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1. 
 Introduction

ORASECOM is moving towards the development of its Basin Wide Plan in 2012. This entails moving beyond its current role of building a common understanding of the basin, towards making recommendations to the Contracting Parties based on this Basin Wide Plan. The organization has already laid the foundation for this changing role by building trust and cooperation between its members. However, a number of challenges still lie ahead. 
The increasingly water stressed nature of the basin may soon require shifts from infrastructure solutions towards basin wide optimisation. This is complicated by the primacy of the existing bilateral arrangements which already address growing water demands – often through jointly planned infrastructure. It is therefore becoming important that ORASECOM clearly defines its role and functions into the future, particularly with respect to the roles the bilateral arrangements must continue to play. 
ORASECOM has recognized this as one of its key challenges. Ultimately, the institutional form and governance of the organization must follow the direction provided by this emerging role and function. Moreover, the manner in which the Basin Wide Plan is developed, monitored and implemented also has a bearing on ORASECOM’s role and in particular it’s relationship with the bilateral arrangements and the Contracting Parties. 

The EU support to ORASECOM has therefore been charged with developing a set of Principles to underpin the development of the Basin Wide Plan
. The revised project Logframe now makes provision for institutional strengthening as well as to outline the form and extent of the Basin Wide Plan. It was decided to do this in a series of 3 workshops based on the Delphi approach;

1) The 1st Delphi workshop in June 2010 at Bakubung – South Africa aimed to outline in broad terms the kind basin wide planning process that could be followed, and the role that ORASECOM could play in implementing or monitoring that plan. This addressed the kind of benefits that Contracting Parties may expect from the basin wide approach.
2) The 2nd Delphi workshop in August 2010 at Heja Lodge - Namibia aimed to outline the relationships between ORASECOM and the bilateral arrangements as well as the Contracting Parties. This workshop also outlined the objectives of the Basin Wide Plan, and the activities that should be included in the planning process. 
3)  The 3rd Delphi workshop in Maseru – Lesotho in January 2011 summarised the results of the process thus far, and then proposed institutional structures and governance roles that would best respond to this emerging role. 

This report summarises the outcomes of the last workshop. The outcomes of the first 2 workshops have been written up separately, and the reader is referred to these for more detailed reports.
2.
The Delphi Process

The Delphi process is a systematic, interactive forecasting method which relies on a panel of experts being asked a set of questions. These experts answer the questions individually in two or more rounds until consensus on the issue is reached. In this case the Delphi process was used to help workshop delegates reach consensus on particular issues posed. Potential responses to key issues were posed as a series of scenarios. Delegates were provided the opportunity to discuss and add further clarity to the scenarios, where after they ‘voted’ in secret ballot for any particular scenario. 

The results of this process were displayed graphically, and individual written responses were used to prepare new scenarios which were then voted on. In most cases the second round of ‘voting’ produced sufficient consensus to provide a clear picture of the collective opinion of the delegates. 
3. 
Some emerging issues
3.1 
Background
The intention of the series of workshops was to build on the work that had already been completed in the Institutional Strengthening and Principles activities, but also that all three workshops would build a picture of the kind of basin wide plan that participants foresaw, the possible relationships with the bilateral arrangements – and from this to propose institutional and governance arrangements. In addition, a number of informal discussions, as well as workshops addressing other issues have highlighted a number of other critical issues. 

The 3rd workshop therefore kicked off with a summary of the picture that was emerging out of a series of interactions and processes leading up to the workshop. This is summarised below. 
3.2
Transboundary cooperation

An analysis of the literature suggests cooperation on transboundary systems can take any number of different forms, from simply sharing data, all the way through to full regional economic integration (Sadoff and Grey, 2005). These authors suggest that the challenge is determine the right kind of co-operation – one where the benefits outweigh the costs. Grey et al (2009) indicate;
"Experience suggests, quite simply, that countries cooperate in the management of transboundary waters not when compelled by principles or an 'ethics of cooperation,' but when the net benefits of cooperation are perceived to be greater than the net benefits of non-cooperation, and the distribution of these net benefits is perceived to be fair." 

In SADC, however, countries perceive a significant benefit from the commitment to cooperate as part of a process leading towards greater regional integration. In this sense immediate economic benefits may not be immediately apparent, but may accrue from creating a better enabling environment for regional integration. Nevertheless, the Delphi workshops recognised that transboundary RBOs are most effective and sustainable when the costs of participating are significantly smaller than the costs of not participating. Inherently, this recognizes that the organization may grow as the benefits of cooperation grow. 

