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Executive Summary

Transboundary basin organizations have long been inves-
tigated, however their financial sustainability and gover-
nance have as yet received little attention. Commissioned 
by GIZ, the present study seeks to reduce that gap by giv-
ing an overview of  the current financing of  a sample of  
African, Asian and European River Basin Organizations 
(RBOs). Its focus is on financing sources for the organi-
zations’ regular budget, which is defined as the permanent 
and recurrent budget that is being allocated to it or agreed 
upon by its member countries to sustain the regular basic 
operations of  the institution. 

The aims of  this paper are 
■  to compile a database on core financial indicators for a 

sample of  23 RBOs, 
■  to gain a comparative overview of  the current state 

of  sustainable funding for the RBOs’ regular budget 
(chapter 3), 

■  to give an analysis of  their cost-sharing mechanisms for 
member countries’ contributions (chapter 4), and

■  to make recommendations on the further development 
of  a set of  indicators suitable to benchmark RBOs’ 
financial sustainability, based on the lessons learned of  
the investigation (chapter 5). 

Among the RBOs in the sample, most are working on a 
regular budget that is distinct from time-bound project 
activities. Some RBOs are currently working towards a 
self-defined minimum functional budget that will eventu-
ally be fully financed by their member countries. However, 
in a number of  RBOs with broader mandates and notably 
a higher degree of  implementing functions, which serve 
as vehicles of  regional cooperation in a wider sense, the 
range of  core functions can be wide and the total budget 
large. While there is an understanding of  the regular costs 
of  remaining operational, parts of  them may be financed 
out of  the project budget. 

Regarding the degree of  self-financing of  the regular 
budget, the picture is mixed. While a number of  notably 
coordination-oriented RBOs in Africa and Europe with 
smaller budgets already are by and large member-financed, 

others are still struggling to increase contributions to cov-
er their regular run-ning costs. To a degree, the financial 
challenges some African RBOs face mirror the difficult 
situation of  their member countries, which encounter 
political instability, conflict or economic crisis. In-kind 
con-tributions by member countries are varied and can be 
substantive compared to financial contributions. Addi-
tional sustainable sources of  financing such as polluter 
pays-mechanisms or fees are not yet common, and where 
they exist, they do not constitute a substantial share of  
the income yet. Financial reserve funds, though far from 
omnipresent, appear to be conducive to financial sustain-
ability in that they help bridge liquidity problems. 

The analysis of  cost-sharing arrangements for country con-
tributions reveals that arrangements based on equal shares 
prevail over those based on keys in the sample of  RBOs 
studied. The cost-sharing arrangement may change over 
time, e.g. upon request of  members or the accession of  
new member countries. In the past, one RBO has changed 
from an equal parts arrangement to a key-based one, while 
another one is now about to change from key-based to 
equal contributions. The principle of  equi-ty has guided the 
choice of  both key- and equal share-arrangements. Where 
a key exists, it is often based on one or several indicators 
reflecting benefit distribution. Conversely, though, dif-
ferences in national economic capacities and benefits do 
not necessarily lead to key-based contributions; political 
considerations e.g. regarding power distribution may speak 
in favor of  equal contributions. In the case of  RBOs with-
out own budget (that is, without an actual organization), 
arrangements fore-see in-kind contributions to cover the 
regular cost of  cooperation, such as cost of  meetings and 
their preparation. Provisions for studies and other occa-
sional expenses are based on benefit considera-tions, in that 
each party generally pays for studies and measures carried 
out in its own territory but other parties contribute if  the 
studies or measures are also in their interest. 

The study findings suggest that consistent financial 
accounting and reporting are important and should be 
fostered where they are not well-established yet.
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Transboundary water management and financial sustainability of River Basin Organizations

1.1 Background

Transboundary River and Lake Basin Organizations1 
(RBOs) are a cornerstone of  the institutional framework 
for transboundary water management, and in many 
instances play an important role in regional-level natural 
resources management, even development at large. Given 
that water is a resource crucial to many uses yet often 
limited in availability, institutionalised cooperation is often 
the solution to water uses that could otherwise become 
conflictive. 

In order for RBOs to fulfil their mandated functions 
effectively in the long-term, they require a sustainable 
basis of  funding. Especially in developing countries, such 
organizations tend to rely heavily on external funding, 
in some instances well beyond the start-up phase. 
Assessments have time and again pointed to the need for 
establishing a sustainable financing base (Scheumann and 
Neubert, 2006: 299, Schmeier, 2013). 

In most cases, member country contributions constitute 
the main source of  long-term income, which implies 
that, where donor funding is yet substantial, their share 
in RBOs’ funding will have to increase to make them 
financially autonomous in the long run (e.g. Scheumann and 
Neubert 2006: 299). It has often been stated that member 
state contributions depend on political commitment 
and ownership (Joyce and Granit 2010: 5), and indeed, 
this share is an indicator that the German Ministry for 
Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) considers 
key also as a sign of  ownership (BMZ 2012: 2). In practice, 
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contributions are often not set at levels adequate to cover 
the core operations of  the organizations and are frequently 
irregular, with states occasionally or repeatedly defaulting 
on their agreed commitments (Scheumann and Neubert, 
2006: 312). Therefore, next to the sufficiency of  funding, 
reliability is an issue. 

