Sustaining IW Partnerships

Key challenges

One of the main challenges of IW partnerships is sustaining the necessary conditions for success over time. In particular, financial support, common understanding of the objective, added value/benefits, trust, expectations from the partnership, capacity (e.g. negotiating skills), governance, leadership, political commitment, but also the understanding of the risks of the partnership, were cited as some of the critical elements to maintain IW partnerships in the long run. Specifically, the political risk entails governmental staff or policy changes that can lead to instability. The financial and capacity challenges include maintaining funds, capacity and engagement and/or facilitation from GEF or other donors. Some countries may be very poor and therefore have special difficulties in investing resources in their IW projects/partnerships (e.g. Indian Ocean islands). 
One other main challenge identified was the need to ensure transparency and accountability in the partnership. For instance, in a public-private partnership, it is necessary to quantify the risks carefully and design appropriate measures to reduce these risks in order to cut the corruption that may emerge, for instance make provision for auditing, establish and enforce clear rules and procedures, and strong monitoring & evaluation.
Key messages

By its very nature, water needs to be addressed in an integrated way and therefore partnerships are vital, and - due to many different users – often a must. Partnerships are a means to achieve a common goal, not an end in themselves, thus there is a wide of possible forms. Likewise, there is not a given factor that prompts a partnership. Factors include bilateral discussions, gaps emerging from pilot projects, identification of common problems through joint assessment, conflict, third-party requirements, realization of own limitations. Also, champions often drive the process. It was recognized that a technical entry point e.g. establishment of the scientific facts pertaining to the water resource is the least sensitive way to initiate a partnership.
In general, participants found the following four principles to be key to IW partnerships: (i) Define “win-win” outcomes of the partnership (notably if the private sector is involved, demonstrate the benefits for them to get them engaged), or even a common “vision” between organizations (e.g. through a bottom up approach); (ii) Deliver results and communicate/publicize -including to affected communities- (using media, events, opinion leaders…) results/small successes to create/maintain ownership, spirit of co-operation, and momentum (e.g. through demonstration projects demonstrating clear link with economic benefits, project twinning); (iv) Ensure continuity of effective leadership; (iii) Mandates and capacity within each organization must support the partnership.
In terms of implementation, there isn’t given methodology to build a partnership. However, some key ingredients were cited: (i) At the outset, it is often important to develop a “partnership strategy” jointly with all partners that defines the roles and responsibilities of each clearly. (ii) Flexibility and fluidity are needed: operate in an adaptive-to-change manner, by re-visiting strategy and operational modalities under changed circumstances; (iii) Avoid the dominance of one member (e.g. government). Finally, it was found important to promote positive competition between partners (e.g. by rotating leadership).
In terms of organizational arrangements: agreements/frameworks/MOUs can be established (based on international waters related commitments and treaties and country conditions); critical tasks with the organization may be (re)defined, and a business plan prepared; focal points and partnership coordinators can be set-up for accountability and monitoring. A refocused capacity or culture may be needed.
What’s new?

· IW partnerships can open a dialogue that can increase the likeness for long term sustainability of a project.
· It is necessary to be firm: a partner that does not provide accountability should be excluded/or until their role and/or needs have been clarified/understood better.
· Risk of lack of transparency and accountability and imbalances in power or uncooperative partners were identified as possible areas of attention.
· Widen areas of benefit sharing: the weaker states may feel better if they negotiate not only on the water issue, but include other economic issues that may increase mutual benefits.
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