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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Whether the world is talking about economic or social development, peace and security, or
protecting the planet and adapting to climate change, water needs to be at the heart of the
conversation”. (The High Level Panel on Water, September 2016%)

1. Twenty years since the GEF Council established the international waters (IW) focal
area and adopted its operational strategy, the IEO undertook a third study of the focal area,
following those completed in 2002 and 2005. The purpose of this study, as part of OPS6,
was to provide insights and lessons going forward into the next replenishment cycle (GEF-7),
based on evidence from an analysis of the IW portfolio ( 296 projects), evaluations and
terminal evaluations, and on interviews with internal and external stakeholders. The main
objectives of the study were to assess the current relevance of the focal area and its
effectiveness in creating an enabling environment for transboundary cooperation and in
stress reduction.

1. Findings

High Level of Contemporary Relevance

2. The foundations established for the IW focal area by the 1995 operational strategy
have continued to inform actions in the focal area throughout the GEF-4, GEF-5, and GEF-6
replenishment cycles. The focal area strategies have evolved and embraced changing global
priorities, and focal area actions have been expanded to address new environmental threats
to sustainable development. The focal area is particularly suited and able to contribute to
the achievement of a number of Sustainable Development Goal (SDG) targets.

3. Degradation and depletion of the planet’s largely transboundary freshwater and
marine resources are caused by complex global pressures of population growth and forced
migration, changing climate, global financial and trade distortions, food shortages, and
changing diets—not just by water mismanagement and policy failures. Within this context,
the role of the IW focal area, with its transboundary mandate, acquires substantial
importance, as facing these multiple stresses requires strengthened cooperation among
countries and a collective response to the multiple stresses on individual waterbodies.
Based on the evidence collected by the 2016 IW study, it is clear that the focal area is
contributing to the enhancement of regional security and has made significant contributions
to support sustainable use and the protection of transboundary waters, their living
resources, and dependent ecosystems, further corroborating the findings of the 2005 study.

4, The relevance of the IW focal area has also been analyzed from the perspective of
the relevance of recently approved projects to the achievement of GEF-6 strategic goals.
The conclusion is that, based on the few project concepts approved so far, the focal area is
responding to GEF-6 programming directions. The only subject not currently covered
regards high-altitude melting glaciers.

Largely Satisfactory Performance

1 The High Level Panel on Water (HLPW) is co-convened by the UN Secretary General and the President of the World
Bank. Itis made up of 11 sitting Heads of State and Government, and a Special Advisor.



5. The 127 closed projects have been rated on overall outcome achievement,
sustainability, and monitoring and evaluation (M&E). Seventy-four percent of the completed
projects in the IW portfolio have outcome ratings in the satisfactory range, similar to ratings
reported across all focal areas in the Annual Performance Report 2015 (APR 2015). Seventy-
nine percent of regional projects have satisfactory outcomes, as compared with 64 percent
of national projects. Success rates were highest in Asia (80 percent), and lowest in Europe
and Central Asia (65 percent). Focal area support projects (including research and scientific
projects) had the highest outcome ratings (89 percent); stress reduction projects (including
demonstration and foundational projects) had a success rating of 72 percent. Marine
projects (n = 53) have a slightly higher percentage of satisfactory outcome ratings as
compared with freshwater projects (n = 51): 77 percent versus 71 percent, respectively.

6. Sixty-two percent of projects have sustainability ratings of moderately likely or
higher, based on the likelihood of project benefits continuing past project closure. This
figure is similar to sustainability ratings across all GEF completed projects, again according
to APR 2015. Fifty-three percent of rated projects have M&E design ratings in the
satisfactory range, and 56 percent have satisfactory M&E implementation ratings. As per
the APR 2015, these figures are slightly lower than the M&E ratings of the overall GEF
portfolio (59 percent and 62 percent, respectively); however, the difference is not
statistically significant. Full application of, and reporting on IW process and stress reduction
indicators in projects, would greatly benefit future performance evaluations.

7. The focal area is now operating in all GEF-eligible countries. It is engaged in:

(a) facilitating cooperation over transboundary water issues in the majority of
GEF eligible large marine ecosystems and major river and lake basins of the
planet (79 waterbodies);

(b) directing its investments toward stress reduction in all major high seas
fisheries;

(c) elimination of marine dead zones due to excess nutrients in East Asia, the
Mediterranean, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Caribbean;

(d)  strengthening river commissions and other regional bodies; and

(e) promoting multi sectoral approaches to surface and groundwater
management and a multiplicity of transboundary management
arrangements in the Africa, Europe and Central Asia, and Latin America and
the Caribbean regions; small island developing states (SIDS); and South
Asia.

