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Consolidated Outcomes of Working Group #1: 

How can partnerships be sustained through institutional, political and policy changes?

Brief description of challenges

International waters partnerships are often subjected to (frequent or rapid) changes at political (enabling environment), institutional/policy and organizational level. These changes do not only delay preparation and implementation of IW actions, but they also affect management of stakeholders’ expectations, continuity in building trust among partners and delay synchronization of governance aspects (i.e. vision, working cultures across organizations and countries and accountability practices). 

Overview of recommendations

At the organizational level it is recommended to have:
(i) A shared/common Vision between organizations
(ii) Mandates within the organization must support partnership

a) infrastructure, capacity, financial input

b) clear understanding of what the partnership means and the common benefits

(iii) The Vision needs to lead to agreements

a) Agreements need to link the organizations to the goals and objectives of the project/partnership. This can be done through creation of focal points; project coordinators

b) Links of the institution to the project goals must not conflict with the specific agenda’s of these organizations
(iv) Critical tasks that need to be re-formulated with the organization

(v) Re-engineering of processes and arrangements for accountability and monitoring within the organization

(vi) Cultural/ behavioral changes within the organization

(vii) Competent staff and effective executive leadership
Division of responsibility: certain terms of reference and the measurable deliverables required for the implementation of the project must be included in the job descriptions of those staff allocated implementation responsibilities. In this regard, Job descriptions and work plans of these staff need to be flexible to enable the incorporation of partnership deliverables into the staff member’s budget and time allocations.
At Policy level:
(i) Policy changes may be required at the either the institutional (e.g. The institution’s Performance Management policy) and/or governmental level (e.g. policy adjustments required to enable shared water resource management)

(ii) Also the depends on the type of project

(iii) The policies may need to go through different levels of government e.g. from national (in the case of transboundary projects) down to regional or local municipalities

At the Political (enabling environment) level:
Political changes can benefit or undermine ongoing projects because often governmental changes imply changes in what is considered important. To avoid instability due to these changes, the project should ideally be linked to that part of management that remains stable (autonomous?) despite the changes of government e.g. senior management. Further, ensure high level of ownership of the partnership outputs/benefits by those segments of society/public that are affected by the project.

Consolidated Outcomes of Working Group #2: 

How do we achieve financial sustainability to support partnerships?
Overview of recommendations

· How does a project resurrect from the exhaustion of funds? There has been a GEF transboundary wetland project (MECON wetland project) whereby after 2 years of existence the project was good but not good enough to nurture. It made a lot of money, and then GEF pulled its funds and its facilitation. Other donors also pulled out and the project collapsed. Solution to this scenario is that donors should stay long enough for the program to develop its wings to fly.
· The way to go about with this is for countries to initiate projects and methodology then they get financial assistance and any available help.
· There is a need for neutral bodies (e.g. GEF) with no hidden agendas to usher projects in the desired direction. Generally donor bodies have other agendas as they offer money and they want their needs to be met.
· Partners must clarify their partnership and the benefits they would reap from the project. It must be clarified that assistance will be given for a short period just to get the project mature enough so as to enable it to sustain itself.

· Main sources of funds are the private sector, government, private donors, user fees and taxation.

· The Indian Ocean thought and started to invest money in their project but the problem is that the islands in that region are generally poor, so they are therefore unable to fund and sustain themselves for a long period.

· Part of sustainability is opening a dialogue that would push the project for a long term- that may be gotten through a business plan that is sustainable. Followed up by a marketing strategy that designs the project for a long term.
· Avoiding the dominance of government -  therefore should be shared responsibility on the project.
Consolidated Outcomes of Working Group #3: 

Need for accountability and transparency in partnerships [corruption]

Emerging issues

· Transparency and accountability and underlying principles in any project

· Partnerships are weak if they do not clearly indicate the contribution and the benefits to each partner at the onset of the project.

· Quantifying the risks in the project helps to cut the corruption that emerges

· If partnerships are sold, they go along way to reduce risks because corruption usually crops up to cut on the risks in the project

· A partner that does not provide either should possibly be excluded / or until their role has been clarified

· Need for sold auditing of projects help to curb the corruption (Monitor/ evaluation ongoing).

· Partnerships will be sound and resilient if the rules and procedures are clearly identified and allocated.

· Then transparency and accountability follow and rules and regulations are clear and simple

Consolidated Outcomes of Working Group #4: 

How can we build trust and mitigate conflict in a multi-country partnership among diverse governance styles?
Overview of considerations
Experiences from the Niger River Basin Project were shared. They first dealt with the topic of building trust in partnerships. The different partners came together, and through transparent process developed a common vision. They also focused on different institutional levels.

They found that a bottom up approach was best to establish a shared vision.

Experiences in joint projects between South Africa, Swaziland and Mozambique showed the importance of doing a joint assessment to establish the scientific facts pertaining to the water resource. A technical entry point is the least sensitive way to initiate a project. This included a stage that informed officials on the outcomes of the assessments. This leads to all parties being fully aware of their and other parties’ issues. 

An experience from Ghana showed that this knowledge should also be shared with effected communities to prevent misunderstanding and false accusations. It was further suggested that for countries to achieve cooperation and trust in each others data a framework needs to be developed.

It is necessary to ensure that a country has the capacity to execute the project. The project must be fitted into the system that already exists within the country.

Both a solid agreement and a positive attitude within the bottom layers of society will infiltrate through the layers assisting project inception.

Experience from the Niger Basin further indicates that any agreement between countries must be specifically formulated to the conditions that exist in each particular case. However, the agreement will be based on internationally recognized conventions. They are not suggesting that one reinvents the wheel but that agreements must be tailored to specific contexts.  