In ORASECOM’s case the costs of participating have grown appreciably over the last 2 years. The three ICP supported programmes require significant staff input for training, workshops, and project steering purposes. It is therefore increasingly important that an appropriate balance between costs and benefits is struck both in the short as well as longer term. This needs to recognize the potential lost opportunities for benefit sharing and regional cooperation, as well as the immediate costs of participation mostly in terms of staff time. 
 3.3 Role of Bilaterals
There are 3 broad types of RBOs;

Joint Technical Committees. 
Development Authorities or Commissions and
Basin Commissions. 
 The Joint Technical Committees and Development Authorities in the Orange-Senqu Basin are inherently strong arrangements, addressing key water related issues, doing their own planning, and addressing strategic problems. These bilateral arrangements are likely to remain in place at least for the foreseeable future, and the Contracting Parties are, and are likely to continue to, use(ing) these arrangements to address their water demands into the future. 
It is therefore unlikely that any Basin Wide Planning process in ORASECOM would replace planning and negotiation in the bilateral arrangements, and the outcomes of the 2nd workshop showed that delegates recognized that the bilateral arrangements will be a permanent feature of water resources management in the basin. However, discussions have highlighted that ORASECOM should provide a basin wide perspective, highlighting where the activities of one bilateral arrangement may impinge on another. It is important that ORASECOM demonstrates that this approach provides benefits to the Parties over and above those to be found in these bilateral arrangements –by demonstrating that a basin wide perspective is the only way of ensuring the reasonable and equitable use of water across all 4 Contracting Parties. 
4.
Outcomes of the first 2 workshops and related discussions
4.1
Background

The Delphi process to date has highlighted a number of issues that may influence the institutional structures and governance roles for ORASECOM.  These issues have been further elaborated in a series of discussions in each of the Member States and at the Secertariat, as well as in other processes. The picture emerging from this process is summarized below;
a) ORASECOM is an evolving organization.
A number of discussions in the workshops revealed that ORASECOM is, and will still, evolve(ing) according to changing circumstances. Already it is shifting from building a common understanding of the basin, towards making recommendations on the management of the basin. It was recognized that in the longer term realization of SADC’s goals of greater regional integration would create a very different space for ORASECOM. However, the outcomes of the first workshop highlighted that most participants thought that this was a longer term vision, and that in the medium term the basin wide planning process should focus on meeting water needs and protecting the water environment.  
b) Aligned and coordinated plans

The outcomes of the first workshop suggested that participants saw the Basin Wide Planning process primarily as aligning and coordinating existing planning processes in the basin. This recognizes that the bilateral arrangements and Contracting Parties will continue to plan to meet their water demands into the future, but that the Basin Wide Plan would coordinate and align these, and ensure that they did not impinge on one another. 

This would mean that plans emerging from the Contracting Parties or bilateral arrangements would be aligned and coordinated within the single basin wide model. Where ‘mis-alignment’
 occurs ORASECOM could recommend options to address this for consideration by the Contracting Parties or bilateral arrangements. In this way, the detailed negotiations around options to address mis-alignment would be done either by the bilateral arrangements or by the individual Contracting Parties. The use of the single model would make these processes more transparent.  Importantly, also, mis-alignment would highlight the value of the basin wide persective, and will allow the ORASECOM to grow organically.
The  2nd  Delphi workshop derived the following objective for the basin wide plan;

“To provide a framework for sustainable development (and management) of (the water resources/shared Orange-Senqu River Basin), taking into account (promoting) the need for improved distribution and equitable allocation of benefits/ensure mutual benefits, in order to contribute towards socio-economic upliftment of communities within the basin, to ensure current and future water security for basin states, (and promote regional integration).”

In this sense, the aligned plan would provide the ‘framework’ ensuring the current and future water security of the Contracting Parties, allowing them to sustain the upliftment of their communities without compromising the abilities of the other Contracting Parties to do the same for their communities. 
Importantly, the manner in which the Contracting Parties achieve this, the appropriate balance between protection and use, and the risk of not meeting agreed assurance of supply targets would become issues of national concern. ORASECOM would consequently support the Contracting Parties in the realization of their goals. Importantly, discussions at the 2nd workshop highlighted the fact that activities to develop the plan should focus on providing a common understanding and single modeling basis for the plan.
c) The Scope and focus of the Basin Wide Plan
Deliberations at the 2nd workshop suggested that the  key areas for inclusion in the BWP are (in ranked order);
· Improving Water Resources Quality