Overall, projects are evenly distributed across regions, and involve all eligible countries.

8. The focal area has been recognized in several evaluations for the high broader
adoption of the policies and practices promoted by its projects (the highest rate among GEF
focal areas), for its demonstrated ability to leverage high levels of co-financing, for its
stepwise long-term approach to transboundary cooperation, and for its successful
knowledge management efforts (notably its focal area support projects, and in particular
IW:LEARN), and for the many projects achieving measurable stress reduction impacts. The



focal area has contributed to achievements, some of global renown, in a number of fields:
the rehabilitation of the Black Sea Northwest Shelf dead zone, the adoption of the Ballast
Water Convention on Alien Species (to enter into force in 2017), the Pacific Tuna Treaty, the
Guarani Aquifer Agreement, the establishment of the Benguela Current Commission and
demonstration projects that have supported the process leading to the Stockholm and
Minamata Conventions, among others.

A Catalyst for Integration

9. IW foundational projects have demonstrated that solutions to water concerns lie not
just in improving water supply and treatment, or in protecting aquatic ecosystems and
environmental flows, but also—and often primarily—in distant sectors such as food and
energy production, trade, land use and urban planning, industrial processes, and forest
management. So far, however, attempts to capture and fully develop the huge potentials
for improved overall effectiveness of the GEF that are inherent in joining forces of the GEF
focal areas toward common objectives, have been limited by obstacles on the road to
integration such as the focal area silos, sectoral conventions and difficulties in aligning
country priorities with regional objectives. The present emphasis in the GEF toward more
integrated actions provides a unique opportunity for focal areas to interact and join forces.
There is substantial evaluative evidence that robust programmatic approaches are needed
to address complex IW geographies and transboundary settings, where the GEF partnership
can develop its potential and bring about optimal results. The IW focal area can provide a
valuable context for integration, specifically through the strategic action programs (SAPs)
agreed upon by the governments of countries sharing a waterbody, based on the science
and systemic approach of transboundary diagnostic analysis (TDA).

10. The protection of the Earth’s finite and mostly transboundary water resources
requires cooperation among countries and synergetic integrated actions across sectors. On
the other hand, access to water in sustainable quantity and quality is essential to achieve
many of the SDG goals and targets, to adapt to the impacts of climate change, to achieve
energy and food security, to protect soil and forests, and to combat desertification.

Promoting a Collective Response to Global and Regional Agreements

11. While not serving any specific international agreement, the IW focal area has
throughout the years provided through its projects important support to global and regional
water-related agreements, from global binding conventions, to regional agreements,
programs of action, and codes of conduct. The present study has shown that, after the
Convention on Biological Diversity and the Law of the Sea, the largest level of support by the
IW focal area is dedicated to marine fisheries—related agreements, followed by the Global
Program of Action and treaties related to freshwater, SIDS, habitats, and navigation. The
importance of this contribution cannot be overestimated. The merits of IW projects reside
in the collective nature of the response, with projects supporting compliance to the
interlinked provisions of different related treaties and soft guidance—enhancing their
effectiveness and mutually reinforcing sectoral agreements—and in channeling compliance
efforts to where they are most needed. The focal area is thus a useful example of the
present drive toward more integrated guidance from the different sectoral multilateral
environmental agreements. Of particular interest to IW in this regard are (1) the synergies
with the two IW conventions (1992 and 1997), now both in force, that may open new



opportunities for increased effectiveness and coverage of focal area freshwater
interventions; and (2) the process of integration among the three major multilateral
environmental agreements, in particular the United Nations Convention to Combat
Desertification (UNCCD) and the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC), as exemplified by the adoption of the SDG global indicator on land degradation
with its implications for the other conventions, and for water.

2. Areas of Concern

12. The IW portfolio shows a trend of increasing investments in stress reduction, with
acceleration in GEF-5, with 52 projects approved, and continuing in GEF-6. This positive
trend has been accompanied by a decrease in investments in foundational projects
addressing new transboundary waterbodies. One possible explanation is the funding
envelope (actual allocations to projects) of the focal area, which, after initial growth
beginning in GEF-3, remained between a minimum of $280 million (GEF-4) and a maximum
of $390 million in GEF-5, with a subsequent decline in real terms. This constraint has been
noted in all the overall performance studies of the GEF to date, and all contain
recommendations for an expansion of IW funding in view of its high relevance and
satisfactory results.

