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Background to the Study

More than 400 international treaties or agreements re-
lated to shared water resources have been signed since 
1820, excluding agreements on navigation, fisheries, or 
the demarcation of borders. However, 60 per cent of 
international basins do not have any cooperative man-
agement framework in place (De Stefano et al., 2010).
 Out of the 263 major international rivers, 59 are in Af-
rica (Wolf, 2002). Some of these major river/lake basins 
are shared by as many as ten or more African countries 
and ten major river basins are shared by more than four 
African countries. The political boundaries of fourteen 
African countries almost entirely fall within the catch-
ment areas of one or more transboundary river systems. 
Twelve African countries are co-riparians to four or more 
river basins. 
 In 2011, the African Ministers Council on Water (AM-
COW) requested the European Union Water Initiative 
Africa Working Group (EUWI-AWG) to support its work 
on monitoring and evaluation by mapping development 
partner support in the thematic areas of AMCOW’s work 
plan, in order to complement AMCOW’s reporting to 
the Assembly of the African Union. “Managing water 
resources (transboundary water resources)” is part of 
AMCOW’s triennial work plan (2011-2013). It includes 
activities on: 
•	 Developing enabling frameworks.
•	 Reviewing, monitoring and reporting.
•	 Strengthening collaboration with civil society and 

partner institutions.
•	 Governance, capacity building and training.

Simultaneously, EUWI-AWG decided to increase its fo-
cus in the area of water resources management. As an 
outcome of discussions within the group, a decision 
was made to update the survey done by Deutsche 
Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) 
in 2007 on “donor activity in the field of transbound-
ary water cooperation in Africa” covering the period of 
2004-2007. The 2004-2007 GIZ survey respondents 
were bilateral development partners (Canada, Denmark, 
France, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, 
Switzerland, UK and USA) and multilateral development 
partners (AfDB, EC, GEF, UNDP and the World Bank).
 In addition to the GIZ survey, there are other pre-
vious assessments on transboundary waters in Afri-
ca. The AMCOW & ANBO Sourcebook, published by 
the Africa Network of Basin Organisations (ANBO)/
AMCOW Sourcebook on Africa’s River and Lake Basin 
Organisations in 2007 (AMCOW & ANBO, 2007), was 
used for this survey to identify the basin organisations 
in transboundary rivers and lakes in Africa. In addition 
to the data collected from the basin organisations, the 
Sourcebook has served as reference for the legal and 
geographical characteristics of the transboundary basins 
for this study.
 This survey aimed to build on and update the GIZ sur-
vey. It uses a wider response group by including trans-
boundary basin organisations (TBOs). It also includes 
financial support from riparian states.
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The purpose of the mapping is two-fold: 1. Provide the 
basis, within the European development partner com-
munity, for enhancing aid effectiveness and division of 
labour in the area of transboundary water management; 
and 2. Compile and disseminate, particularly to poten-
tial beneficiaries, information on current development 
partners’ support and policy priorities; their implications 
vis-à-vis the implementation of the priorities outlined in 
AMCOW’s work plan; and identify gaps.

Design
Similar to the GIZ survey, it aims to:
•	 Compare available funding in different basins.
•	 Compare available funding for regional partner organ-

isations.
•	 Identify trends in the coordination and harmonisation 

of support by development partners.
•	 Identify gaps in aid delivery. 
•	 Facilitate common missions and coordinated analyti-

cal work, and provide a basis for facilitation of devel-
opment partner coordination on the ground by giving 
general background information.

In addition to the GIZ survey, it also aims to:
•	 Provide information on current development coop-

eration policy priorities in the area of transboundary 
waters. 

•	 Identify how EU funding complements other sources 
of financial support from riparian states and other bi-
lateral/multilateral development partners.

•	 Compare the activities receiving financial support 
from development partners with the focus areas in-
cluded in the 2011-2013 AMCOW Work Plan.

Responses
Three different surveys were designed for targeted bi-
lateral/multilateral development partners, Transbound-
ary Basin Organisations (TBOs) and Regional Economic 
Communities (RECs) respectively.1 The survey was de-
signed to retrieve information on “who supports whom 
for what”. Surveys were sent out to 23 bilateral/multi-

lateral development partners, 15 TBOs and 5 RECs by 
email. The response rate was 16 (70 per cent) from de-
velopment partners, 10 (67 per cent) from TBOs and 0 
from RECs. The list of survey respondents can be found 
in Box 2 and 3. 
 The absence of responses from RECs has made it 
impossible to include them in this study. It should also 
be noted that some development partners who provide 
significant funding were not able to provide the required 
data in time for inclusion in the survey.
 The survey seeks to gather data on support provid-
ed both to the management of transboundary surface 
water and groundwater in Africa. The surveys sent out 
to the three different groups of respondents included 
specific questions on support to transboundary ground-
water management. However, none of the respondents 
indicated such support. 