Consolidated Outcomes of Working Group #5: 

Initiating partnerships: profiles of champions?
Rather than agreement on a specific set of attributes that were typical of partnership champions, the groups focused on characteristics typical of an effective leader in the context of international waters. These characteristics fell into a number of distinct categories:

1.
Integrity; a reputation for truthfulness.  This was considered the single most important characteristic of an effective leader.

A.
Trust needs to be built over time.

B.
The leader must be able to manage interrelationships in order to develop and maintain trust over time.

C.
A leader cannot have a hidden agenda.

D.
The leader must have confidence in his/her data and must be willing to share research results.  An unwillingness to do so destroys trust.

2.
There was a general discussion of additional characteristics of successful leaders:

A.
Both vision and passion.

B.
Moral authority:

i.
Typified by respect in the community, of community recognition of the “natural capital of leadership”.

ii.
Also typified by a history of good leadership.

iii.
Includes the ability to be empathetic, to give others “opportunities to grow” and to be unselfish.

C.
Multidisciplinary skills:

i.
An ability to understand technical details – the leader must know the needs of his/her own entity (political needs, corporate needs, etc.).

ii.
Also, an ability to see beyond the technical details, to appreciate what Gary Weatherford defined as the “hydrocommons”.

iii.
Should also include good diplomatic skills.

D.
Good communication skills, including abilities both to speak and to listen.

i.
Of the two, listening may be the more important skill.

ii.
Related to this was an ability to work with the media.

E.
A willingness to demand change.

F.
A natural enthusiasm and a charismatic nature.

G.
An ability to forge coalitions, specifically the ability to know who in the specific community needs to be “brought on board” as well as the ability to involve such people.  As one delegate noted, the leader needs both “to be a connecter” and to be able to inspire others.

3.
Leaders need to be goal-oriented, not process-oriented:

A.
A leader must have confidence in his/her ability.

B.
A truly confident leader will be humble and will have no difficulty in sharing the credit for the accomplishments of the partnership.

4.
Another important aspect of leadership is the development of future leaders.  As stated by one delegate, “leaders cultivate new leaders”.

5.
To be successful, a leader:

A.
Must be part of “a coalition of champions”.

B.
Must have adequate support personnel, though one delegate noted that successful leaders attract both future leaders and support personnel.

6.
Concluding thoughts:

A.
Different types of partnerships require different types of leaders.

B.
There may be a difference between champions and leaders.

i.
A champion may not necessarily be a leader.

ii.
A champion may initiate a partnership that is only successful under someone else’s leadership.

Consolidated Outcomes of Working Group #6:

How to identify and communicate benefits to build up and sustain partnerships?

Overview of recommendations

There was consensus on rephrasing the issue to better capture and articulate the problem regard identification and communication of benefits and incentives to sustain partnerships. Based on this refined question, the braining storming evolved around two key items:

1. How to identify benefits? 

· Identification of benefits should be done as a joint exercise in dialogue with all partners.

· A sustainable partnership should avoid contradicting  benefits (i.e. aim for a balanced agreement )

· Utilize expanded scientific knowledge to help partners identify and appreciate the individual benefits.

· Identify international waters related commitments and treaties to enable direct linkage and reinforce the relevance of the partnership

· Through small scale pilot/demonstration projects showing tangible results

2. How to communicate benefits? 

· Build up a clear link with economic benefits (e.g. sustainable livelihoods, food security, tourism, access to markets and so on)

· Use of internationally attractive events and related media coverage 

· Promote positive competition between partners through local champions and reward/recognition for positive actions/results.

· Promote exchange of good practice and successes through project twinning

· Leverage the influence of “opinion leaders” in promoting a partnership

Consolidated Outcomes of Working Group #7: 

How do we address imbalances in power or uncooperative partners? 

The discussions centered too long on the experience of the problem areas, evading the question. No silver bullet solutions where discussed as a result. Examples of such uncooperative members are given as China, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia and Egypt. Participants from UNDP, World Bank and Nile River Basin, all with working experience on the topic. However, out of the discussions, some of the ways proposed were:

· Improving the negotiating skills of member countries. Some member states lack negotiating capacity at the table. Negotiating should also happen at the technical level.
· Widen areas of benefit sharing. The weaker states may fare better if they negotiate not only on the water issue, but include other economic issues that may increase mutual benefits.
· Publicize small successes to create a spirit of co-operation and maintain the momentum of ‘working together’
· The ‘bullied’ states can actually choose to stay out of the partnership as a way of pressuring for fair deal. They can stay out until their needs are met.

It may also be useful to rotate the leadership of the cooperative organ among member states to give everyone a chance.

Consolidated Outcomes of Working Group #8/9: 

Role of international donor community in establishing and sustaining project partnerships? How can GEF act as a catalyst in initiating partnerships?

[No report received]
Consolidated Outcomes of Working Group #10: 

Different types of IW partnerships: purposes and benefits?

Types of Partnerships:

· Inter-ministerial committees serving the purpose of dialogues, mediation, consensus building, capacity development, job security

· Inter-Agency Partnerships

· Local community-based partnerships

· Convention-based Partnerships

· Donor Partnerships

· Public-Private Partnerships

· Technical Assistance Partnerships

Purposes served/benefits of Partnerships can vary the following range:

· Complementing each other/leveraging each others capacities
· Address governance issues

· Raise awareness

· Provide structures and systems

· Advocacy

· Legislative

· Catalyzing processes

· Avoiding duplication, competition and waste of resources