Little generally accessible information is available on the 
actual degree of  self-financing of  these or-ganizations, 
the kinds of  revenues and the modalities by which they 
are raised. There is not yet a common understanding of  
what financial sustainability means in a transboundary 
RBO, or how to measure it. Various indicator sets have 
been suggested to assess the financial governance of  
RBOs (INBO/ OIE 2010, Hooper 2006, SADC 2010). 
The point of  departure of  this study is the set of  core 
functions that all RBOs – no matter of  what type (chapter 
3.2) – have been mandated to fulfil by their members, and 
the permanent budget required for the regular operation 
of  the RBOs to deliver on the-se core functions. The 
study seeks to contribute to a better understanding of  the 
current state of  financial sustainability of  transboundary 
RBOs, by giving a) an overview over a set of  indicators 
pertaining to the cost of  regular operations, the share of  
member funding in it, and goals for self-financing, and b) 
an overview and analysis of  cost-sharing arrangements for 
member contributions. 

1.2 Aims of the study

The aims of  the study are 
 ■  to develop and compile a baseline database on core 

financial indicators  for a sample of  RBOs (see 
Annex), 

 ■  to present a comparative overview of  the current 
state of  sustainable funding (understood as self- 

1 In the context of  this paper, the term River Basin Organization (with the acronym 

RBO) is used to refer to both transboundary River and Lake Basin Organizations.

1  Transboundary water  
management and financial 
sustainability of River  
Basin Organizations



financing) for the sustenance of  the RBOs’ core or 
minimum functions (chapter 4), 

 ■  to offer an analysis of  the prevalent cost-sharing 
mechanisms pertaining to member countries’ contri-
butions (chapter 5), and

 ■  to make recommendations on the further devel-
opment of  a set of  benchmark indicators and a 
comparative baseline database on financial sustain-
ability as a reference document for RBOs and their 
development partners, based on the lessons learnt 
from the investigation (chapter 6). 

1.3  Study sample and information 
sources 

The RBO sample investigated here consisted of  23 
transboundary lake and river basin organizations in Africa, 
Asia and Europe, Africa and Asia (Table 3). The primary 
criteria for selection where (a) RBOs that are supported by 
the federal German Government and (b) RBOs of  which 
the federal German Government is a member.

The information used in this study is based on the 
following sources. 

 ■ An analysis of  relevant documents of  the RBOs, 
 ■  A series of  semi-structured interviews with staff  

members of  the respective RBO or staff  of  coopera-
tion partners working closely with the organizations. 

 ■  A total of  five expert months were invested in the 
compilation and analysis of  the information. 

10



Definitions and indicators

2.1 Clarification of key terms

In the current literature on the funding and financial 
governance of  transboundary RBOs various terms are 
used to denote similar yet seldom clearly defined aspects 
of  an RBO’s budget. To be able to compare different 
RBOs when developing comparative baseline database, 
it is necessary to establish a typology of  RBOs based on 
the organizations’ mandate, specific tasks and size as key 
determinants of  their budget. Hence, in the following a 
definition of  the key terms of  this study is proposed.

2.1.1  Transboundary river basin  
organizations: A typology 

As RBOs vary significantly in terms e.g. of  legal 
institutionalization, institutional structure, functional 
scope, competences and other criteria, a further 
distinction is required to make comparison regarding 
financial issues meaningful.

For the purpose of  this study, a typology is needed 
which distinguishes between RBOs by functional scope 
or mandate, which can be assumed to be a determining 
factor for the RBO’s size: A RBO with a broad mandate 
and program implementation tasks will usually require a 
larger secretariat with more staff  and a larger budget than 
one with coordinating functions only. For this reason, 
we build on the typology suggested, with variations, by 
various authors (Isnugroho 2009, Lautze et al. 2012, 
Schmeier 2013) which distinguishes between:

 ■  Coordination oriented – without secretariat:  have a 
low level of  institutionalization, mostly the function 
of  providing a platform for consultation among 
member states, often without a separate body for 

implementation. In terms of  structure, or bodies, 
they may consist of  a regular consultative meeting 
of  member state delegations or representatives only. 
Having no secretariat and no implementing organs, 
these organizations do not have a budget of  their 
own; expenses arising from the cooperation are 
shared between the member countries as in-kind 
contributions (e.g. hosting delegation meetings). 

 ■  Coordination oriented – with secretariat: are more 
formally institutionalized with a somewhat larg-
er mandate, yet charged with mostly coordinative 
functions. Structurally, they will typically comprise of  
a decision-making body bringing together member 
state delegations, a body charged with implementa-
tion planning, and a secretariat. In some cases, this 
kind of  RBO is termed “coordination-oriented” (or 
“integrated protection”, Mostert 2005). Commissions 
have a budget of  their own, the elaboration and ad-
ministration of  which is typically under the auspices 
of  the secretariat.

 ■  Coordination and implementation oriented (short: 
implementation-oriented): are likewise more institu-
tionalised, autonomous organizations “with a broad 
mandate, high independence and significant power 
vis-à-vis their member states” (Schmeier 2013: 46). 
They are typically highly structurally differentiated 
in keeping with their wide functional scope, and may 
have proper implementation programs or depart-
ments of  their own, in addition to a decision-making 
body and secretariat. In other instances, this type is 
labeled “implementation-oriented” (or “integrated 
development”, Mostert 2005). This type also have a 
budget of  their own, and where they are in charge of  
program implementation, this budget will typically be 
larger than that of  a commission. 

11
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These categories represent ideal types, with coordination-
oriented without an organization and implementation 
oriented as the opposite ends of  a continuum. The first 
type – coordination-oriented without secretariat – is 
strictly speaking not an organization. Cooperations 
following this type may consist of  a council and other 
bodies which bring together staff  of  member countries’ 
government and administration but they do not avail of  
any own staff, budget and implementation capacities. 
For the purposes of  this study, we nevertheless follow 
the usual terminology in the literature, whereby “river 
basin organization” is used to denominate all types of  
institutional cooperation over joint water resources. 