Limitations
The survey has collected data on the actual funds that 
were disbursed during 2011 rather than committed. Un-
like the survey conducted by GIZ in 2007, this is a single 
year survey. This limitation comes with the risk of the 
study providing a skewed picture of the level of support, 
as 2011 only represents a snapshot of the longer-term 
trends in support. As shown in Figure 1, 2011 was a 
year of reduced support to water resources policy and 
administrative management2 (OECD-DAC, 2013). This 
limitation should be noted, and was accepted by the 
survey team due to the benefits of keeping data-gath-
ering simple for respondents. This was found to be im-
portant, as data on financial support to TWM is generally 
not recorded separately by development partners, as it 
is not a separate field in the OECD-DAC development 
assistance statistics database. This will be discussed in 
another section of the report. Some respondents men-
tioned that continuous support from their organisations 
would be missed out in the data collection. There will 
be a special note on the multi-year support to TWM in 
the relevant case. 

Scope of the Survey

1 Please see page 6 about the criteria for selecting TBOs.
2 OECD DAC’s definition of this category of aid: Water sector policy and governance, including legislation, regulation, planning and management 
as well as transboundary management of water; institutional capacity development; activities supporting the Integrated Water Resource Manage-
ment approach.
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Figure 1: Official development assistance to water resources policy and administrative manage-
ment from all OECD-DAC countries, 2002-2011.

Box 1: Survey components

The survey to development partners was comprised of four 
sections: 
 
1. Policy priorities in TWM. 
2. Financial support to transboundary basins. 
3. Financial support to multi-basin projects, regional and Pan-African 

institutions. 
4. Non-earmarked TWM support from multilateral and international 

organisations/funds.

The survey to RECs and TBOs survey was comprised of three 
sections: 

Survey design
The list of TBOs selected to re-
ceive the survey can be found in 
Appendix 1. The criteria for se-
lecting the TBOs include basin 
size and multilateral represen-
tation. The minimum basin size 
included in the survey is 60,000 
km2. TBOs that do not have ba-
sin wide membership have been 
excluded. It should be noted that 
although some basins may not 
have a fully-constituted TBO 
(with a distinct legal personality) 
there may be various technical 
committees in existence, but 
without a distinct legal person-
ality allowing them to receive or 
disburse funds. 
 The survey investigates grant 
funding for basin management 
and associated issues – such 
as the development of poli-
cies, laws, strategies and insti-
tutions. Collectively these form 
the transboundary institutional 
framework for specific basins 
and regions and serve as a foun-
dation for fugure investments 
in infrastructure development. 
Thus the study does not include 
data on infrastructure invest-
ment financing in transboundary 
basins. While the development 
of water-related infrastructure 
such as dams, water transfers 
and hydro-power installations is 
of great importance in Africa, this 
funding has been left out of this 
survey as much of it comes in the form of loans and 
include at least some interest component, thus earn-
ing revenue for the investor. This is fundamentally dif-
ferent to the grant type financing which is represented 
by development assistance and serves to develop the 
institutional basis for downstream investments in infra-
structure. However, the question can be raised as to 

how large the investments in water resources manage-
ment and institutional strengthening that are reported 
here are in proportion to investments in infrastructure. 
The data presented in the current study can provide the 
basis for such a discussion – however further studies 
would be needed.

1. Institutional framework of the TBO/REC. 
2. Planning and financial framework.
3. Sources of finance.
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Box 2: Data from the following 
development partners were 
used for this report

Box 3: Data from the following 
transboundary basin organisa-
tions were used for this report

Bilateral development partners

Australia (AT)
Austria (AU)
Denmark (DK)
Finland (FI)
France (FR)
Germany (DE)
Japan (JP)
Netherlands (NL)
Norway (NO)
Sweden (SE)
Switzerland (CH)
United Kingdom (UK)

Multilateral development partners

African Development Bank (AfDB) 
including African Water Facility (AWF)
European Commission (EC)
European Investment Bank (EIB)
Global Environmental Facility (GEF)
World Bank (WB)

TBOs Basin

NBI  The Nile River
LVBC  Lake Victoria
VBA  The Volta River
NELSAP  The Nile equatorial lakes
LTA  Lake Tanganyika
LCBC  Lake Chad
CICOS  The Congo River
ZAMCOM The Zambezi River
ORASECOM The Orange-Senqu River
OMVS  The Senegal River

Development partner survey included questions on cur-
rent and foreseen upcoming policy priorities on TWM. 
The question on financial support designed was so that 
the respondent is asked to indicate the basins, the fund-
ing channel (TBOs and/or other organisations), core 
and programmatic contribution, and field of support. 
Development partners were limited to choose two fields 
of support (Table 7) that the contribution is directed to 
(see Box 4). 

Box 4. Development partner 
survery: Question on financial 
support to transboundary basins

STEP 1: Choose a transboundary basin

STEP 2: Indicate whether the support 
is given to the transboundary basin 

organisation listed, or “others” 
(another organisation)

STEP 3: Indicate core contribution and 
programmatic contribution

STEP 4: Choose field of support in the 
specific transboundary basin
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Key Findings

Policies on TWM among development partners
The survey directed to development partners included 
questions on policy priorities. In addition to the out-
come from the survey, a literature review was conduct-
ed. The policy documents and reference papers used 
for the analysis can be found in Appendix 2. The analysis 
focuses on the indication of the policy priorities to TWM 
support in Africa.