13. A cluster of stand-alone, predominantly national, projects nested within a regional
strategic framework constitutes the IW SAPs. Their full implementation will almost without
exception require multiple focal area interventions. Food security, energy production,
protection of ecosystem services and biodiversity, soil conservation, resilience to climate
variability and climate change are all affected by the availability of water resources of
sufficient quantity and quality. The opposite is also true. Solutions to transboundary water
concerns identified in the SAPs require national actions in multiple dimensions and GEF
focal areas. These national actions respond to regional priorities that need to be reconciled
with national priorities. The IW focal area, through its ecosystem approach and TDA-SAP
consensus-building process, provides countries with the framework needed to direct part of
their GEF System of Transparent Allocation of Resources (STAR) funds (in land degradation,
climate mitigation and adaptation, and biodiversity), where they are most needed to
balance transboundary conflictive water uses, while accruing multiple global environmental
benefits and providing a collective response to regional and global environmental
agreements.

14. The IW portfolio evolution over time has led to an unbalanced situation between
freshwater and marine projects, with a marked prevalence of GEF investments in marine
projects, particularly related to fisheries. The number of freshwater projects has instead
remained constant since GEF-2, with decreasing investment. In GEF-5 and GEF-6,
investments in marine issues were double those in freshwater, with over 50 percent going
to fisheries projects. Marine fisheries have now become the object of the largest GEF IW
investment of the whole portfolio, with 66 projects and $466 million in investments. This
increase began in 2008, has continued through the GEF-4, GEF-5, and GEF-6 cycles. The
reasons for the predominance of marine and fishery projects may lie in the relatively less
complex transboundary settings of the marine domain, the short-term economic and social
benefits that may be derived from improved ecosystem-based sustainable fishing, and the
clear benefits that can be gained in terms of biodiversity conservation. Other factors may
also play a role, such as the interest of development banks to engage in this less risky and



more profitable field, or an effort to steer the portfolio toward an oceans focal area.
Regardless of the reasons, the dominance of marine and ocean investments may limit the
ability of the IW focal area to assist countries in facing the present challenges posed by
climatic variability and water scarcity affecting the more vulnerable populations.

15. Fostering cooperation among riparian/littoral countries of shared waterbodies
presents a number of hurdles that delay—or even prevent—action. Among them is the
important investment of resources that goes into project or program preparation, when an
agency has to bring countries together and help them agree to join forces around difficult
issues, as is often the case with scarce freshwater in downstream contexts. Not funding the
project information form (PIF)/PFD preparation, is a high-risk operation for agencies,
particularly when operating in complex transboundary systems. The challenge of having all
countries agree on a SAP or even a project document is difficult. It has been observed that
setting a time limit of 18 months is not sufficient in relation to what the GEF is trying to
achieve, and not all agencies have grant funding to cover the costs of PIF preparation. This
lack of flexibility hinders IW work where it would be most needed, such as in areas of
freshwater conflict or scarcity, or where upstream/downstream and sovereignty issues are
more critical (e.g., Central Asia, South Asia, the Fertile Crescent, and Central America). A
change or adjustment in policies would be required, allowing GEF IW projects to work in
water conflict areas step by step, including overcoming barriers to cooperation through
national projects.

16.  There has traditionally been much interest in involving the private sector in IW
projects both as a major stakeholder in water resources and as a source of additional
funding. The results so far have not been encouraging. IW:LEARN, at its latest conference in
Sri Lanka in May 2016, explored ways to further and deepen the relationship between |W-
funded projects and the private sector. Changing private sector behavior is the focus of new
initiatives in the fisheries sector. According to interviews, efforts are being made to engage
with the beverage industry on addressing resource constraints along their supply chains—an
issue that most global players have begun to identify as a threat to sustainable long-term
investment. Accepting private sector funding is also problematic. The GEF can only receive
funding from the private sector as project co financing or in setting up trust funds.

17. All Agency representatives who were interviewed during this study called for greater
participation in developing strategies. They maintained that there is a much underutilized
capacity in the GEF. The present large number of GEF Agencies, while expanding the
experience, know-how, and networks from which to draw inspiration and opportunities for
action, challenges the capacity of the system to act in a synergistic way. This is particularly
true for IW, a focal area not guided by the priorities of a convention. Lack of Agency
participation in the definition of IW strategies may be another reason for the slow, at times
perfunctory, response to the strategic directions indicated by the GEF Secretariat.