2.1.2 Financial sustainability 

Financial sustainability is here understood as comprising 
of  four dimensions (cf. SADC 2010, INBO 2010):

 ■  The sufficiency of  funding, meaning that the agreed reg-
ular budget actually suffices to fulfil the defined and 
agreed regular or minimum functions2 

 ■  The degree of  self-financing of  the regular budget, mean-
ing the share of  member state contributions and 
other continuous sources of  funding, such as fees 
and charges, as opposed to temporary (e.g. donor) 
funding, 

 ■  The reliability with which these continuous funds, in 
particular member contributions, are actually paid;

 ■  The resilience of  the organization to cope with un-
foreseen short-term financing needs and delays in 
payments, in particular through financial reserves.

 In the case of  coordination-and-implementation-oriented 
organizations where the joint exploitation of  (economic) 
development potentials tends to be a central part of  the 
mandate, the above suggests the consideration of  what is 
here termed the organization’s “leverage”: 

 ■  The leverage of  the regular budget of  an organization 
over development or investment funding, which can 
serve as an indicator of  the RBO’s effectiveness as a 

promoter of  regional development, or the “value for 
money” the RBO creates for its member states. 

2.1.3 Core functions 

An RBO’s core functions are those functions to which its 
member countries give priority in decisions over funding 
and the organization’s work plan.3 They are a subset of  
the mandated functions, that is those functions for which 
the organization has a mandate from its member countries 
through the original agreement or later binding decisions. 
Typically, the mandate will include coordinating river 
basin management and planning, embracing functions like 
harmonization of  hydrological monitoring, knowledge 
management, elaboration of  basin management plans, 
and resolution of  conflicts over water use and quality and 
frequently stakeholder participation. In addition, a number 
of  RBOs are charged with implementation of  water 
resources management plans and the development of  
water resources. Others are also charged with operation 
of  hydropower or navigation (inland water ways). Some 
RBOs’ mandates encompass basin development, in 
the sense of  regional development and integration in a 
wider sense. The set of  core functions may, however, be 
substantially smaller, and will be reflected in multi-annual 
planning documents and budget allocations. 

2.1.4  “Regular budget” and “program or 
implementation budget”

For the purpose of  this study, the “regular budget”4 
is defined as follows: An RBO’s regular budget is the 
permanent and recurrent budget that is being allocated 
or agreed upon by its member countries to sustain the 
regular basic operations of  the institution. In the context 
of  the NBI, it has for example been defined as “the costs 
…[of] maintain[ing] the core functions with minimum 
functionality”, the latter being “the minimum level of  
activity that is required to maintain the function alive and 
effective”.  

12

2 Typically, the RBO’s secretariat will propose the annual budget to its member states, 

based on the tasks assigned to it and work program for the following year. This budget 

will be negotiated and adopted by the RBO’s decision-making body. The funding need 

of  the RBOs is hence assessed on the basis of  approved annual budgets. Whether in 

individual cases this agreed budget is not sufficient cannot be assessed here.

3   The latter may also have implications for member countries’ own staff  involved 

with the cooperation, e.g. through implementing joint decisions in their own adminis-

tration
4   Another term that is frequently encountered for the regular budget is Operating 

Expenses Budget (OEB). It should be noted that expenses covered under such an 

OEB vary between RBOs, but by and large, the two are comparable.



Definitions and indicators

This is juxtaposed to an organization’s program, project 
or development budget. The defining characteristic of  this 
budget element is that it is variable and dedicated to time-
bound program implementation activities. 

Somewhat different from the “regular budget” is the 
functional budget for administration and central services 
often called the “Corporate Services Budget”. This 
generally includes costs for organization-wide internal 
services such as Human Resources Management, Finance, 
and Information and Communications Technology. An 
RBOs regular budget will include such administration 

and central service costs, plus expenses relating to 
the fulfilment of  its prioritary or core functions. The 
corporate service budget is to some degree a function of  
the size of  the total budget, and therefore also grows with 
the size of  the program / implementation budget.

2.2 Indicators

Based on the above definition of  terms, a set of  indicators 
was derived and applied to a sample of  RBOs to assess 
their financial sustainability.

13

# Indicator Description Unit Interpretation

Basic data – Budget
1 Annual regular budget/ actual 

expenditure
The organization’s regular budget designed 

to cover the core functions and adopted 
by member countries, as well as actual 

expenditure

USD Key budget-related data

2 Annual program or develop-
ment budget / expenditure

Budget available beyond regular budget 
for program implementation through the 

RBO, as well as actual expenditure.

USD Key budget-related data

3 Investment finance secured for 
joint projects and management 

plans 

Investment finance  (loans, etc.) secured 
for member states in a year through the 

RBO’s development programs  

USD Key budget-related data

4 Total annual budget / expen-
diture

Sum of regular and program budget / 
actual expenditure (excluding investment 

financing)

USD Key budget-related data

5 Staff Total number of employees Headcount Key budget-related data

Basic data – Sustainable funding sources
6 Total agreed annual financial 

contributions by member states
Total agreed  annual financial country 

contributions
USD Key data on sustainable revenues

7 Agreed country share Share of agreed annual financial country 
contribution by country (cost sharing key)

% Key data on sustainable revenues

8 Agreed annual country contri-
bution

Annual agreed financial member state 
contribution by country

USD Key data on sustainable revenues

9 Actual annual country contri-
bution

Actual annual financial member state 
contribution by country

USD Key data on sustainable revenues

10 Actual in-kind contribution In-kind contributions of member countries 
by category (office space, seconded staff, 

tax exemptions, and others).