· Basin Planning

· Meeting the Water Demands in the Basin States

Within these areas ORASECOM is viewed as having a significant implementation role in improving water resources quality and Basin Planning. But there was much less support for the role of ORASECOM in meeting the Contracting Parties water demands. This lends further support to the aligned planning concept.
ORASECOM is seen to have a major implementation role in monitoring programmes, but the development of these was not seen as a critical part of the BWP. The same can be said of Stakeholder Participation

d)  Different Planning horizons
There are 3 potential planning horizons; 
1) Annual Operating Plans. For this planning horizon Contracting Parties would – through ORASECOM – jointly agree on restrictions, or options to flood risks due to the state of the storage. 

2) Operational planning where the Contracting Parties and the bilateral arrangements would propose their medium term plans for the basin, as well as their operating rules for inclusion in the basin wide model. 
3) Strategic Planning would take a long term perspective advising and assisting the Contracting Parties to develop longer term development trajectories – specifically where these may be affected by water availability. 

e) ORASECOM is not a negotiating body

A number of discussions suggest that ORASECOM is not generally perceived as a negotiating body. Concerns have been expressed that negotiation in ORASECOM may ultimately lead to some of the Parties having to become arbitrators. The Agreement also suggests that the organization should take decisions on a consensus basis, and that any disagreement between the Parties should be the subject of separate negotiations. 

The Agreement also establishes the organization as a technical advisor. Discussions at the previous workshops (and other venues) suggested that delegates saw ORASECOM as providing a common technical basis for separate negotiation between the Parties. It has also been recognized that the complexity of the basin would make multilateral negotiation very difficult. 
Discussion at the 2nd workshop also indicated that delegates did not foresee ORASECOM playing a role in the ‘notification’ process and that this should still occur through the official diplomatic channels.
f) A limited implementation role

ORASECOM’s role in implementing and monitoring the Basin Wide Plan was addressed in detail in the 1st Delphi workshop. It was clear from the discussions that none of the delegates advocated that ORASECOM should only serve to share data and information. While some delegates suggested that ORASECOM should evolve towards an implementing role – taking over management of the infrastructure – the body of support was for the organization to focus on monitoring and reporting on implementation of interventions or agreements made in the Basin Wide Plan. 
However, it was accepted that ORASECOM may be entrusted with limited implementation roles where agreed by the Parties. For example Joint Basin Survey’s could be planned and implemented through the Secretariat.
g) A lean and mean Secretariat

The need to retain a small Secretariat, as per the original design was reiterated on a number of occasions. The Contracting Parties have also indicated that the Secretariat should operate within its existing annual budget of R 2 million. 

4.2
Summary
Perhaps the most important outcome of the workshops and discussions has been that the complexity of the process, as well as the different perspectives on the problem would make it very difficult to derive a single narrowly defined form for the Basin Wide Plan, as well as for the role that ORASECOM will play in implementing this plan.
Importantly none of the options explored or emerging out of the process would suggest that a radically different institutional structure and governance was necessary. However, certain institutional forms and roles may strengthen the ability of the organization to deliver on its mandate. The following sections outline the outcomes of the 3rd workshop in this light. 

5.
Outcomes of the 3rd workshop

5.1
Background

The workshop started with welcome remarks from a representative from Lesotho. Official opening remarks were presented by Mr. Lenka Thamae, the Executive Secretary of ORASECOM. Mr. Thamae expressed his expectation that this 3rd and final workshop would provide an indication of what the institutional structure that ORASECOM would need to put in place in order for the organisation to effectively respond to the planning needs of a changing basin. The results of this workshop together with those of the previous two workshops would be tabled at Council in April for final endorsement, where delegations could provide their national perspectives. 

Following the official opening the facilitators presented a summary of the findings from the first two Delphi workshops highlighting the lessons that have been learned over the past three years from discussions among the Parties and other stakeholders (described in the previous sections). The institutional implications of these lessons were discussed and a Delphi exercise conducted to established what would be a preferred institutional set up for ORASECOM. Finally, the workshop discussed and made recommendations as to what would be the optimal way of involving stakeholders in the operations of ORASECOM. 

