	Status of contributions

	8
	Pilot/demo projects demonstrate stress reduction measures on initial priority concerns (SR)
	Quantification of stress reduction from pilots/demos


and are encouraged to report additional Outcomes and Indicators as appropriate.  If achievement of the Outcome is still in progress, the Indicator section should specify status/progress towards achieving the Outcome.

All ‘Type 2’ (SAP implementation) projects are required to report on and rate the following core Process (5) and Stress Reduction (1) Outcomes and Indicators:

	#
	Outcome
	Indicator(s)

	1
	Effective national Inter-ministry Coordination (P)
	Documentation of functioning national inter-ministry committees

	2
	Stakeholder involvement in SAP implementation (P)
	Stakeholder involvement plan, progress reports

	3
	Adoption of national and regional legal, policy and institutional reforms that address priority transboundary concerns (P)
	New policy, legislative, etc. documents

	4
	Newly established and/or strengthened (existing) transboundary waters institutions (P)
	Legal documents, institutional reviews, etc.

	5
	Financial sustainability of joint transboundary waters institutions (P)
	Status of contributions

	6
	Pilot/demo projects demonstrate stress reduction measures on priority concerns (SR)
	Quantification of stress reduction from pilots/demos vs. established baseline


and are encouraged to report additional Outcomes and Indicators as appropriate.  If achievement of the Outcome is still in progress, the Indicator section should specify status/progress towards achieving the Outcome.

All ‘Type 3’ and ‘Type 4’ (SAP implementation – Investment Fund; Global/Regional/National Demos) projects are required to report on the following core Process (2) and Stress Reduction (2) Outcomes and Indicators:

	#
	Outcome
	Indicator(s)

	1
	Stakeholder involvement in preparation and implementation of investments or demos (P)
	Stakeholder involvement plan, progress reports

	2
	Adoption of national and regional legal, policy and institutional reforms that address priority transboundary concerns (P)
	New policy, legislation, etc. 

	3
	Stress on waterbody reduced through completion of investment or demo (SR)
	Quantification of stress reduction from investments/demos vs. established baseline

	4
	Stress reduction investments or demos being replicated (SR) 
	Evidence for replication; quantification of additional stress reduction


and are encouraged to report additional Outcomes and Indicators as appropriate.   If achievement of the Outcome is still in progress, the Indicator section should specify status/progress towards achieving the Outcome.

Type 5 (Technical Support and Portfolio Learning Projects) should ‘self-identify’ and report on appropriate Process Outcomes and Indicators only.
V. GEF Project vs. Catalytic Outcomes and Indicators 
Each of the 3 GEF IW Outcomes and Indicators can be further sub-categorized into GEF Project and Catalytic Outcomes and Indicators.  Sections A and B describe GEF Project vs. Catalytic Outcomes and Indicators and explain the distinction between them.   
A. GEF Project Outcomes and Indicators
Outcomes and Indicators that the GEF International Waters project was wholly or considered largely responsible for delivering (even if through committed co-financing).
B. Catalytic Outcomes and Indicators 
Outcomes and associated Indicators that support achievement of GEF IW project Objectives but were achieved wholly or largely through processes external to the project (other donor activities, non-GEF supported government reforms, etc.).  Catalytic Outcomes and Indicators can occur under both the Process and Stress Reduction categories but are less likely to be distinguished for Environmental/Water Resources Status due to challenge of demonstrating causality in large, slowly responding transboundary waters systems.  However, some more localized demonstration sites may be able to make such distinctions.  Recent examples of Catalytic Outcomes in the GEF IW portfolio could include the Global Convention on Ship Ballast Water and Sediments and the West and Central Pacific Fisheries Convention; the bulk of nutrient reduction investments made under the Danube-Black Sea Strategic Partnership are catalytic.
See Annex 2 for a hypothetical example of application of GEF IW Outcomes and Indicators to the Caspian Sea.