Category Key data on sustainable revenues

11 Actual other sustainable fund-
ing sources

Other annual sustainable sources of 
income, total and by category (user fees, 

service fees, etc.) 

USD Key data on sustainable revenues

12 Target for sustainable and 
sufficient budget

Does the RBO have an agreed goal for a 
self-financed and sufficient budget to cover 

its core functions?

Yes / No / 
Description

Key data on planning for financial 
sustainability

13 Agreed schedule towards a sus-
tainable and sufficient budget  

Does the RBO have an agreed schedule for 
the increase of member contributions or 

introduction of other revenues to cover the 
target self-financedand sufficient budget? 

Yes / No / 
Description

Key data on planning for financial 
sustainability

14 Enforcement mechanism Is there any agreed arrangement to enforce 
member states’ financial commitments?

Yes / No / 
Description

Key data on reliability

15 Value of reserve fund Total value of reserve fund USD Key data on resilience

Table 1:  Planned increase in member country contributions towards Nile-SEC and regional cen-
tres per country in USD (2013/14 – 2017/18) and corresponding increase in core cost 
coverage in percent

u
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Performance indicators for benchmarking 
16 Sufficiency Is the annual regular budget deemed suffi-

cient to fulfil core functions by the RBO?
Yes/ No/  

Description
Measure of the regular budget’s suffi-

ciency to fulfil core functions

17 Resilience Financial reserve fund as % of annual 
regular budget 

% Measure of the RBO’s resilience to 
unexpected financial events

18 Reliability Actual member states’ payments of contri-
butions as % of agreed commitments

% Measure of the reliability of member 
state contributions

19 (Degree of ) Self-financing Agreed member states’ contributions as % 
of agreed regular budget

% Measure of the RBO’s degree of 
self-financing. 

20 Other non-donor regular income as % of 
agreed regular budget

%

21 Leverage Ratio of regular budget to development 
funds (i.e. development/ program budget, 
further donor contributions and all kinds 

of secured investment funding)

1:X Measure of leverage of regular budget 
funding on development/ program 

funding and joint investments

u



Financial sustainability of transboundary RBOs in Africa, Asia and Europe: A comparative overview

As can be seen from the table, the total expenditure and 
regular budgets in the sample correspond well with the 
three types of  RBOs outlined above: Coordination-ori-
ented RBOs without secretariat do not have an own 
budget at all. In the case of  coordination-oriented RBOs 
with secretariat, total expenditure is the same or little 
more than the regular budget, as the organizations do not 
require substantial means for project implementation. The 
total budget is here in the order of  up to 1.5 million USD, 
and the organizations have a staff  of  up to 10 persons. 
Implementation-oriented RBOs often administer large 

3.1  The regular budget of  
sample RBOs 

As set out above, the definition of  a regular budget 
presumes a distinction between the permanent budget 
required by the organization for its core functions, and the 
funding required for additional time-bound tasks. 

Table 2 gives the total planned expenditure and regular 
budgets as well as share of  staff  costs in the budget and 
number of  total staff  as some key indicators character-
ising the overall budget. Of  those RBOs that receive 
substantial donor funding, some indicate all funding 
received from both member governments and donors in 
their budgets (e.g. MRC, NBA), while others account for 
member state-funded expenses only (e.g. CICOS, LCBC, 
OKACOM). To make the RBOs in our sample compara-
ble, the total expenditure indicated here gives the entire 
planned expenditure for the respective calendar year, 
including both member and donor funding. Where no 
other year is indicated, figures pertain to the same year as 
indicated in the column to the left.

15

3  Financial sustainability  
of transboundary RBOs in 
Africa, Asia and Europe:  
A comparative overview

Box 1: Covering the organization’s operational expendi-
ture budget (Mekong River Commission)
As a long-established RBO with a thematically and func-
tionally broad mandate, the MRC has over the past decade 
had a budget in the two-digit million USD range, financed 
to a large degree by donor organizations. In 2000, its 
member countries adopted a decision to fully cover the 
organization’s operational expenditure budget (OEB) of  
then 2 million USD by 2014, and agreed on specified an-
nual increases in member contributions to reach that goal. 
Over the years it became apparent, however, that by 2014, 
the OEB would have almost doubled. Striving for finan-
cial self-reliance, in 2010 a new goal was adopted, based 
on the definition of  what member countries identified as 
the MRC’s “core functions” - functions the organization 
should deliver by all means. The financial needs for those 
core functions define the future budget towards which 
countries work: a total of  6.5 million USD by 2030, com-
posed of  a Corporate Services Budget (1 million USD) 
and a Work Program Budget (5.5 million USD). The tra-
jectory for a gradual increase in contributions is currently 
being discussed, which has given rise to considerations on 
changing the cost-sharing arrangement (chapter 4.1). 
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ensuring financial sustainability through member contri-
butions for the identified functional priorities or “core 
functions” (see chapter 2.1.3).

project or development funds, and require comparatively 
more staff  and administrative overhead to that end.   
Some RBOs, after a phase of  external funding seek or 
have sought to define a regular budget, with the aim of  

Box 2: Towards a core or regular budget (Nile Basin Initiative)
A comparable process of  priority-setting, estimation of  financial needs and formulation of  a goal for self-financing has been 
undertaken in the NBI. NBI’s defined a core budget to maintain minimum functionality of  about 3.8 million USD, of  which 
1.8 million for the Nile-Secretariat and one million for the regional centres ENTRO and NELSAP-CU, respectively. This bud-
get is to be fully member-financed by 2017/18; to this end, a gradual increase in member contributions has been agreed. 