Policy objectives
The development partners have aligned themselves 
with the United Nations (UN) Millennium Development 
Goals (MDGs) in terms of policy priorities and sup-
port. MDG 7, to “Halve, by 2015, the proportion of the 

Figure 2: Comparison of official development assistance to African countries from all OECD-DAC countries for the sub-sectors water resources 
management and basic drinking water supply and sanitation, 2002-2011.

population without sustainable access to safe drinking 
water and basic sanitation” has successfully raised the 
profile of water supply and sanitation in development 
cooperation. Reflecting this trend, most of development 
partners have prioritised water supply and sanitation in 
their policies over water resources management. This is 
confirmed by data on aid disbursements from the OECD 
DAC database. Figure 2 compares how much of out of 
the total investment in the water sector in all African 
countries by OECD-DAC partners is allocated to water 
resources management activities as compared to in ba-
sic water supply and sanitation(OECD-DAC, 2013). 

All the development partners report data and statistics 
on support given to water resources management to 
OECD-DAC. However, OECD-DAC’s reporting process 
does not include any separate categories to report TWM 
support. Disaggregating TWM support as a sub-category 
under water resource management may improve moni-
toring and evaluation of progress in achieving objectives 
under TWM.
 Development assistance for water resource manage-
ment has been emphasised through the Integrated Wa-
ter Resource Management (IWRM) principles addressed 

during the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation (JPOI, 
2002). TWM has generally been considered as one of 
the most sensitive components of development assis-
tance (ODI and ARCADIS, 2000). This is not surprising 
given the implications for state sovereignty of adopting 
a multi-lateral approach to managing water resources. 
Nevertheless, at the regional African level there is clear 
recognition of the importance of addressing TWM, as 
evidenced by sections in the Africa Water Vision 2025 
and the 2008 Sharm el Sheikh commitments, which 
in turn is reflected in the AMCOW work plan (Theme 
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Box 5: Development partner 
policies on TWM in 2011
Substantive TWM  FI, DE, NL, SE, UK, EC, 
policies EIB, GEF, WB

TWM elements in  AT, AU, NO
general water policies 

No specific  DK, FR, CH, AfDB
mentioning of TWM

2: Managing water resources (Trans-boundary water 
resources). AMCOW (2012:13) also highlights this im-
portance, with 77 per cent of the African countries par-
ticipating reporting that they have made progress with 
the development and implementation of transboundary 
agreements. Nevertheless, AMCOW (2012) concluded 
that additional programmes are necessary to address 
the capacity requirements of governance structures for 
transboundary water. In particular this relates to the abil-
ity of national organisations to contribute at transbound-
ary level. In order to move beyond conflict resolution 
to complex issues of water resources management it 
is desirable that all basin countries achieve comparable 
levels of progress with IWRM. The latter would facilitate 
collaboration in water resources management and the 
sharing of the derived benefits. The convergence of EU 
and Africa policies on water and energy as drivers to 
economic growth and the perspective to address water 
in the water–food–energy nexus should be considered 
as a possible framework for support to TBOs and to 
transboundary collaboration.  

Transboundary waters as one of the challenges
Most of the development cooperation agencies have 
water policy documents which include water supply 
and sanitation and water resource management.3 Box 
5 shows the degree to which TWM is in policies; with 
the majority stating that they have substantive policies 
on TWM. Most of the multilateral development partners 
have addressed TWM as one of the primary concerns in 
their policy documents, though the specific focus varied 
between the respective organisations. For example, the 
multilateral banks have a greater focus on infrastructure 
development in the context of transboundary coopera-
tion, whereas bilateral actors give poverty eradication, 
social and environmental issues more prominence. 
 Most bilateral development partners have mentioned 
TWM in their water sector policy documents. In many 
cases, the development partners emphasise water re-
sources as a prioritised area, but specific components on 
TWM are not usually articulated at an overarching level 
such as a ‘vision’, ‘goal’ or ‘objective’. Denmark, Finland 
and the Netherlands indicated that their recent policy 
changes include more explicit components for support-
ing TWM. Australia has developed an African-specific 
policy, even though their TWM support is channelled 
through cooperation with the German government. This 
could be indicative of a gradual increase of the recogni-
tion of the importance of dealing with TWM issues in a 
development context. 

3 The policy documents included in this analysis are respectively “Sector Strategy”, “Strategy for Development Cooperation” and “Development 
Policy Programme”.
4 US Departement of State, www.state.gov/r/pa/prs/ps/2012/09/198159.htm; European Union, www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cms_data/
docs/pressdata/EN/foraff/132584.pdf

Box 6: Africa and EU political 
priorities

Africa Water Vision 2025

“A proper water resources management to allow 
sufficient water for food and energy security, for the 
environment, and that allows socio-economic devel-
opment eradicating poverty.”

EU Agenda for change

•	 Investments in drivers for inclusive and sustain-
able economic growth.