 As with previous workshops, the delegates to were advised to keep the following points about the Delphi exercises in mind when expressing their opinions:

· The numbering on the scale used does not imply any preference or value as all options are equally valid.
· The process works by not influencing the opinions in each round. Initial questions are for clarity only.
· The answers individual experts provided represented their individual expert opinion.  The results will be tabled at Council where Delegations can take a national position. 
· It is important to establish a common understanding of the Scenarios before expressing an opinion. 
· Initial scenarios can be modified after discussion if needed.
· Subsequent rounds may pose the question differently. 
5.2
Institutional structures and governance roles 
The following two scenarios for possible institutional arrangements and governance roles were posed to the workshop delegates;
Scenario A: Technical Advisory Body with a focus on Resource Development

ORASECOM continues providing technical advisory services aimed at promoting alignment of national, bilateral and basin wide plans without assuming any negotiation roles. The primary focus of ORASECOM remains that of identifying issues and promoting a common understanding among the Parties of the identified issues. ORASECOM’s role remains that of making recommendations for actions that are then addressed at either national or bilateral level by the Parties. Technical issues continue to be addressed by Council. Technical Task Teams of ORASECOM continue operating with some members of Council included as members of these Teams. Bilateral arrangements still retain the responsibility for negotiating details of water resources management plans with ORASECOM being responsible for limited implementation and monitoring of the basin wide plan but only in so far as it relates to the conduct of basin wide surveys. 

Council is the highest body of ORASECOM. Members of Council are appointed by Parties through a process of diplomatic accreditation which subsumes full delegation of authority to act on behalf of the member states. Council recommends actions to Parties through a Committee of Senior Officials and a Committee of Ministers from the four member states. Since the members that are appointed to Council by members are senior technical officers, Council has tended to retain some technical role in the operations of ORASECOM in addition to the fiduciary role that they also exercise over the institution. Subject Task Teams are mandated to analyse technical issues through a system of specialised issue-based Steering Committees. Task Teams make recommendations to Council on proposed actions through the ORASECOM Secretariat. The Secretariat is the management entity of ORASECOM which conducts day-to-day business on behalf of the Commission. It is headed by an Executive Secretary who is assisted by a Water Resources Specialist and a Finance and Administrative Officer. 

This scenario represents the status quo in the governance structure of ORASECOM. There have been problems with this arrangement especially at Council level where Council has tended to focus on discussing technical issues which should ideally be the focus of Task Teams. The need for Council to refer decisions to a Committee of Senior Officials also adds another layer in the decision making process. 

Scenario B: Implementing body with Decision Making Powers

Under this scenario, ORASECOM would have a similar organic structure as described in scenario A with the exception that Council would not discuss technical issues and would not have to refer decisions to a higher level Committee of Senior Officials. The instruments of appointment of members to Council would confer full authority to members to make decisions on behalf of member states. The decision made by Council would therefore not need ratification by another higher level body as is the case under Scenario A. Task Teams would operate through specific subject steering committees as described in Scenario A above. 

Under this scenario, Council assumes more of a strategic role and operates like a Board of Directors akin to the corporate world. Council will assume fiduciary and governance responsibilities and oversight on the operations of the Secretariat. With respect to activities on the ground, Council will provide strategic guidance and make decisions that could potentially affect Parties and bilaterals on the basis of recommendations provided by Task Teams. 

As stated above, Task Teams will be retained under this scenario where they will be expected to guide various ORASECOM projects. In performing this role, Task Teams will also be responsible for formulating recommendations for the effective implementation of projects on the basis of recommendations from project specific steering committees. Membership of Task Team will be multilateral and drawn from technical officials from relevant Ministries and or agencies responsible for water in each of the member states. This way, technical recommendations will be drawn up by representatives of all member states to the Commission.

The Secretariat would continue performing the same functions as they do now and ensure that recommendations from Task Teams are presented to Council in a manner that would obviate the need for Council to re-open the technical discussions on such issues. The use of annotated agenda is one way that the Secretariat can facilitate this change in the manner Council currently operates. More importantly, the Secretariat will become the repository for ORASECOM’s data and information. The Secretariat will also become the conduit through which all cooperating partners working with ORASECOM will be coordinated especially with respect to fund raising.

Presentation of the scenarios was followed by a discussion during which delegates registered discomfort with the suggestion in Scenario B that Council assume total control of proceedings and not report through Senior Officials. The suggestion that Senior Officials be made members of Council was also considered to be impractical due to the heavy work schedules these Officials carry.

With these comments, Scenario B was amended to include a Committee of Senior Officials which would be responsible for briefing Ministers before the Conference of the Parties. The two new scenarios were then subjected to a Delphi exercise, the results of which are shown in the graph overleaf.     