3. Suggestions for Consideration
18. The study led to the following suggestions for consideration:

(a) Include an expanded explanation of strategic fit in project concepts, as well
as a section illustrating the adherence of the project to existing regional

vi



(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(8)

and global agreements, and its contribution to the implementation of their
provisions and to the achievement of the SDGs.

Apply more flexibility in considering the best ways to create an enabling
environment for cooperation in areas of higher water stress or political
transboundary tensions. Support should not be denied to those countries
willing to cooperate, and a step-by-step approach should be adopted to
bring all countries to the table.

The history and achievements of completed projects, together with the
experiences gained and lessons learned from them, should be fully
captured in a final report produced by the project team.

The design of all projects, including those not following the IW TDA-SAP
approach, should make an effort to produce science-based baseline
conditions and related simple and measurable indicators. The description
of the baseline and indicator logic could be part of project concepts, to be
detailed quantitatively at project endorsement stage.

Support and attention should be given to a new generation of
Transboundary Diagnostic Analyses that is planned as part of the ongoing
phase of IW Learn. The design should adopt a systemic approach and
involve multiple focal areas, unravel the water nexus conflicts under
climate scenarios, incorporate the social and economic local, national and
regional dimensions, and gender equality conditions based on sex
disaggregated data.

Ensure sufficient time and support to build capacity for action on new
priority areas. Innovations and improvements in terms of the relevance
introduced in IW strategies should either be permanent or be allowed to
develop their impacts on the portfolio for an extended period of time
beyond the four-year duration of replenishment cycles. Time, and
investment in capacity, is needed for countries and agencies to absorb and
develop an understanding and ownership of newly introduced practices
and fields of action.

No new themes should be added without a concurrent increase in the focal
area allocation. One way to prepare the ground for action on new priority
themes in terms of resources and capacity, would be to start by funding a
project, possibly of a multifocal area nature, to assess the characteristics,
needs, global relevance, and focal area implications of any new priority,
and thus provide solid elements for decision making and the planning of
resources. A review of GEF IW action on oceans and ice melting would be
required based on the findings of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) Special Report on Climate Change and the Oceans and the
Cryosphere due in 2019.

Vi



(h)

Consideration should be given to providing financial support for the
preparation of PIFs and PFDs in complex, multi-country contexts such as
those characterizing many IW projects, in particular foundational ones.

19. To foster integration within the GEF, and to better coordinate with STAR
programming as called for in IW SAPs, the following measures could be considered:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Invite GEF focal area representatives and the major global conventions to
react to proposed IW strategic priorities well in advance of their adoption.

Introduce in future IW strategies a reference to the points of view of the
various conventions and to shared priorities, paving the way for
consultations on major IW initiatives at the national level with convention
focal points.

Consider the application of the comprehensive set of SDG indicators of
land cover, land productivity, and carbon stocks in IW programmatic
approaches as these are being considered for adoption by all three major
multilateral environmental agreements.

Promote dialogue with countries, relevant conventions, focal areas, and
donors on the establishment of priority environmental status indicators as
part of foundational IW projects. This effort could also be associated with
the periodic updating of TDAs.

viii



I.  OBJECTIVES, METHODOLOGY, AND CONTEXT

1. Objectives and Methodology

1.  Twenty years since the Council of the Global Environment Facility (GE)F established
the international waters (IW) focal area and adopted its visionary operational strategy, the
Independent Evaluation Office (IEO) of the GEF has undertaken a third study of the IW focal
area, following those of 2002 and 2005. The purpose of this study is to provide insights and
lessons for the focal area going forward into the next replenishment cycle (GEF-7), based on
evidence from an analysis of the IW portfolio of 296 projects and evaluations. The objectives
of this study are to:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

(8)

Assess the current relevance of the focal area and of its evolving strategies.

Present a synthesis of IW portfolio distribution and trends—including
investments, priority themes, geographic coverage and other relevant
aspects.

Assess the contribution of the focal area to relevant global and regional
agreements

Assess the effectiveness of the IW portfolio of projects in creating the
enabling environment for transboundary cooperation, and joint actions.

Assess the achievements of the focal area portfolio in term of (i) processes,
(ii) stress reduction, and (iii) environmental status.

Assess whether recently approved projects are consistent with the Council-
approved strategic directions and, to the extent possible, their likelihood of
success in achieving the stated outcomes.

Identify lessons for GEF-7.