•	 Reduce exposure to global shocks such as climate 
change, ecosystem and resource degradation, 
and volatile and escalating energy and agricultural 
prices, by concentrating investment in sustainable 
agriculture and energy

For instance, Catherine Ashton, High Representative 
of the Union for Foreign Affairs & Security Policy and 
Vice-President of the European Commission, together 
with Hillary Clinton, the former US Secretary of State, 
called for cooperation on shared waters at a high-level 
discussion held September 25, 2012 at the United Na-
tions Headquarters.4 
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Funding trend in 2011
The number of basins that each development partner is 
active in has declined between 2011 and 2007 (see Ta-
ble 1). In 2007, most development partners were active 
in four or more basins (GIZ, 2007), while in 2011 the 
average is closer to three. This could indicate a greater 
focus by development partners. Several basins receive 
support from only one development partner which in-
dicates coordination and a division of labour between 
development partners. However, it should be noted that 
a couple of the development partners with the largest 
support programmes in the field of TWM were unable to 
submit data for use in the survey. 
 Another trend is that 
some development 
partners redirected their 
support to multilater-
al platforms instead of 
supporting individual 
transboundary basins 
(see Table 1). For ex-
ample, the African Water 
Facility (AWF) under the 
African Development 
Bank (AfDB) received 
support from bilateral 
and multilateral devel-
opment partners. 
 The World Bank’s 
new transboundary 
water programme, Co-
operation in Interna-
tional Waters in Africa 
(CIWA), receives sup-
port from bilateral de-
velopment partners, 
and the Nile Basin Trust 
Fund (NBTF) includes 
ten development part-
ners and channels their 
support to the Nile River 
basin. 

 
 Table 1 shows the TWM support from development 
partners in each transboundary basin. Even though the 
development partners each support fewer basins in 2011 
than indicated in the 2007 GIZ survey, the total number 
of basins has increased from 17 to 21. The Nile river ba-
sin receives support from the largest number of partners.  
Several basins receive support from only one devel-
opment partner. The question is whether this can be 
interpreted as indicating coordination and division of la-
bour between development partners to support TWM 
in Africa.
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Table 1: River and lake basins supported in 2011

Legend

* AT funding channels through AWF and Global Waters Partnership (GWP) on TWM 
# AU funding channels through the SADC Water Division in Africa. AU did not disburse funds to support TWM in 2011.
**AT, UK, EC and WB contributes to AWF
*** please note that this is a programmatic investment drawing funds from four focal areas, namely International Waters, Biodiversity, 
Land Degradation, Climate Change and then additionally also includes some Sustainable Forest Funds
****DK and UK contribute to WB’s transboundary water programme
NL provides non-ear marked support to Water Partnership Programme (WB, 3-5 M EUR), Water Net (0.1-0.5 M EUR) and GWP (0.6-3 M EUR) 
for indirect TWM support
EC supports ANBO and African Centres of Excellence and indirectly supports TWM through AWF.

Basins AT* AU DK FI FR DE JP NL NO SE CH UK AfDB
** 

EC EIB GEF
***

WB
****

Total

Nile x X x x X X x x x x 10

Lake Victoria X x X x 4

Volta x X x x 4

Lake Chad x x x 3

Niger x x x 3

Orange-Senqu x# x 2

Zambezi x x X x x 5

Congo x x x 3

Kunene x# 1

Limpopo x# 1

Senegal x X 2

Gambia x 1

Incomati X 1

Juba Shibeli x 1

Kagera X 1

Lake Tanganyika x 1

Maputo X 1

Medjerda x 1

Okavango X 1

Pangani x 1

Pungwe X 1

Total 0 0 2 2 5 8 4 5 1 6 2 1 4 2 2 1 3
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According to the responses from the development part-
ners, TWM support has also been provided to region-
al and Pan-African institutions; to the Southern African 
Development Community (SADC), the Economic Com-
munity of West African States (ECOWAS), Africa Union 
(AU), the African Ministerial Council on Water (AM-
COW), and the Sahel and Sahara Observatory (OSS). 
The SADC Water Division has been working with several 
development partners over the years (Table 2) and is 

indicative of the well-established institutional framework 
for TWM in that region. In some cases transboundary 
organisations are closely connected to the RECs. As an 
example the East African Community (EAC) established 
the Lake Victoria Basin Commission (LVBC) (AMCOW & 
ANBO 2007: 44), and therefore no TWM support from 
development partners is channelled through EAC, but 
through LVBC.

Table 2: Regional and Pan-African Institutions supported in 2011

Legend (Table 2, 3 and 4)

5 Core Contributions include support specifically to cover the core operational costs of the organisation. These costs are usually defined by 
the recipient organisation and may differ from one case to another.
6 Programmatic contributions include support to defined-term projects and programmes run through an organisation.

Core contributions6                   Programmatic contributions7

> 10 M €

5-10 M €

3-5 M €

0.6-3 M €

0.1-0.5 M €

> 10 M €

5-10 M €

3-5 M €

0.6-3 M €

0.1-0.5 M €

AT AU DK FI FR DE JP NL NO SE CH UK AfDB EC EIB GEF WB

SADC

ECOWAS

AU & AWF

AMCOW

OSS
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Table 3: Development partners’ TWM support by basin

*note: The Kagera River, one of the rivers flowing into Lake Victoria as well as the Lake Victoria basin itself  – both being parts of the larger Nile 
basin have been included as they have been supported separately by the development partners through the Nile Basin Trust Fund Mechanism.