VI. Outcomes vs. Outputs

Only project Outcomes, not Outputs (or Activities), and their associated Indicators, should be reported in the GEF International Waters Results Template.  These can be defined as follows:

A. Outcome
Actual or intended change in development conditions that project interventions are seeking to support. Describes a change in development conditions between the completion of outputs and the achievement of impact.  The results of individual project components that deliver changes in conditions towards achieving the Project Objective.  In GEF IW context, Outcomes include key results such as agreement on governance reforms and investments (SAP), agreement on transboundary priorities (TDA), regional legal agreements (convention), functioning national inter-ministry coordination, national and regional policy/legal reforms, establishment or strengthening of joint waterbody institutions, etc.

B. Output
The direct results of project inputs, achieved through the completion of project activities. Tangible products (including services) of a programme or project that are necessary to achieve the outcomes of a programme or project. Outputs relate to the completion (rather than the conduct) of Activities.   Outputs include goods and services generated by the project; examples include meeting or workshop reports, studies, completion of awareness raising activities, operational project offices, completed training courses, new infrastructure, etc.
Examples: Outcome vs. Output & Project vs. Catalytic
· Successful convening of an intergovernmental meeting to adopt a GEF-supported SAP is an Output, multi-country agreement on governance reforms to address agreed transboundary concerns and the SAP are the (project process) Outcome and Indicator, respectively.
· Completion of a meeting and other activities funded outside the GEF to prepare and adopt an international waterbody convention is an Output; the strengthened transboundary legal framework and the Convention itself are the (catalytic process) Outcome and Indicator, respectively.
· Construction (with GEF co-funding) of a wastewater treatment plant including nutrient reduction is an Output; reduced nutrient discharge stress on the waterbody and the quantified annual pollution reduction (mt/yr) are the (project stress reduction) Outcome and Indicator, respectively.

· Parallel donor funding to implement industrial process reforms (‘cleaner production’) that reduce toxics pollution discharges to a shared river basin is an Output; reduced toxics stress on the river basin and the annual pollution discharge reduction (mt/yr) are the (catalytic stress reduction) Outcome and Indicator, respectively.
· An annual river basin-wide pollution monitoring survey is an Output; improved water or sediment quality of a transboundary river and the year-on-year change in pollutant levels (mg/l; ug/g) are the (environmental/water resources status) Outcome and Indicator, respectively. 

Ideally, project log frames should have been designed around the GEF IW Outcomes and Indicators framework but we recognize that this has not always been the case.  Nevertheless, most, but not necessarily all, of your project Components and associated Outcomes as enumerated in the log frame should have associated Process, Stress Reduction and/or Environmental/Water Resources Status Outcomes and Indicators (for example, a component on project management would probably not generate a relevant Process Outcome and Indicator unless the GEF PCU was transitioning into a permanent transboundary waters management institution).  
VII. Outcome Ratings
The GEF IW Task Force has adopted a six point rating system, as follows:
	Highly Satisfactory
	HS
	The outcome is likely to be achieved or exceeded efficiently with no significant shortcomings

	Satisfactory
	S
	The outcome is likely to be achieved efficiently with only minor shortcomings

	Moderately Satisfactory
	MS
	The outcome is likely to be achieved efficiently with moderate shortcomings.

	Moderately Unsatisfactory
	MU
	The outcome has moderate shortcomings that limit or jeopardize its achievement, but resolution is likely.

	Unsatisfactory
	U
	The outcome has significant shortcomings that limit or jeopardize its achievement, and resolution is uncertain.

	Highly Unsatisfactory
	HU
	The outcome has major shortcomings that limit or jeopardize its achievement, and resolution is unlikely.