2.  The reportis organized as follows:

(a)
(b)
()
(d)

(e)

Evolution of IW focal area strategies
A synthesis of the major findings of IEO evaluations
A portfolio analysis

A review of all available Terminal Evaluations of IW projects, focusing on
application of IW indicators, support to global and regional agreements,
and final reporting.

A review of quality at entry for all projects approved by the Council during
GEF-6 (until June 2016), with emphasis on adherence to the GEF-6 Strategic
Directions.



3.  Elements for the study were also collected through interviews with staff of the GEF
Secretariat, including management and focal area leads, IW project managers, STAP, GEF
Agencies, and other stakeholders external to the GEF system (NGOs, conventions).

2. Evolution of the IW Focal Area Strategies
2.1 The GEF-1, GEF-2, and GEF-3 IW Strategy (1994-2006)

4. The 1995 Operational Strategy for International Waters, adopted through an inter-
governmental process, was built on the experience gained during the GEF pilot phase, and
its overall goals remains valid. It defined the four major issues of global concern relating to
IW on which the focal area action would concentrate:

(a) Degradation of the quality of transboundary water resources, caused
mainly by pollution from land based activities including toxic chemicals,

(b)  The degradation of physical habitats such as wetlands, mangroves,
estuaries, and coral reefs, as a result of inadequate land and water
management,

(c) Introduction of non-indigenous species disrupting aquatic ecosystems and
causing toxic and human health effects; (iv) over-exploitation of living and
nonliving resources, such as overfishing and excessive water withdrawals.
The strategy called for integration and coordination among GEF focal areas,
and for action on land degradation through integrated land and water
management.

5. The IW Strategy adopted a programmatic approach and defined three operational
programs, which remained valid throughout the third replenishment cycle of the GEF,that
provided detailed guidance for the design of eligible projects: a water body—based program
(#8), an integrated land and water multiple focal area program including SIDS (#9), and a
contaminant-based program (#10).

6.  Given the overarching focal area goal of fostering cooperation among countries
sharing a trans- boundary water system, the strategy recommended a simple methodology
to create the enabling conditions for, and the foundations of effective cooperation in the
management of shared water resources. This methodology, known as the trans-boundary
diagnostic analysis—strategic action program (TDA-SAP) process, characterizing IW
“foundational” projects, aimed at building trust among countries through joint fact finding,
as a prerequisite for concrete commitments to coordinated stress reduction actions. It also
included the involvement of inter-ministerial bodies in the priority-setting process.

Implementation Results

7.  Duringits long period of implementation (12 years), the 1995 IW Strategy was able to:

(a) Establish the TDA-SAP process as the equivalent of the enabling activities
of other Convention related focal areas, thus setting the foundations for
cooperation in a number of trans-boundary water bodies,

(b) Initiate actions to reduce stress as part of the implementation of SAPs in 57

2



projects,

(c) Contribute to the negotiation and adoption of the Stockholm Convention
on POPs through demonstration projects (17) in its Operational Program
10,

(d)  Trigger and support the process that led to the negotiation and adoption of
the Ballast Water Convention on alien species introduction, to enter into
force in 2017, and

(e) Promote successful public-private partnerships, innovative funding
modalities and multi project initiatives to address complex stress reduction
endeavors, in the fields of coastal zone management, eutrophication and
overfishing.

2.2 The GEF-4 IW Strategy and Strategic Programming (2006-10)

8. In December 2006, there was a GEF-wide shift from single project interventions that
dominated the overall GEF portfolio (with the exception of several IW supported initiatives)
toward a more programmatic focus. The purpose of this shift was twofold: (1) to focus the
limited funding resources of GEF-4 ($3.13 billion) on a set of priority issues of global
environmental concern, and (2) to link projects together to achieve stronger impacts.

9.  Within this context, the IW focal area—independent from Convention guidance and
not subjected to the country allocation system—defined a set of four strategic programs for
GEF-4 that would support the achievement of two long-term strategic objectives.

GEF-4 Strategic Long-term Objectives GEF-4 Strategic programs
1: To foster international, multistate cooperation on priority 1. Restoring and sustaining coastal and marine fish stocks and
trans-boundary water concerns associated biological diversity

2: To catalyze trans-boundary action addressing water concerns | 2. Reducing nutrient over-enrichment and oxygen depletion
from land-based pollution of coastal waters in LMEs consistent
with the GPA

3. Balancing overuse and conflicting uses of water resources in
surface and groundwater basins that are trans-boundary in
nature

4. Reducing persistent toxic substances and testing adaptive
management of waters with melting ice

10. All GEF-4 strategies adopted for the first time the results framework approach, and
indicated specific outcomes for each strategic program, and the relevant indicators.