7 The median value of the range of the total support given to the each basin.

Basins(average 
support7)

Support in 2011 (both core and
programmatic contributions)

Basins Support in 2011

To basin 
organisations

To others To basin organisations To others

Nile

(19.9 M EUR)

Gambia 

(1.8 M EUR)

Lake Victoria 

(7.6M EUR)

Incomati 

(1.8M EUR)

Volta 

(2.65M EUR)

Juba Shibeli

(3.6M EUR)

Lake Chad 

(At least 10.6M EUR)

Kagera

(5.4 M EUR)

Niger 

(7.6 M EUR)

Lake 

Tanganyika 

(0.3 M EUR)

Orange-Senqu 

(6.06 M EUR)

Maputo 

(1.8M EUR)

Zambezi 

(0.9 M EUR)

Medjerda 

(3.6M EUR)

Congo 

(2.05 M EUR)

Okavango 

(0.3 M EUR)

Kunene 

(0.6 M EUR)

Pangani (0.3 

M EUR)

Limpopo 

(0.6 M EUR)

Pungwe 

(1.8M EUR)

Senegal 

(5.75 M EUR)
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Table 4: Comparison between programmatic support and core support from development partners

Note that the area of the sphere is correlated with the size of the funds contributed.

8 Programmatic contributions include support to defined-term projects and programmes run through an organisation.
9 Core Contributions include support specifically to cover the core operational costs of the organisation. These costs are usually defined by the 
recipient organisation and may differ from one case to another.

Several development partners focus their support on 
only a few basins; namely the Nile, Lake Victoria, the 
Volta, Lake Chad and the Niger (Table 3). Considering 
that only 21 out of 59 transboundary basins in Africa 
are supported, the proportion of basins that received 
support on TWM actions is low; at 36 per cent. In most 
cases, the TWM support is provided to the transbound-
ary basin organisations rather than to other entities such 
as water departments or government ministries, inter-

national NGOs and project-based offices. This is under-
standable given the desire to support the formation and 
continued development of these organisations. In those 
cases where no basin organisation exists, the support is 
directed to national governments and is earmarked for 
TWM or for national projects with a strong TWM dimen-
sion. More programmatic support is given compared to 
core support in TWM (Table 4). The total amount of 
support by basin can be found in Table 5.

 Programmatic contributions8                                                                                 Core contributions9                                                         Unspecified 

Legend (Table 5 and 6)

Core contributions                                                                                                                            Programmatic contributions

Cash                                       In-kind                                                                             Cash                                       In-kind  

> 10 M €

5-10 M €

3-5 M €

0.6-3 M €

0.1-0.5 M €

> 10 M €

5-10 M €

3-5 M €

0.6-3 M €

0.1-0.5 M €

> 10 M €

5-10 M €

3-5 M €

0.6-3 M €

0.1-0.5 M €

> 10 M €

5-10 M €

3-5 M €

0.6-3 M €

0.1-0.5 M €
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Table 5: Funding sources of TBOs

TBO funding sources

10 Estimation based on range of support specified by TBO respondents, and may differ from the ranges of support provided by the develop-
ment partner in t table 3
11 Bilateral EU development partners are Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, 
Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, 
Sweden, and United Kingdom.
12 EU Institutions and instruments include the European Commission (EC), the European Investment Bank (EIB) and the EC managed 
European Development Fund (EDF).
13 Other multilateral development partners include AfDB, GEF, OECD, UNDP, UNEP, WMO, World Bank and others.
14 * indicates estimation based on the responses

TBO
(Total budget in EUR10)

Bilateral EU 
development 
partners11

Bilateral non-
EU development 
partners

EU 
Institutions and 
instruments12

Other multilateral 
development 
partners13

TBO 
member 
states

Others

NBI 
25M EUR

LVBC 

2011/12-5,440,802 EUR

VBA
*14 0.4M-2M EUR

NELSAP
2.85M EUR

LTA
*0.4M-2M EUR

LCBC
*4.8M-14M EUR

CICOS
*2.4M-12M EUR

ZAMCOM
871,291  EUR

 

ORASECOM 

10 M EUR

   

OMVS
*7.4M-22M EUR

Note that the area of the sphere is correlated with the size of the funds contributed.
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Table 6: Comparison of TBO funding sources

The funding sources for the Transboundary Basin Or-
ganisations (TBOs) are diversified and come from bilat-
eral/multilateral EU development partners, non-EU de-
velopment partners, multilateral development partners, 
as well as from and their member states. However it 
should be noted that the EU institutions together make 
up the single largest multi-lateral supporter of TWM in 
Africa. Notably, many TBOs were supported by their 
member states for their core functions. This is an im-
portant development as it shows a great degree of local 
ownership; an important ingredient of sustainability. The 
NBI, ORASECOM and the OMVS attract the most fund-
ing– probably reflecting their higher level of maturity as 
basin organisations or processes (such as NBI). 

Key areas of support
The GIZ survey of 2007 showed which fields the de-
velopment partners concentrated their TWM on. In or-
der to increase comparability with the GIZ study, this 
survey uses the same fields of support. We recognise 
there is some possible overlap between these fields; 
for example it may be difficult to identify the difference 
between actions to support “Political, legal and financial 
frameworks”; and actions to support “Conflict resolution 
or management”. These shortcomings in the design 
should be noted by the reader.

 Bilateral EU development partners                                                                             Other multilateral development partners

Bilateral non-EU development partners                                                                TBO member states

EU institutions and instruments                                                                            Other funding sources

Note that the area of the sphere is correlated with the size of the funds contributed.
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Table 7: The fields of TWM support (based on the survey for GIZ, 2007)

1. Political, legal and financial frameworks 
•	 Policy reforms: Changes in the national strategies of partner countries concerning joint approaches of differ-

ent countries with respect to the management of transboundary water basins. 
•	 Legal reforms/water rights: Changes in the legal system concerning the rights for ownership and use of 

the national water resources in order to enable or improve transboundary cooperation.
•	 Financing and investment structures: Structures concerning the provision and the laying out of capital 

necessary to initiate and implement transboundary cooperation with respect to international water basins.
•	 Decentralisation: Transfer of the political decision-making authority in the water supply and sanitation  

sector from central governments to intermediate or lower administrative levels.