There was no clear consensus or picture emerging from this first round of the Delphi process. In most cases respondents preferred combinations of the scenarios, suggesting for example Council’s role from Scenario B, but the Task Teams from A, etc. (see the detailed comments in Appendix A.) 

After some discussion it was decided to repeat this Delphi with modified scenarios, but to allow the delegates to respond differently for Senior Officials, Council and Task Team levels. The modified scenarios were developed overnight and presented for a further Delphi the following day. These Scenarios are outlined overleaf, and the results are presented on page 14.
Results for Delphi 1 – round 1: Governance and Institutional Arrangements
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Institutional / Governance Scenarios Delphi 1 - Round 2

	Levels
	Scenario A (1)
	Scenario B (5)
	Scenario C (10)

	Level 1 – Ministers and Senior Officials
	· Regular Meetings of Senior Officials (annually) 

· Regular Meetings of Ministers of Water (every 2 years) - preceded by Senior Officials meeting.

· Becomes a standing meeting placed in the Ministers diaries 

· Agenda driven by Council – i.e. Council reports on progress against the ORASECOM Programme, but Council takes direction from Senior Officials and Ministers.

· Discusses ORASECOM business, and progress. 


	· Regular Meetings of Senior Officials (annually) 

· Regular Meetings of Ministers of Water (every 2 years) - preceded by Senior Officials meeting.

· Becomes a standing meeting placed in the Ministers diaries 

· Agenda driven by Ministers on advice from Council.

· Becomes a dialogue process where progress is reported but the Ministers and Senior Officials provide clear direction with respect to political priorities.


	· A Conference of the Parties (every two years).

· May be formalised in some way.

· Meeting of the Parties (i.e. the governments of Member States), and may include other line Ministries as appropriate to the discussion.

· Aims to get agreement to implement interventions critical to basin wide management.

· It will be preceded by several meetings of senior officials. 



	Level 2 - Council
	· Discusses and reviews the recommendations from Level 3 in some detail.

· Provides management and fiduciary oversight for the organisation.

· Liaises with Level 1.

· Agrees on the Recommendations
	· Provides strategic direction to the organisation as guided by level 

· Provides fiduciary and management oversight over the organisation.

· May refer issues back to level 3 where they believe the technical analysis requires more work.

· Liaises with Level 1

· Agrees on Recommendations.


	· As per scenario 2, but Council is made up of DGs, PSes, DDG’s or DPSes – supported by governance advisors (CFOs).

Note: In this case Council is made up of Senior Officials and would liaise directly with Ministers and/or the CoP. 

	Level 3 – Where most of the work is done
	· Task Teams take on a ‘Technical Steering Committee’ role.

· Additional pre-council meetings to prepare submissions.

· Separate annual Project Steering Committee meetings as per the requirements of the ICPs.

· Programme Strategy Committee manages implementation of the ORASECOM Programme – Chaired by ES attended by ICPs and Task Teams.

· ICPs coordination meeting chaired by ES, aims to avoid supporting overlapping projects 


	· Task Teams meet to prepare submissions to Council.

· Separate Steering Committees are established and dissolved as is needed to technically steer assignments / projects. 

· These provide notes to the Task Teams, and are made up of specialists in that field.

· Programme Strategy Committee manages implementation of the ORASECOM Programme – Chaired by ES attended by ICPs and hence addresses the overlap issues.


	· An Orange-Senqu Steering Committee is established.

· Coordinates all the technical work to ensure implementation of the ORASECOM Programme.

· The Agenda may be set according to the Programme Gantt Chart.

· Meets to prepare submission to Council and may meet additionally on a six monthly basis (if Council only meets annually).

· Establishes sub-committees to technically steer assignments and projects – these meet as is needed.