The Ratings should be applied to your Process and Stress Reduction Outcomes and Indicators; we leave use of the ratings for E/WR Status Outcomes and Indicators to your discretion as seen to be applicable.
VIII. Linkages to MDGs and WSSD Targets

Many GEF IW projects provide direct or indirect support to achievement of several of the water-related Millenium Development Goals (MDGs) and targets from the World Summit on Sustainable Development Plan of Implementation.  In this section of the Template you should identify such linkages by checking the appropriate boxes. 
IX. Annexes

Annex 1 – GEF International Waters Project Types

Annex 2 – GEF International Waters Results Template – Caspian Sea example


See also: GEF Monitoring and Evaluation Working Paper No. 10, Nov. 2002, “Monitoring and Evaluation Indicators for GEF International Waters Projects”

On the web at: http://www.thegef.org/M_E_WP__10.pdf 
Annex 1

GEF Project Typologies
Since the restructuring of the GEF, and consistent with the guidelines of the Operational Strategy, the portfolio of projects in the IW focal area has developed around a limited number of project types, broadly corresponding with the following schematic:
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In providing guidance to managers of GEF funded IW projects on the new Annual Monitoring system and reporting tools, it was considered useful to identify and list performance indicators according to project type. Project managers will hence be able to concentrate on those indicators applicable to their project only. This guidance will also be helpful to project designers, providing them with broad sets of objectives and indicators that should inform project design since its initial stages.
“Foundational/Capacity Building Projects” (Type 1) are needed to create an enabling environment for action in multi-country settings, through processes aimed at strengthening cooperation and trust among countries sharing a water-body, and setting agreed priorities for action. These projects (which in a sense correspond to the enabling activities of other focal areas) will help countries to reach and agree upon a science based diagnostic analysis (TDA) identifying priority water-related transboundary environmental and water resources concerns – i.e.: those requiring international remedial/preventive action, and may result in joint commitments to the implementation of Strategic Action Programs (SAP or equivalent regional strategies) to address those concerns
. They often include small pilot demonstrations of technologies, approaches and behaviors applicable to the specificities of the water-body under consideration which aim to demonstrate and promote replication of initial stress reduction strategies (and should therefore be reported in the Stress Reduction section of the Outcomes and Indicators Template). These pilots have proven very successful in building capacity, achieving consensus, and strengthening commitments, like in the case of the South China Sea project.
GEF catalytic support for the “Implementation of Action Programs” may follow successful foundational projects. This may happen in two different ways or modalities. 

The first, and more common way is through “Regional SAP implementation project(s)” (Type 2) that would essentially aim at translating the SAP into National Implementation Plans, strengthening/creating regional institutions and binding agreements, leveraging support and enhancing coordination of efforts, and almost always include targeted on the ground pilot demonstration activities
. 
When the conditions allow - established regional body, proven strong commitment of countries, presence of regional agreement, consensus on and clarity of transboundary priorities (like in the Danube/Black Sea basin and Mediterranean cases), or urgency  for on the ground action (like in the African Fisheries case), countries may instead decide to access GEF funding through the “Strategic Partnership” modality. The objectives in this case are (i) to accelerate on the ground single country action through demonstration investments, (ii) to support legal, policy and institutional reforms at the country and regional levels, (iii) to facilitate replication of successful demonstrations, and (iv) to strengthen coordination of efforts among countries, donors and agencies. The partners will necessarily include the countries, at least one development bank that would support investments through soft loans, and an international agency and/or regional institution able to support replication activities, coordination, and regional actions and reforms (conventions/protocols, etc.). 

Strategic Partnerships will consist of a main component, the Investment Fund (Type 3), for single country investments (sub-projects)
 demonstrating ways to address the specific transboundary concerns of concern. The Fund will consist of a pre-defined envelope of GEF grant funding, and of a set of eligibility criteria, implementation rules and overall targets/indicators. Each Fund will identify types of eligible actions/investments consistent with the SAP targets, and other eligibility criteria following GEF rules and policies. Accelerated SAP implementation would therefore be facilitated by predictability of grant funding, expedited approval procedures (delegated CEO authority), and regional approaches to investments and synergies. 