2. Institutional strengthening of basin organisations, including twinning projects
•	 River basin organisations and institutional strengthening: Policies or actions with the purpose of 

strengthening the institutional framework of TBOs.
•	 Institutional capacity building: Strengthening of technical and/or managerial skills of institutions (TBOs, 

multilateral or national institutions) which are working in the context of transboundary water management.
•	 TBO twinning: Twinning programs or projects in which TBOs work together with the aim to deepen regional 

cooperation. Very often twinning projects facilitate exchange of experiences between different organisations.

3. Management instruments (including data and monitoring networks)
•	 Water resources assessment: The process of measuring, collecting and analysing relevant parameters 

on the quantity and quality of water resources for the purposes of development and management of water 
resources. 

•	 Demand management: Water demand management is a management approach that aims to conserve 
water quality and quantity by controlling demand. It involves the application of selective incentives to promote 
the efficient and equitable use and allocation of water. 

•	 Information management/exchange: The administration of information, its uses and transmission, and 
the application of information science theories and techniques to create, modify, or improve information han-
dling systems.

•	 Regulatory instruments: This refers to the range of tools that a regulatory regime has to its disposal to en-
sure fulfilment of its role and responsibilities in regard to economic, social or other regulations. These include: 
legislation, rules and standards on quality, licenses, incentive mechanisms, contract arrangements, guidelines 
on tariffs or service levels, monitoring and enforcement mechanisms, audit tools such as reports or hearings, 
information systems, inspections, etc. 

4. Conflict resolution or management 
Procedures for consensus building and conflict management are central to successful TWM. Conflict resolution 
and conflict management refer to a broad array of tools used to anticipate, prevent, and react to conflicts.

5. Developing IWRM-plans 
Measures concerning the development of an Integrated Water Resources Management approach are outlined in 
a planning document. In general, they include the participation of all relevant stakeholders and all different uses 
of the water resource.

6. Social change instruments 
Measures that aim to change the attitudes of individuals, institutions, professionals and social organisations within 
civil society in order to improve water resources management

7. Infrastructure planning and facilitation (not construction)
Procedures for planning and facilitating infrastructure for agricultural development and for hydropower, NOT in-
cluding support directly to the construction.

8. Others
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Table 8: Field of activity – River and lake basins

1. Political, 

legal and 

financial 

frame-

works 

2. Institution-

al strengthen-

ing of basin 

organisations, 

including 

twinning 

projects

3. Man-

agement 

instruments 

(including 

data and 

monitoring 

networks)

4. Conflict 

resolution 

or manage-

ment 

5. Developing 

IWRM-plans 

6.Social 

change 

instruments

7. Infrastruc-

ture planning 

and facilitation 

(not construc-

tion)

8. others

Nile FI; DE AfDB; FI; DE; 

NL; SE

CH; DE; FI; 

FR; NL

CH; FI; NL FR; CH; FI; NL AfDB; NL; SE CH; NL

Lake Victoria FI FI; SE EIB; SE

Volta AfDB; FR; SE AfDB; FR SE

Lake Chad EC; DE EC; DE GEF

Niger FR DE FR DE FR

Orange-

Senqu

DE; EC EC EC

Zambezi NO NL NL

Congo DE AfDB; DE FR; DE AfDB DE

Kunene DE DE

Limpopo DE DE DE

Senegal FR NL FR FR FR NL NL

Gambia AfDB AfDB

Incomati NL NL NL

Juba Shibeli JP JP

Kagera NO NO; SE NO; SE

Lake 

Tanganyika

EIB EIB

Maputo NL NL NL

Medjerda JP JP

Okavango SE SE

Pangani CH

Pungwe SE

10 25 22 3 13 3 9 8

*AU funding to the Orange-Senqu, Kunene and Limpopo was disbursed in 2010 through DE.
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According to the data collected from development part-
ners (Table 8), support to “2. Institutional strengthening 
of basin organisations” was the most common field of 
TWM support in 2011, followed by support to “3. Man-
agement instruments”. This is to be expected as these 
two areas form the building-blocks for many future ba-
sin activities, including the eventual development of in-
frastructure. Once these issues have been addressed it 
is also easier for riparian governments to commit fund-
ing to joint actions in other areas. Relatively little support 
was directed to “4. Conflict resolution or management” 
and “6. Social change instrument” during 2011. TWM 
support towards “5. Developing IWRM plans”, “7. Infra-
structure planning and facilitation” and “1. Political, legal 
and financial frameworks” was provided in a few basins. 
 As Figure 2 shows, most of the 2011 TWM support 
was directed to fields two and three. Compared to the 
2007 GIZ survey, less funds are directed towards the 
development of IWRM plans in 2011. There is a tenden-
cy of the development partners supporting similar fields 
in different basins (Table 8). Except for the Nile basin 
which is receiving support from a large number of de-
velopment partners, , most basins have only one or two 
actors channelling support to fields two and three; again 
possibly indicating a greater harmonisation and coor-
dination of activities amongst development partners. 
Please note that three development partners did not 
specify which TWM field they supported in the survey; 
and subsequently had to be excluded from the analysis.