· Reports to ICPs where overlaps may occur.
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 It was apparent that there was greater consensus on the second round of the Delphi, particularly with respect to the task teams. Discussions highlighted that there was concern expressed about a regular Conference of the Parties in the first level, but that this could have value on an ‘as needed basis’. Similarly, it was recognized that Council cold not entirely dispense with a technical oversight role, but that this formed part of its fiduciary role – ensuring that the organization was still applying good technical practice. With this change, the following picture emerged regarding the most appropriate institutional form for the organization.
1) Meetings of the Ministers of Water should be formalised and agreed between the Parties, with regular (every 2 years) meetings included as part of the Ministers diaries well in advance. These meetings would set the long term direction for the organization, and ensure that it remained responsive to changing political needs and priorities.
2) This could be supplemented by a possible ‘Conference of the Parties’ extending beyond the water sector. These will be on an as needed basis, and would be aimed at getting agreement on major issues affecting the management of the Basin.
3) Meetings of Senior Officials should be formalised and held on an annual basis, before one of the Council meetings. These would provide oversight between developments in the Contracting Parties, and the work of ORASECOM.  
4) Council should assume a fiduciary oversight role, akin to the role of a Board in the Para-state sector. Council would meet on an annual basis – just before the meetings of Senior Officials. Council would limit technical discussion to ensuring that the technical process remained sound. The transition to this governance role could be effected through ‘Annotated Agenda’ – focusing the discussion in Council. 

5) A single Orange-Senqu Steering Committee should be established which would debate and integrate technical, communication, legal and stakeholder issues. This could evolve out of the existing Programme Steering Committee. Its primary mandate would be to manage and deliver according to the ORASECOM Gantt Chart. This Committee could establish sub-committees to provide detailed guidance to assignments on an as needed basis. These would be dissolved once the work had been completed. This committee would meet 2 x per year, and typically for 2 days. The project / assignment sub-committees would report to these meetings.
6) The Secretariat’s role was to be similar to that of the Executive in the private sector. It was recognized that only the Secretariat works on ORASECOM issues on a daily basis so there was need to empower them to ensure the day-to-day functioning as well as to follow up on resolutions of both the Steering Committee and Council to ensure that these were implemented. 

5.2
Stakeholder participation 
The SADC guidelines for stakeholder participation for strengthening RBOs (SADC 2010) defines participation as a process of involving stakeholders in problem solving and decision making for better decisions. It describes three dimensions of participation:

· Form: Describes public participation spectrum (developed by the International Association for Public Participation). The spectrum includes five levels of participation indicating the flow and use of information escalating the level of public impact, i.e. inform - consult – involve - collaborate - empower)
· Scale: Describes the spatial level / geographic scale of the participation process ranging from local, national to basin wide.
· Scope: Indicates the management level at which participation occurs, e.g. project, programnme, or policy.

These dimensions were used as the framework for the three scenarios presented in the table overleaf. 

NOTE: The details on each of the dimensions resent the key arguments and ranges in options taken from the reviewed literature. The scenarios are intended to represent a range in participation from no stakeholder participation at basin level, to extensive participation at basin level. The scenarios are not intended to depict proposed stakeholder participation models, but rather a range of options that can be used to explore member state preferences for a stakeholder participation process, that can later be refined and used to inform the development of a participation model.

	SCENARIO 1
	SCENARIO 2
	SCENARIO 3

	Stakeholders participate directly in National Level forums only and are represented at Basin Level by Parties
	Participation of stakeholders at National Level (Scenario 1) AND observer status participation at Basin Level
	Stakeholders participate directly at Basin Level through specifically established Forum and Basin Wide Committees

	a) SCALE

Stakeholder participation at national level. Each Member State: 

· Establishing Basin Council of stakeholders established at national level

· Providing resources for their national participation processes 

· Ensure enabling policy and legislative environment at national level

· Undertake communication and awareness programmes

· Ensure that all affected persons have reasonable opportunity to express their views, plans, projects

· Co-ordination with state and non-state actors

· Ensure national participation processes are inclusive, equitable, flexible, transparent and has integrity

Member states must ensure that real felt needs of their stakeholders are represented at basin level -  not what those in authority consider needs to be


	a) SCALE
Stakeholders from each member state participate at national level and nominate accredited representatives to participate at Basin Level

· Each Member State runs own national process (same as Scenario 1):

· Resourced by Member State

· Ensure balanced power relations between stakeholders 

· Facilitates national election of accredited stakeholder representatives for Observer Platform 

· All levels of stakeholder – grassroots to technical specialists 

· ORASECOM establishes Basin Wide Observer Platform

· Observer platform resourced through ORASECOM

· ORASECOM facilitates balancing power relations between stakeholders (from grassroots to national and technical)

· ORASECOM undertakes communication and awareness programmes at Basin Level

· ORASECOM ensures basin level participation processes are inclusive, equitable, flexible, transparent and has integrity
	a) SCALE

Stakeholders from each member states participate at nation level and Basin Level

· Member States resource and manage nation level participation process (same as Scenario 1)
· Basin Wide Committees and Forum established by ORASECOM at trans-national level