A second key component of all Strategic Partnerships will consist of one (or more) Regional SAP Implementation Projects
 (Type 2) that would (i) facilitate region-wide reforms, (ii) help introduce harmonized targets and monitoring protocols, (iii) focus on regional replication of demonstration investments and dissemination mechanisms, (iv) fill knowledge gaps, and (v) support coordination mechanisms at the Partnership level with the Investment Fund, and among all partners. This regional component represents the “glue” linking together the Investment Fund sub-projects, the partners and the regional actions.

A fourth type of GEF IW intervention relates to concerns of regional or global nature, i.e.: non water-body specific, such as destructive fishing practices, navigational hazards, alien species, global contaminants etc. In these cases “Global, Regional or National Demonstration Projects”
 (Type 4) may be necessary to focus international attention, demonstrate new approaches, and provide general guidelines for concerted action. In most cases these projects will include single country on the ground pilot demonstrations aimed at testing new environmentally safe approaches under different geographic and socio-economic conditions, and the support to new or existing global agreements. 
The last type of GEF IW interventions are Technical Support and Portfolio Learning Projects (Type 5).  With the development of multi-country international waters projects being such a complex undertaking among sovereign countries, individual project progress and portfolio quality can be enhanced through real-time South-to-South learning, experience sharing activities, technical support, and facilitated networking.  Project, country and regional capacity can be built and lessons learned transferred among stakeholders when such targeted learning is supported and backed by knowledge management tools.  GEF supports regional and global projects in the IW focal area to facilitate this learning.  GEF also supports projects that can utilize the on-the-ground experiences of successful GEF IW projects to inform deliberations at global policy development forums.  This practical GEF experience of projects is valuable in contributing to the global agenda on transboundary surface, groundwater, and marine systems.

Annex 2
GEF International Waters
Annual Project Performance Results Template
EXAMPLE (hypothetical)
Instructions:

All GEF International Waters projects should deliver one or more of the 3 types of GEF IW Results/Outcomes and Indicators.  Fill in the tables below following the attached guidance.    If baseline (e.g. pre-intervention) data is available for SR or E/WR Indicators, this should be reported and identified as ‘baseline’ for comparison purposes.  Reporting should cover cumulative project Outcomes realized as of the PIR Reporting period (e.g. through mid-2006 for 2006, etc.).  Projects should respond to the required (by project type) Outcomes/Indicators and add any others they consider appropriate.   If achievement of the Outcome is still in progress, the Indicator section should specify status/progress towards achieving the Outcome.

I. Project Identifiers:


	Reporting Year
	2006

	Project Title
	Towards a Convention and Action Programme for the  Caspian Sea

	Implementing Agency/ies
	UNDP/UNEP

	International Waters Operational Programme (8, 9,  or 10)
	8

	International Waters Strategic Priority (1, 2, or 3)
	1

	Priority Transboundary Concerns (Project Types A-C only)
	1. Pollution from persistent toxic substances

	
	2. Invasive species

	
	3. Habitat loss

	
	4. Overfishing


II. Project Type:

	A. Foundational/Capacity Building Project 
	Go to III.A
	p. 2

	B. SAP Implementation – Regional Project
	Go to III.B
	p. 4

	C. SAP Implementation - Strategic Partnership – Investment Fund
	Go to III.C
	p. 6

	D. Global/Regional/National Demonstration project
	Go to III.D
	p. 8 

	E. Technical Support and Portfolio Learning Project
	Go to III.E
	p. 10


III. B. International Waters Results Template – SAP Implementation Projects
Process Outcomes and Indicators
	Process OUTCOMES
	Process INDICATORS

	Project
	Rating
	Catalytic
	Project

	Effective national Inter-ministry Coordination 
	S
	
	4 of 5 countries have established national inter-ministry committees

Reports of national Inter-ministry Committee meetings

	Stakeholder involvement in SAP implementation
	S
	
	25% increase in public awareness of Caspian Environment Programme over 2004 level based on region-wide surveys

350 Caspian schools have incorporated Caspian environmental issues into science and other curricula

	Adoption of national and regional legal, policy and institutional reforms that address priority TB concerns
	MS
	4 of 5 countries ratify Stockholm Convention on POPS