Alignment with AMCOW work plan
The AMCOW work plan (see Box 7) contains specific fo-
cus areas and key actions related to TWM on the African 
continent. These areas are deemed to be of the highest 
importance to water management in Africa – with Af-
rican ministers of water and their representatives con-
tributing to defining them. On the whole there is a fair 
match between these focus areas and the fields of sup-
port covered by the development partners. Most of the 
key needs identified are addressed by the development 
partners to some degree across the various basins. The 
exception is responses to climate change, which is men-
tioned in the AMCOW workplan but not addressed as a 
field of support in the present nor the GIZ study from 
2007. It is known that over the past five years there have 
been a number of initiatives to strengthen adaptation to 
climate change impacts at transboundary level; and this 
support has most likely been listed under one of the 
other categories such as institutional strengthening or 
the development of management instruments.
 There is also little indication of activities supported by 
development partners having no corresponding men-
tion in the AMCOW workplan. The exception would be 
the field of conflict resolution or management, which 
does not appear in the AMCOW workplan. Again this 
is to be expected as responses to conflict situations 

are typically short-term interventions and are as such 
unlikely to appear in a long-term continental work plan 
and more likely to be included as part of institutional 
strengthening activities. In any case this field only ac-
counts for a relatively small amount of support from de-
velopment partners. 
 However, the concentration of many donors on a 
small number of basins with relatively well developed 
basin organisations is not compatible with the Pan-Af-
rican mandate of AMCOW and its ambition to promote 
transboundary cooperation across the continent. AM-
COW also aims to monitor the development of trans-
boundary agreements and to report on the number of 
transboundary agreements signed.

Box 7: The identified focus 
areas in transboundary water 
resources by AMCOW (AMCOW, 
2010:14-15)

The AMCOW workplan is structured around seven 
themes – all of which have elements at local, na-
tional as well as international transboundary levels. 

Theme 1:  Water Infrastructure for Economic
 Growth

Theme 2:  Managing Water Resources 
 (Transboundary Water Resources)

Theme 3:  Meeting the Sanitation, Hygiene 
 and Water MDG Gaps

Theme 4:  Global changes and risk 
 management: Climate variability 
 and Change 

Theme 5:  Governance and Management

Theme 6:  Financing

Theme 7:  Education, Knowledge and 
 Capacity Development 

The key actions to be taken at the continental, 
regional, transboundary and national level include: 
•	 Creating an enabling policy environment.
•	 Review, monitoring and reporting.
•	 Strengthen collaboration with civil society and 

partner institutions.
•	 Governance.
•	 Capacity building and training on the specific 

issues pertaining transboundary water resource 
management.

•	 Transboundary infrastructure development.
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Conclusions

•	 Not all development partners that support 
TWM recognise it as an important topic in 
their policy documents. The majority of the de-
velopment partners polled have indicated in their 
policy documents that they provide funds towards to 
TWM as part of their overall support to water sector 
development. However, there are still some develop-
ment partners that make no or little explicit mention 
of TWM issues in their respective strategies, even 
though they give financial support to TWM. 

•	 Support for TWM in Africa has increased 
since 2007. TWM support provided bydevel-
opment partners in Africa was between 57 
and 88 million Euro in 2011. This represents less 
than one per cent of the entire Official Development 
Assistance (ODA) spending for the year.15 The trend 
however is towards an increase, as in 2007 the range 
of support was estimated as 34 to 72 million Euro. 

•	 A large share of transboundary basins in Af-
rica are still unsupported. Although the overall 
support from development partners has increased, 
the survey found that like in 2007, a large portion of 
transboundary basins in Africa was still not receiving 
any support in 2011. 

•	 TBOs have diverse sources of funding, with 
development partners mainly funding pro-
grammatic activities and TBO member states 
mainly funding core activities. The basins which 
have functioning TBOs have received support not 
only from the development partners but also from 
their member states. Contributions from member 
states are an important indicator of sustainability 
of TBOs and show that their objectives are aligned 
with the interests of the riparian states. Generally the 
funding sources for TBOs seem to be well diversi-
fied among the bilateral and multilateral development 
partners, EU and non-EU development partners, and 
the riparian states. 

•	 EU institutions including EC–managed instru-
ments (EC, EIB, including EDF) together make 
up the single largest multi-lateral supporter 
of TWM in Africa.

•	 The fields in which the development partners 
provide support have shifted from IWRM 
planning towards institutional strengthening 
and the development of management instru-
ments. “Strengthening TWM institutions” and “Devel-
oping management instruments” were the two most 
common fields to receive support from development 
partners in 2011.This is a shift from 2007 when the 
most common field of support was the development 
of IWRM plans. A reason for this shift could be that 
after the JPOI of 2002 there was a strong push to-
wards IWRM planning in the period up to 2007. By 
2011 many countries and basins had concluded their 
IWRM planning processes and moved towards a fo-
cus on institutional development and the application 
of management instruments. In addition, more de-
velopment partners supported the development of 
political, legal and financial frameworks in 2007 than 
in 2011. This represents a natural progression where 
the legal framework would establish an institutional 
structure – which then has to be developed. 