11. Clearly, GEF-4 IW long-term objectives continued along the path defined by the 1995
operational strategy. There were some differences however, which are worth noting: the
focus on IW interventions was narrowed down to more defined areas (e.g., action on land
based pollution was in principle limited to main contaminants, such as nutrients); new
emphasis was placed on sustainable development aspects, such as freshwater management



and related conflicts among uses, and users; attention of countries was drawn to a new
human health and climate related challenge: the melting of ice in high latitudes and
altitudes, and the remobilization of persistent toxics. These new features of the IW Strategy
were influenced by the outcomes of the 2002 Sustainable Development Summit. They also
reflected the growing concerns related to the water resources implications of adaptation to
climatic variability and change, the need to find a balance between the growing demand for
IW projects, not matched by increasing financial resources,? and the need for addressing
new emerging global concerns.

Implementation Results

12. During the four-year duration of the GEF-4, the focal area funded 73 projects,
distributed in all programs, with the exception of Program 4 on melting ice. This lack of
response to a new priority depended on various factors, which included the short duration
of the cycle that did not allow the GEF system to build the capacity necessary to address a
totally new area, and the difficulty for countries to recognize the linkages between the
melting of glaciers and of permafrost, climate change, human health and development. The
portfolio expanded its geographic coverage (embracing, at the end of GEF-4, 149 recipient
countries and 23 non-recipient ones) to new trans-boundary water bodies, and
progressively moved from foundational work—29 percent of all projects funded during the
Cycle—to stress reduction measures related to SAP implementation (51 percent). During
GEF-4, the focal area expanded the utilization of the innovative funding modalities tested
during the previous cycles, now called “International Waters Partnership Investment
Funds.”3

2.3 The GEF-5 IW Strategy (2010-2014)

13. This strategy built on the foundational capacity and stress reduction work
accomplished in GEF-3 and GEF-4 and encouraged scaling-up national and local action,
particularly under Objectives 1 (freshwater conflicts) and Objective 2 (marine fisheries,
coastal degradation and pollution). Following two “precursor” projects funded in GEF-4 on
seamounts and ocean life, the strategy for the first time called for action to protect living
marine resources in the high seas, or areas beyond national jurisdiction (ABNJ), which were
under mounting pressure by modern and highly technological fishing fleets. The strategy
also made explicit reference to the need to take into full consideration the present and
likely future impacts of climate change and variability on water security, on livelihoods and
ecosystem health.

14. The drive toward meeting new IW-related challenges and the call for global attention
was clear in the IW 5 Strategy. This growth in the overall scope of the focal area was
however not matched by increasing funding, so that adding new fields of intervention was
at the detriment of other sometimes more important and better tested areas, in this case
Objective 3 (see below).

GEF-5 Strategic Objectives

2The GEF IW focal area was the only focal area to receive a decrease for GEF-4 over GEF-3. The GEF-3 nominal allocation
was $430 million while the GEF-4 amount was of $355 million.

3 In 2008 the Council introduced a new funding modality called “Programmatic Approaches,” which subsumes IW Strategic
Partnerships.



Objective 1 Catalyze multistate cooperation to balance conflicting water uses in trans-boundary surface and
groundwater basins while considering climatic variability and change;

Objective 2 Catalyze multistate cooperation to rebuild marine fisheries and reduce pollution of coasts and Large
Marine Ecosystems while considering climatic variability and change;

Objective 3 Support foundational capacity building, portfolio learning, and targeted research needs for
ecosystem-based, joint management of trans-boundary water systems;

Objective 4 Promote effective management of Marine Areas Beyond National Jurisdiction (ABNJ).

Implementation Results

15. During the implementation period of the Strategy, 73 projects were funded for a total
GEF allocation of $356 million. It is of interest that 29 of these were multi-focal area (MFA_
projects, with an IW allocation of $70 million.* This responded to the call for more
integrated approaches made by the GEF Council over time. Major focus of the GEF-5
portfolio was on marine fisheries (Objective 2) with 17 projects and an allocation of $124
million. In addition, there was an encouraging response to the call for action in the ABNJ,
with 5 projects and an allocation of $30 million. Projects related to marine issues were 32,
including fisheries, for an allocation of $196 million, with respect to 22 freshwater related
projects for an allocation of $108 million, denoting a less than expected response to the
priority on freshwater management. A number of new IW and associated MFA multi project
initiatives (7), following the newly established funding modality of Programmat