· Basin Wide Committees and Forum resourced through ORASECOM

· Basin Wide Forum includes State and Non-State actors from each member state

· ORASECOM facilitates

· balance in power relations at basin level between:

(a)  Each of the Member States,  and  

(b)  Stakeholders from grassroots to technical levels

· ORASECOM implements and resources Basin Level communication strategy and capacity building

· Ensures Basin Wide participation processes are inclusive, equitable, flexible, transparent and has integrity

Stakeholders represent their own views, projects and preferences at basin level and interact directly with stakeholders from other Member States at transboundary level

	b) FORM
	b) FORM
	b) FORM

	· At national level stakeholders participate in all forms 

· Inform – consult – collaborate –empowered to participate in decision making and co-management at national level 

· Progression as capacity of stakeholders is built

· Stakeholder input on local and national projects as well as basin wide plan


	· Member State stakeholders participate at their national level 
· Inform – consult – collaborate –empowered to participate in decision making and co-management at national level 

· Stakeholder participation at Basin Level 

· Observer capacity only 

· Inform and potentially consult if invited by Council or Task Teams

· Observers sit in on Task Team, Committee and Council meetings

· Observe debate on issues, decision making processes and outcomes 

· Achieve transparency and buy in from national level stakeholders of decisions taken at basin level 

· Return to Member States and explain/justify decisions at national level)
	· Nation level consultation form from inform to empower

· Stakeholder participation at Basin Level in limited form to Inform – consult only 
· Stakeholders not participating at a Basin level in collaboration or empowered to participate in decision making and co-management

· Stakeholders provided information and consulted on basin wide plan



	c) SCOPE

Scope of participation at national level is from Project to national Policy

· Stakeholders participate in decision making and co-management at national level  with input into local and national projects 

· Stakeholder views, plans, projects etc represented at Basin Level and incorporated into Basin Wide Plan through Council representatives and Task Teams
	c) SCOPE

Scope of participation at national level is from Project to national Policy

· Stakeholders participate in decision making and co-management at national level  with input into local and national projects 

· Stakeholder views, plans, projects etc represented at Basin Level and incorporated into Basin Wide Plan through Council representatives and Task Teams

· Stakeholders gain insight into basin level projects, policy and development plans 

· have no say or input into these unless consulted by Council or Technical Teams

· Stakeholders from all member states engage on basin wide issues but only in observer capacity
	c) SCOPE

Scope of participation includes direct information sharing and consultation with all stakeholders on basin wide development and ORASECOM’s recommendation

· Stakeholders represent their own views, plans, projects at Basin Level
· Stakeholders engage directly with each other and negotiate to reach consensus / agreement and have input into basin level development plans and projects



	d) SUMMARY OF ROLE OF ORASECOM

· Advises contracting parties on national stakeholder participation processes to facilitate alignment between Member States

· Facilitates balance of power relations and representation of stakeholders across Member States to compensate for disparities in resources and democratic representivty 

· Facilitates equity of decision making across member states at Basin Wide Level

IMPLICATIONS

· Responsibility for stakeholder input and resource burden borne at National Level largely borne by Member States

· ORASECOM responsible for advising / moderating at transboundary level

· Stakeholders across member states to not engage directly
	d) SUMMARY OF ROLE OF ORASECOM

· ORASECOM advises Parties on national processes to facilitate alignment between Member States

· Responsible for establishing Observer Platform 

· providing access of accredited observers to meetings

· ORASECOM does not nominate, evaluate or approve Observers 

· Member States nominate and accredit observers at National Level

IMPLICATIONS
· Still resource burden but not as large as Scenario 3 

· Responsibility for input of stakeholders borne by Member States

· ORASECOM’s observer platform facilitates basin level transparency etc
	d) SUMMARY OF ROLE OF ORASECOM

· Responsible for Basin Wide Stakeholder Participation, establishing communication and awareness strategies, and establishing institutions

· Challenge to ensure equitable representation of all stakeholder groups (from grassroots to national and technical) from all Member states directly at Basin Wide Level

IMPLICATIONS

· Very resource dependent and expensive and responsibility borne by ORASECOM

· sustainability?

· All Member State stakeholders negotiate directly and have input into basin level development plans and projects


Results of Voting

The graphic illustration of the outcomes of the voting (see graph to left) suggest a preference for scenario 2 (stakeholder participation at national level in each of the member states, with a basin wide observer platform with stakeholders attending task team meetings and steering committee meetings). There is also some support for scenario 3 (national level stakeholder participation with a basin wide stakeholder forum), as well as suggestions for a scenario representing a mixture of dimensions of scenarios 2 and 3.