15 This excludes GEF’s non-earmarked contribution which is 16,767,082 EUR. The ODA from DAC and other OECD members in 2011 is approxi-
mately 98,411 million Euro.
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Recommendations

•	 Development partners who support water 
resources management should have explicit 
TWM objectives in their respective support 
policies. This will contribute to enhanced coher-
ence and clarity. It would also improve harmonisation 
and coordination between the various development 
partners as it will be possible to compare strategic ob-
jectives and identify possible synergies, overlaps and 
gaps. In this way a basin can receive the type of sup-
port which is relevant for the state of institutional de-
velopment in that particular basin, with early efforts 
to establish and develop the legal and institutional 
framework for cooperation forming the foundation for 
later efforts to develop water management and plan-
ning instruments; eventually leading to preparatory 
studies for infrastructure development.

•	 Coordination among development partners 
should be improved. The data in this report is 
not fully conclusive on whether development part-
ners are increasingly coordinating activities amongst 
themselves. A few signs are there, which are possi-
bly attributable to greater efforts to harmonise de-
velopment assistance through mechanisms such as 
the annual informal donors meeting on TWM held 
at the World Water Week in Stockholm, and the es-
tablishment of new joint mechanisms such as CIWA 
(Cooperation in International Waters in Africa). How-
ever, the trend of development partners increasingly 
turning from bilateral to multilateral support creates a 
greater need for coordination. 

•	 Development partners should give greater 
attention to transboundary basins that lack, 
or have less developed basin organisations. 
The current trend of directing support mainly to those 
basins which have the most developed river basin 
organisations indicates that development partners 
prefer to work in settings where riparian states are 
already organised. This may be explained by a de-
mand driven approach from development partners. 
However, in basins where there is no TBO, the need 
for support might be even greater and the capacities 
to express it may be weak. By supporting transbound-
ary dialogues to identify areas for collective action, 
development partners could facilitate formalised 
transboundary cooperation and agreements in such 
basins. 

•	 Monitoring of financial TWM support from 
development partners should be refined. The 
OECD-DAC data on development assistance to water 
management should include a separate category on 
TWM. Having such a category is important for two rea-
sons: a) It will increase the accuracy of studies like this 
one. In the present situation there is the risk of financial 

support being missed or counted several times. Exam-
ples of when this can happen are for instance if support 
is listed by a TBO as well as by a riparian government, or 
when funding is provided by a development partner to 
a riparian government for use on specific TWM actions. 
It might then not be listed by the respective develop-
ment partner as it could be part of a broader package of 
national support to the respective riparian government.  
 Additionally, in the present situation OECD-DAC 
monitors support to TWM as part of general “water re-
sources policy and administrative management” and 
records support to receiving countries only. As such 
it misses the funds donated at supra-national level to 
TBOs. Hence the OECD-DAC should add transbound-
ary basin organisations as possible recipients. As water 
resources management is evolving from management 
defined by administrative boundaries towards being de-
fined by hydrological boundaries, the monitoring tools 
should adapt to this new setting. b) Because of its role 
in regional integration and peace-building. Many of the 
TWM initiatives make an important contribution towards 
increasing cooperation between countries in a region; 
and this contribution should be explicit so that it can also 
be accounted for as part of regional integration efforts.

•	 The opportunity for policy convergence be-
tween EU and Africa on water for energy 
and agriculture should be seized, in order to 
strengthen EU-Africa cooperation on TWM. A 
large share of the benefits that can be derived from 
managing waters at the transboundary level come 
from improved water use for energy and agricultur-
al production. Both EU development partners, TBOs 
and other African organisations working with TWM 
should take advantage of the fact that policy priorities 
in both regions increasingly coincide when it comes 
to addressing water in the nexus perspective with ag-
riculture and energy. 

•	 TBOs should continue to strengthen financ-
ing from their member states, and allocate 
those resources to enhance organisational 
capacity and operational activities. Funding 
from TBO member states should primarily be used 
for internal institutional arrangements and organisa-
tional capacity building to strengthen implementation 
capacities and to identify and express TBO priorities 
for support from external funding. Transboundary riv-
er basins that do not have a formal TBO and are in 
need for external financial support are advised to cre-
ate a formal organisation and invest resources from 
riparian member states in the TBO’s capacities. 
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•	 Monitoring of the financial sustainability of 
TBOs should be formalised. The ultimate objec-
tive of a TBO should be that the organisation itself and 
its operations are fully financed by the riparian mem-
ber states. To support organisational development of 
TBOs, this indicator of ownership and sustainability 
should be formally monitored over time. This could 
be taken on by AMCOW as it complements the activ-
ity in the AMCOW work plan aiming at monitoring the 
number of transboundary agreements signed. 

•	 The reasons why certain fields within TWM 
are not attracting funds in almost any basin 
should be assessed. The report identified fields 
of activity that are not financed at all, or only by a 
very limited number of financial partners, like field 
4 (conflict resolution) and 6 (social change instru-
ments) which show a limited priority. The question 
is to whom these fields are not a priority: The receiv-
ing river basins or the financing partner, or both? The 
international community should not omit river basin 
development priorities.
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Department of Foreign Affairs (DFA) Ireland
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Minister for Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation
European Commission (EC)
European Investment Bank (EIB)
Ministry for Foreign Affairs (MFA) of Finland
Global Environment Facility (GEF)
Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale 
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African Union (AU) 
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