3 of 5 countries ratify Ballast Water Convention
	3 of 5 countries have adopted NCAPs through parliaments

	Newly established and/or strengthened (existing) transboundary waters institutions 


	S


	
	All 5 countries ratify Caspian Convention, Convention comes into force in Dec 2005

Legal documents describing institutional arrangements for new Secretariat

	Financial sustainability of joint transboundary waters institutions 
	S
	
	First CoP held Nov 2006

Permanent Secretariat established and 4 of 5 initial country financial contributions received Dec. 2006

	All 5 countries adopt and legally commit to monitor environmental status indicator framework for long-term monitoring, reporting and adaptive management; program initiated
	S
	
	Report of Advisory Group on Caspian Sea Environmental Monitoring

Environmental Monitoring protocol to Caspian Convention


Stress Reduction Outcomes and Indicators

	Stress Reduction OUTCOMES
	Stress Reduction INDICATORS

(report vs. baseline if possible)

	Project
	Rating
	Catalytic
	Project

	Pilot/demo projects demonstrate stress reduction measures on priority concerns
	S
	EBRD-financed Baku WWTP reduces Baku PTS emissions
EU pilot: Alternative livelihood creation and vessel buy-outs reduces size of Caspian kilka fishing fleet
WB pilot: Technical and investment assistance to Russian sturgeon fingerling factory increases annual releases of fingerlings
	GEF Demo A: 50 farms reduce application of POPs pesticides from average 60 kg/ha/yr to 30 kg/ha/yr, 2004 to 2005.

GEF Demo B: 5,000 ha protected area created and effectively managed in Volga delta

	
	
	
	


Environmental/Water Resources Outcomes and Indicators
	Environmental/Water Resources 
(& Socioeconomic) Status OUTCOMES
	Environmental/Water Resources 
(& Socioeconomic) Status INDICATORS

	Project
	Rating
	Catalytic
	Project

	Reduced PCB levels in Caspian Sea sediments
	S
	
	Average PCB levels in sampled Caspian  sediments decline 25% from baseline 2000 levels of 23 ppb



	Reduced biomass of invasive M. ledyi in Caspian waters
	HS
	
	Invasive Mnemiopsis ledyi biomass reduced by 50% from baseline 2000 level of 4 kg/m3


Ratings:

	Highly Satisfactory
	HS
	The outcome is likely to be achieved or exceeded efficiently with no significant shortcomings

	Satisfactory
	S
	The outcome is likely to be achieved efficiently with only minor shortcomings

	Moderately Satisfactory
	MS
	The outcome is likely to be achieved efficiently with moderate shortcomings.

	Moderately Unsatisfactory
	MU
	The outcome has moderate shortcomings that limit or jeopardize its achievement, but resolution is likely.

	Unsatisfactory
	U
	The outcome has significant shortcomings that limit or jeopardize its achievement, and resolution is uncertain.

	Highly Unsatisfactory
	HU
	The outcome has major shortcomings that limit or jeopardize its achievement, and resolution is unlikely.


IV. Millenium Development Goals
Briefly summarize how the project is helping to achieve the relevant MDGs below.
	MDG Indicator
No.
	MDG Descriptor
	Check MDGs that apply
	Briefly describe how the MDG is being supported

	7.9.25
	Proportion of land covered by forest
	X
	Matched Small Grants Programme awarded grants which resulted in reforestation of 500 ha of degraded coastal land in Azerbaijan

	7.9.26
	Ratio of protected area to surface area
	X
	SAP and Biodiversity Action Plan led to government establishment of two coastal protected areas in Turkmenistan and Iran totaling 1,500 ha.