Table 2:  Planned increase in member states contributions towards Nile-SEC and regional  
centres per country 2013/14 – 2017/18 (in USD) and corresponding  increase in core 
cost coverage (in percent)

 2013/14 2014/15 2015/16 2016/2017 2017/2018

Nile-SEC 90,000 90,000 145,000 145,000 200,000 

NELSAP-CU 47,037 47,037 79,074 79,074 111,111 

ENTRO 114,000 148,000 182,000 216,000 150,000,00

Total (in USD) 1,826,370 1,962,370 2,968,740 3,104,740 4,111,110 

Core cost coverage 48% 52% 78% 82% 108%
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3.2 Degree of self-financing

The degree of  self-financing is defined by the share of  
member country contributions and other sustainable 
sources of  income to the RBO’s regular budget, as op-
posed to the share of  development partner contributions. 
The share of  contributions can however be larger than 
the financial contributions, as member states also make 
in-kind contributions, which can be substantial. 

3.2.1  Financial member state  
contributions

Member states’ contributions to total expenditure and 
regular budget (commitments rather than actual payments) 
as well as the percentage in relation to the regular budget 
are shown in table 3.

The group of  coordination-oriented organizations with a 
lean overall budget are entirely member-financed (ICP-
DR, ICPR, ICPER, ICPO, ISRBC, ORASECOM) or, 
in the case some of  the younger South African RBOs 
(LIMCOM, OKACOM, ZAMCOM), are due to be in 
the medium-term. OKACOM, for example, while having 
formally been established in 1999, has set up a Perma-
nent Secretariat only in 2008. Member contributions, 
introduced in 2012, initially made up 12% of  the total 
budget but an agreement with the Swedish International 
Development Cooperation Agency (SIDA) foresees that 
countries shall bear the organization’s operational cost as 
soon as possible, so that donors can limit their support to 
project funding. A time-bound goal has not been set, con-
tributions have, however, doubled from 50,000 to 100,000 
USD between 2012 and 2013.

One group of  implementation-oriented RBOs can be 
distinguished that have their regular budget in principle 
fully member-financed, i.e. the amount the organization 
asks of  its members is considered more or less sufficient 
to cover the core cost (CICOS, LCBC, NBA, ORASEC-
OM). The comparatively large regular budgets of  CICOS, 
LCBC and NBA are reflected in higher member country 
contributions. A second group of  implementation-ori-
ented RBOs currently still have a lower share of  member 
state contributions in the regular budget (in the order of  
50-85%). Two of  them – NBI and MRC – are RBOs with 
a traditionally large share of  donor funding, that have 
however set goals for self-financing (see chapter 3.1). 
The picture of  member countries’ commitments to their 

RBO’s regular budget is mixed, then. It would, however, 
remain incomplete without considering the actual state of  
payments, which will be dealt with in the following. 

3.2.2  In-kind member state  
contributions

In-kind contributions of  various types are frequent to be 
found, in fact, few RBOs have no arrangements of  that sort.

Table 3 gives an overview of  the types and occurrence of  
in-kind contribution in our sample. Indeed, the value of  
in-kind contributions received by NBI from its inception 
until 2011 is more than three times as high as the total 
of  financial transfers (estimated at 19.3 million USD as 
against 6.5 million USD, respectively), and accounts for 
roughly 7% of  the total contributions to the organization 
in that period. 

It should be borne in mind that in addition, member 
countries usually have to bear the cost associated with the 
technical work related to the RBOs in national line min-
istries and agencies, unless arrangements exist to finance 
such work out of  the RBO’s budget, as is the case in the 
MRC. In RBOs without own budget, all regular expens-
es accruing to the cooperation have to be contributed 
in-kind, including secretarial functions of  e.g. preparing 
meetings.

Figure 1:  In-kind and financial  contributions 
of NBI members (1999-2011)14

Total donor contributions

Member contributions
- financial

Member contributions 
- in kind

91%

7%
2%

14   Source: Own graph, based on NBI Corporate Report 2011
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3.2.3 Other regular sources of funding

Member country contributions are not the only possible 
sustainable source of  sustainable funding. In recent years, 
many RBOs have sought to tap additional and steady 
sources of  revenues, if  mostly with limited success. 
There are various kinds of  sources an RBO can tap in 
principle, including 

 ■ Water user fees  and ‘polluter pays’ fees, 
 ■ Service provision fees, 
 ■ Share of  regional economic community tax, and
 ■ Dedicated capitalization funds.

In the case of  water user fees, a share of  water user fees 
collected at national level is dedicated towards trans-
boundary basin management by the RBO.  Such mecha-
nisms have not been introduced as yet in any of  the sam-
ple RBOs, they are, however, being discussed in some. At 
MRC, the introduction of  a hydropower fee of  0.1% of  
national hydropower revenues was hampered by conflicts 
of  interest, as one member country views the MRC rather 
as an obstacle to the unilateral exploitation of  its high 
hydropower potential, and is strongly opposed to sharing 
its resources. Similarly, the introduction of  a hydropower 
charge of  1% of  hydropower revenues for the NBA has 
been opposed by member countries out of  worries over 
the profitability of  the utilities and fears of  opposition 
from the energy sector.15

Similarly, in ‘polluter pays’ schemes, polluters pay for the 
right to discharge certain quantities of  pollutants into the 
water body, of  which a share could be dedicated to fund 
the RBOs functions in monitoring and controlling pollu-
tion. At the NBA, considerations to raise such a charge 
with the mining and industry sector encounter technical 
difficulties and conflicts of  interest: competencies for the 
introduction of  such mechanisms generally lie with mem-
ber countries, and these have signaled reluctance to share 
any revenues they may generate. Introduction of  such 
schemes also requires functional institutional structures at 
national level such as water laboratories for regular water 
monitoring, and law enforcement.  