Discussion 

The outcomes of the single round of voting in the Delphi Workshop indicates a preference for stakeholder participation at a basin wide level, particularly Scenario 2 which describes involvement of stakeholders in an observer capacity. There is also a level of support for a graduation towards more extensive stakeholder participation at the basin wide level, including the establishment of a basin wide forum. This could be indicative of support for expanded stakeholder participation at a basin wide level as the capacity of stakeholders and resources necessary to support this level of participation and developed.

The workshop participants’ comments also make recommendations on certain process issues, for example:

· The nomination of observers needs to be investigated further, for example it could involve nomination or democratic election.

· The form of participation of stakeholders in an observer platform needs careful consideration, it may also include involve / collaborate etc.

· The scope of participation may extend to policy level

· Reflect responsibility of ORASECOM to resource basin level structures

It was however stressed that, in line with an ORASECOM Council decision taken at a recent Council Meeting, stakeholder participation (e.g. presence of observers) at ORASECOM Council meetings would not currently be considered.
6. The way ahead

The results of all three Delphi workshops will now be written up in a single detailed report on the process, making recommendations for ORASECOM’s role in developing and monitoring the Basin Wide Plan, as well as the institutional structures and roles of the organisation.
These will be presented at the next Council meeting for discussion.

Annex A:- Detailed results of the Institutional Delphi

	Scale
	Votes
	Comments

	1
	4
	Scenario A but with reservations at Programme Strategy Committee and Task Teams in particular their role versus ICP projects (this I feel you got wrong)

Ministers should meet annually

Bullet 2 from Scenario A to be moved to Scenario B

	2
	2
	Ministers meeting should be scheduled once in two years

I would like to see the formation of Orange –Senqu Steering Committee  because it puts all the task teams at the same level. In addition, for the Strategy Committee, I like what Scenario B is proposing and for the Secretariat. With all others I go for Scenario A.

	3
	-
	

	4
	1
	Movement towards Scenario B with time. For the moment scenario A can still hold in general.

	5
	2
	Combination of tasks is ok but should not undermine the structure and involvement of key delegates.

Roles od Senior Officials,Council and Task Teams as in Scenario A

Roles of Ministers, Programme Strategy Committee and Steering Committee as in Scenario B. 

	6
	1
	

	7
	2
	But retaining current Task Team structures and steering committees at about Programme Strategy Committee level

	8
	2
	Council be comprised of at least Deputy Director Generals or Deputy Permanent/Principal  Secretaries. 

Provided that conference of the Parties is made up of Ministers and Senior Offcials as they always meet back to back. (Few technical teams is good)

	9
	-
	

	10
	2
	However combine Ministers with Senior Officials

Include that if the need arises Parties can have an Extraordinary meeting

Include all ORASECOM visits

The word “may” is light weight. Consider something more elaborate.

There may be issues with implementation 

	Total
	16
	


Annex B: Detailed results of the stakeholder Delphi 
	Scenario Number
	Votes
	Participant Comments

	1
	1
	-National Level only
-Provide minutes back to stakeholders to ensure transparency and to disseminate information
-There are issues that are often confidential which are discussed at basin level, which may not be necessary for stakeholders to know at a certain stage

	2
	 
	 

	3
	 
	 

	4
	 
	 

	5
	7
	-Nomination of observers to be negotiated further
-Representation at Forum should be democratically decided
-Stakeholders need to observe that their views are properly represented at Basin Wide Level. Their participation at National level only would limit this
-Observer status is ideal for stakeholders to have the feel of ORASECOM 
-Stakeholders should have say in Projects, Policy and Plans

	6
	2
	-Delete stakeholder participation in Council meetings under Form; Allow stakeholders to engage directly with each other under Scope; ORASECOM resources this at basin level

	7
	 
	 

	8
	1
	 

	9
	 
	 

	10
	3
	-Scale and Scope of Scenario C preferred; Form of Scenario B preferred

	Total
	14
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� The original Logframe for the EU support provided for the development of a Basin Master Plan. Recognizing potential overlaps with the other Programmes, this was changed in the Inception Phase so that the EU support would focus on the kind of Basin Wide Plan that should be delivered.  


� Mis-alignment would occur when that planned activities in one part of the basin would impinge on the planned activities in another, either through quantity or quality considerations.
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