	7.10.30
	Proportion of population with access to an improved water source
	
	


Global Environment Facility





Project Types 1-3: Focus on transboundary 


waterbodies





Examples:





Lake Chad Basin


Niger Basin


Volta Basin


Guarani Aquifer


Nubian Aquifer


Bay of Bengal


       Guinea Current LME








Examples:





Danube River


Caspian Sea


Bermejo Basin


Lake Tanganyka


Benguela Current LME








(3) - Strategic Partnerships - Investment Fund (FPs and/or MSPs)





Examples:





Black Sea Basin


Mediterranean Sea


Sub-Saharan Africa Fisheries


East Asian Seas LBA





(2) - Regional SAP Implementation Projects (FPs)    


     - stand alone


     - Component of Strategic 


        Partnership








Implementation of Action 


Programs for Stress Reduction


 OP 8, 9 & 10








(1) – Foundational/Capacity Building Projects (enabling activities equivalents)


OP 8 & 9

















Project Type 5: Learning, Experience sharing





Project Type 4: Focus on


Transboundary concerns





(5) - Technical Support and Portfolio Learning Projects


OP10 (FPs, MSPs)


Examples:





IW LEARN


D-LIST


Regionally Based Assessment of PTS


GIWA





(4) – Global/Regional/National Demonstration Projects 


OP10 (FPs, MSPs)


Examples:





Ballast Water


Marine Electronic Highway


Artisanal Mercury


GPA (Sao Francisco, W. Indian Ocean)


Shrimp Trawling


Groundwater & Drought Management


Lake Manzala Engineered Wetlands








� Foundational projects are hence intended to set the ground for regional action, helping countries to recognize the interlinked global-regional-domestic benefits to be accrued in protecting a shared water ecosystem, and to achieve commitment to act on concerns of transboundary nature. This type of projects could therefore be considered as “fully incremental”. In light however of the domestic benefits - albeit hardly quantifiable - that each participating country will accrue through this foundational process (capacity, environmental understanding, definition of priorities, and so on), and of the need for larger financial resources when dealing with numerous countries, the practice in IW has been so far to require at least 1:1 cost-sharing from countries and other donors to cover the “additional” costs of the “alternative course of action” facilitated by the GEF.





� As for foundational projects, the majority of activities relate to transboundary concerns and regional aspects (global-regional benefits); other actions however are intended to improve environmental sustainability at the national level (domestic benefits). This distinction provides the conceptual basis for the assessment of incremental costs which IW applies to this project type. The resulting increment is generally high, and, also in this case, the practice is to require a minimum cost-sharing of 1:1 to cover the additional cost of the alternative course of action. 





� These projects, requiring a multilateral lending institution, deal with single-country and single sector investments addressing a specific concern/resource (reduction of pollution, habitat protection, etc.) of transboundary relevance, and are characterized by high replication potential in the region/country. The GEF contribution is aimed at modifying or expanding national investment plans and projects to introduce elements addressing the specific transboundary issue of concern. A typical case would be the introduction of advanced wastewater treatment for nutrient reduction to a traditional WWTP investment. The incremental cost would in this case be represented by the additional cost of nutrient reduction. In more general terms, the incremental cost analysis would identify all the actions addressing exclusively the transboundary issue of concern, as opposed to all those project components intended to achieve domestic benefits only. A number of activities will fall in between the two above extreme cases, and hence the overall project incremental cost will have to be negotiated and agreed upon. This is typically what happens in most IW single-country demonstration projects. As a general rule the resulting increment is much lower than the baseline (1:3 to up to 1:10).





� In such projects the emphasis is on regional actions and replication/dissemination mechanisms (global-regional benefits), and on strengthening the implementation of national implementation or action plans (domestic benefits).  





� Projects in this area have most often focused on removing barriers to the adoption and implementation of best practices, whether they be technical, socioeconomic, awareness, legal, financial, etc.  The incremental activities to achieve such barrier removal include pilot demonstrations, technology transfer, awareness raising, national legal/policy reform, and knowledge sharing. Notwithstanding the global relevance of the concerns addressed by this category, of GEF interventions, and their high incrementality,  the limited resources allocated to IW would not allow to cover the full incremental costs of these projects. The practice has hence been to require cost-sharing from other donors and interested agencies in amounts of 1:1 or greater. 
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