Service fees can be raised for services as diverse as the 
provision of  hydrological data, trainings and consultancy 
on basin management or the development of  infrastruc-
ture projects. Many RBOs sell hydrological and related 
data to water users upon request; nevertheless, these rev-
enues carry little weight in relation to the regular budget. 
The MRC offers its expertise for consultancy to third par-
ties, and seeks to expand its activities here; nevertheless, 
the revenues are not counted as a reliable contribution to 
the regular budget. Similarly, NBI has also started offering 
its expertise in water resources analysis and other analytic 
products and services to external clients. CICOS offers 
navigation trainings to the private and public sectors. The 
training fees do have a certain regularity and can hence be 
considered a sustainable source of  income; however, the 
revenues generated are not yet substantial.

Another source of  income would be to earmark a share 
of  the taxes that countries pay to their regional economic 
communities (REC) for an RBO shared by all or some 
member countries. That would have the advantage of  
being a reliable source of  income, however one that may 
come with challenges in implementation. Thus LCBC 
and NBA have considered the introduction of  such taxes, 
however, their member countries do not belong to the 
same REC, so that the community tax scheme would have 
to be agreed with two or three different RECs, involving 
different currencies. In the case of  CICOS, which is an 
organization of  the CEMAC, 70% of  member contribu-
tions are taken out of  the 1% Community Import Tax 
which Gabon, Cameroon, CAR and Congo pay towards 
CEMAC; the only non-CEMAC-member of  CICOS, 
DRC, pays its contribution directly. 

Finally, through a capitalization fund, an RBO could benefit 
from the continuous yields flowing from the capital stock 
of  the fund. This mechanism is different from basket 
fund mechanisms like the Nile Basin Trust Fund (NBTF), 
where commitments to a trust are disbursed over an agreed 
period of  time. Capitalization funds have been discussed at 
LCBC, NBA and OKACOM; at LCBC and NBA, member 
countries were in favor of  the idea but donors objected that 
the capital stock required for such a fund would need to be 
substantial if  the yields are to be sufficient to contribute to 
the RBO’s financial sustainability, and that it was unclear 
how the money should be raised.

What can be seen from this short overview is that a num-
ber of  potential funding mechanisms exist but most come 

15   The experience of  these two RBOs does however not imply that the introduction 

of  such fees is impossible: Other RBOs like the Zambezi River Authority (ZRA) 

and Organization pour la Mise en Valeur du Fleuve Sénégal (OMVS) have success-

fully established a hydropower charge.
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with political or administrative challenges in implementa-
tion, so that few have been realized so far in the sample 
RBOs. In no case do such additional sources of  income 
contribute significantly to the RBO’s revenues as yet.  

3.3 Reliability

The reliability of  the payment of  the committed contri-
butions is also of  great importance. Based on the average 
annual arrears, a rough categorization of  RBOs can be 
made: those that have on average less than 10% arrears, 
those with on average 10-20% arrears, and those with on 
average more than 20% arrears. 

Out of  the 11 RBOs which have a budget and for which 
information is available, seven do not encounter problems 

regarding the reliability of  committed contributions  
(Fig. 2)16. 

Four RBOs have encountered frequent or ongoing 
arrears well above 20%: CICOS, NBA, NBI, and LCBC. 
Although in all cases, arrears accrue regularly, NBI and 
CICOS have a slightly higher reliability as fluctuations are 
smaller and arrears seldom exceed 30%.

Figure 2:  RBOs with on average 90-100% coverage of annual contributions
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16   It should be noted that for ICPER, ICPO and LVBC, the assessment relies on 

the assertions of  the Secretariats for reasons of  confidentiality. OKACOM has but 

recently introduced member contributions. In the case of  ISRBC, one member country 

paid its contribution for 2006 together with the dues for 2007.
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Figure 3: RBOs with on average 80-90% coverage or less of annual contributions
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Box 3: Fluctuating reliability of member contributions  
(Niger Basin Authority)
Established in 1980, with a predecessor dating back to 1964, the 
NBA is one of  the long-standing RBOs on the African conti-
nent. Contribution payments have been unreliable for more than 
a decade, due to lack of  ownership, with coverage rates partly 
as low as 19% (2011). In times of  serious cash-flow problems, 
donors have even provided funding for the regular meetings of  the 
statutory bodies, whereas the usual funding mechanism is project 
funding. What can be seen from the graphs is that the coverage 
rate fluctuates significantly; recent payments have not been able to 
follow the strong increase in the organization’s budget that goes in 
hand with its work and investment plan, and which is reflected in 
the increasing agreed contributions. In previous years, donors have 
also contributed towards personnel cost, but are now beckoning the 
NBA to cover these through its own budget. In 2013, the organiza-
tion made the experience that inviting member countries’ ministries 
of  economics along with line ministries to the Council of  Ministers 
effected a prompt payment of  all dues including arrears. 

A short look shall be taken at LCBC and NBA to understand the dynamics behind and consequences of  high arrears in 
annual contributions:

Figure 4:  Reliability of member contri-
butions for NBA (2007-2013)
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In both LCBC and NBA, three or more countries have 
at times or regularly defaulted on their commitments. By 
contrast, the gap in CICOS’ contributions accrues almost 
entirely to the failure of  DRC Congo to meet its commit-
ments between 2004 and 2012. This appears mainly due 
to the country’s instable political and economic situation. 
During this time, CICOS could not recruit all staff  as 
planned. Nevertheless, DRC has accepted contributing a 
substantial share of  the budget (30%, or 890.000 USD in 
2013), and has paid all its arrears in 2012. DRC’s settle-
ment of  all its arrears in payment vis-à-vis CICOS appears 
to be owing to the fact that CICOS is one of  the only two 
RBOs with an agreed enforcement mechanism: In accor-
dance with the agreement establishing CICOS,17 members 
defaulting repeatedly on their contribution lose their vote 
in joint decisions. Moreover, the other member countries 
threatened to relocate the CICOS headquarters, currently 
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located in Kinshasa, should DR Congo not pay its arrears. 
The only other RBO out of  the sample with an enforce-
ment mechanism is ICPR, whose Rules of  Procedure 
contain a provision that if  the Commission faces disad-
vantages due to delayed payments, “delegations concerned 
are debited with the resulting deficits at latest together 
with the contributions due for the following year.”18  

Box 4: Shift in expenditure due to high arrears  
(Lake Chad Basin Commission)
In the case of  the LCBC, the organization has dealt with the 
high arrears by reducing notably the activities foreseen under 
the development budget, given that recurrent costs are typi-

cally linked to contracts and thus harder to cut down on. This 
priority on the regular over the development budget, together 
with a chronic staff  shortage in relation to the work load, has 
led to further dissatisfaction of  member countries with the 
organization’s performance, and a further increase in arrears. 

17   Art. 28 §4 of  the Accord instituant un Régime Fluvial Uniforme et créant 

la Commission International du Bassin du Congo-Oubangui-Sangha (Agreement 

Constituting a Uniform Fluvial Regime and Establishing the CICOS), Brazzaville 

1999. 
18  Art. 10.3 of  the Rules of  Procedure and Financial Regulations of  the ICPR, 

2010. 

Figure 5: Relation of adopted and actual budget and OEV for LCBC in USD (2005-2012)
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Figure 7: Transfers from Reserve Fund to regular budget for ISRBC in USD (2006-2012)
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Figure 6:  Coverage rates for member 
 contributions for LCBC (2005-2012)
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3.4 Resilience

Financial reserves are important means to bridge cash-
flow problems. Financial reserves typically take the form 
of  a separate fund or account fed by budget surpluses 
and governed by specific provisions regarding who may 
dispose of  them and what they may be spent on. In our 
sample, eight RBOs (ICPDR, ICPER, ICPO, ICPR, ISR-
BC, MRC, NBI, OKACOM) do have a financial reserve 
in place, and at least four have made occasional or regular 
use of  it to cover unexpected expenditure or delays in 
the transfer of  contributions. In turn, at least two RBOs 
without such a reserve have had to accept high interest 
payments for loans taken out to master such situations. 
The graph below illustrates the role of  a reserve fund for 
the ISRBC, an RBO with generally reliable and sufficient 
member contributions.



Figure 8:  Relation of regular budget to total 
project value (2006-2012) for ISRBC

M
ill

io
n 

U
SD

7,3

33,0

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

Total project value (2006-2012)

Total General Fund expenditure (2006-2012)

Most provisions for the reserve funds are similar: Surplus 
member contributions are transferred to a special budget 
title at the end of  the year, up to a maximum amount of  10-
15% of  the RBO’s annual budget. Usually, the provisions 
also define the kinds of  expenses towards which the reserve 
may be used, and grant the Executive Secretary the right to 
dispose of  part or all of  the reserve, sometimes following 
prior agreement with a decision-making body.

3.5  Leverage of regular  
budget funding

For RBOs, who have a strong role in implementation of  
water resources management and development plans, the 
leverage of  the regular budget on other activities, such as 
investments or the implementation of  a management plan, 
may be an interesting indicator to assess the “value for 
money” member states get for their contributions. The re-
alization of  such development potentials may considerably 
contribute to enhancing ownership. Similarly, the one-time 
expenses for setting up information and other management 
systems and compiling the database can be substantial 
when an RBO is newly established. Most RBOs including 
coordination-oriented ones in Europe confirm having relied 
on external funding in this start-up phase. Here, too, being 
able to attract additional grants for investments is an asset 
for the RBO and its members. Leverage is here discussed 
as the relation of  the regular budget to the development 
or project funds or the implementation of  a multi-annual 
action program, including both member country and donor 
funds. The figures in the enumerator and denominator may 
differ slightly, though, depending on the specific situation, 
as the examples below will show. 
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Box 5: Regular budget in relation to total project  
funding (International Sava River Basin Commission)
The ISRBC is a rather coordination-oriented RBO. How-
ever, as it has been established in 2006 and some tools 
are still being set up, it actively seeks external funding to 
supplement member funds for an information management 
system, studies for flood protection and others. The role of  
ISRBC’s secretariat in such projects is mostly that of  pro-
ject steering, while the concrete implementation is tendered 
out or in the competence of  member countries. Here, the 
relation of  the regular budget to the total value of  projects 
may serve as one proxy to assess the organization’s leverage.

Box 6: Regular budget in relation to multi-annual 
strategic plan (Permanent Okavango River Basin Water 
Commission)
OKACOM was established in 1994 between the three 
riparians Angola, Namibia and Botswana to jointly manage 
the Okavango Basin resources. The Permanent Secretariat 
(OKASEC) has been established in 2008 and fulfils core 
administrative and information-sharing functions. OKA-
COM is a coordination-oriented organization and has a reg-
ular budget of  around 1.2 million USD, covering its yearly 
operating expenses. In 2013, a basin-wide management 
plan – the so-called Strategic Action Program (SAP) – was 
launched, which sets out a basin-wide framework for devel-
opment. The implementation of  SAP will require around 
30 million USD for the first five-year period (2014-2019). 
Here, the SAP lends itself  as the denominator. Assuming 
that the regular budget remains by and large the same, 
this implies a ratio of  6 million USD regular budget to 30 
million USD funding costs for the implementation of  the 
management plan, or 1:5.
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Another possible indicator is pre-investment financing in 
relation to leveraged in-country investment: 

Financial sustainability of transboundary RBOs in Africa, Asia and Europe: A comparative overview

Box 7: Ratio of pre-investment financing to leveraged 
investment (Nile Basin Initiative)
Both NBI’s Subsidiary Action Programs have facilitated 
substantial investments in water resources development, 
including sectors like hydropower, trade, irrigation, 
agricultural trade, and watershed and river basin manage-
ment. Thus, the Nile Equatorial Lakes Subsidiary Action 
Program (NELSAP) has through its water resources de-
velopment program leveraged on average one billion USD 
in investments with 100 million USD in pre-investment 
financing, which is a ratio of  1:10.

Figure 9:  Relation of regular budget to cost of 
implementation of five-year Strategic 
Action Program for OKACOM
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Figure 10:  Country investment leveraged pre-investment funding facilitated through NELSAP => 
Pre-investment funding in relation to secured investment funding for NELSAP  
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3.6  Conclusions regarding financial 
sustainability

The overview has shown that some RBOs are covering 
their regular budget through member contributions, and are 
hence financially self-sustaining. For others, this is not yet 
the case. Almost all RBOs receive in-kind contributions. 
The reliability of  member contributions is a serious chal-
lenge for several RBOs. Enforcement mechanisms have 
been encountered in only two cases. Several factors seem to 
determine reliability of  payments:

 ■  General low or non-interest in regional cooperation: 
This appears to be a strong factor. For example, with 
IFAS, lack of  ownership seems to be linked to the 
history of  the region, with member countries seeking 
national autonomy more than cooperation with 
neighbouring countries, which challenges the political 
mandate of  any regional institution. 

 ■  Lack of  ownership: Also, member countries may be 
open to regional cooperation but not see the value 
of  the RBO’s work, for example because progress is 
slower than expected or achievements are not well 
communicated, and may hence lack ownership. 

 ■  Withholding of  payments as a political statement: In 
other instances, instalments are withheld as a means 
of  pressuring an otherwise autonomous organi-
zation, or expressing political disagreement with a 
position or work of  the executive management. For 
this reason, Egypt has withheld its dues to the NBI 
since 2010. 

 ■  Communication and management within member 
countries’ administration: Problems may be due to 

insufficient communication of  obligations and man-
agement of  the budgeting process between the line 
ministry or agency responsible for water cooperation 
and those in charge of  the actual payment (finance or 
foreign ministry etc.). The NBA’s experience suggests 
that it would be worthwhile investigating out of  
which budget (e.g. of  line ministry, financial ministry, 
foreign office) members’ contributions are typically 
paid, and if  certain arrangements appear more con-
ducive than others. 

 ■  Political instability and lack of  economic capacity of  
member states: Several member countries notably of  
African RBOs have encountered political or financial 
crisis, and often both. In recent years, political unrest 
and lack of  resources have been a cause of  accumu-
lating arrears in several RBOs in the sample - the DR 
Congo, CAR, and Chad amongst others.

 ■  Free rider behaviour: It might be that the implicit 
expectation that others will cover the financial gap 
invites a defaulting on one’s own obligations; how-
ever, there is no immediate evidence of  free-rider 
behaviour in this sample.

 ■  Other sources of  funding, while much debated, are 
not empirically relevant as yet. In none of  the RBOs 
do such sources contribute significantly to the orga-
nizations’ regular budget.

For RBOs with an implementation mandate, assessing 
the leverage of  the regular budget over development and 
investment funds may be useful to estimate in how far the 
RBO raises  resources for basin development, and hence 
one possible measure of  the “value for money” of  the 
member states contributions.
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Cost-sharing arrangements for country contributions: Comparison and analysis

4.1 RBOs with a budget

Cost-sharing arrangements for member contributions 
involve considerations of  fairness, equity and distribution 
of  power in the organization. In principle, two types of  
arrangements can be distinguished: those based on equal 
shares in the budget and such based on a key. 

The latter ones are usually composed of  one or several 
criteria, mostly reflecting either the benefits countries 
derive from the water resources or their economic capacity 
(Scheumann and Neubert 2006). The criteria that are here 
classified as benefit-based are a) those considering “basin 
share”, the assumption being that countries with larger 
share in the basin will usually benefit more from water 
resources and / or RBO activities, b) “(other) benefits from 
water resources”, such as irrigated area, and c) “bene-
fits from RBO activities”, such as the national share of  
the investment volume of  a joint investment plan. Keys 
pertaining to economic capacity typically draw on member 
countries’ GDP (total or per capita) for an indicator. In 
the sample, keys based on benefits are used in three RBOs 
(ICPER, ICPR and NBA), those based on economic ca-
pacity of  members are used in two RBOs (IFAS, ICPDR), 
and one arrangement embraces both (MRC) (see Table 3). 
MRC’s key for the annual increase in contributions also 
considers the water flow that member countries contribute 
to the Mekong; this is the only example in the sample of  an 
criterion addressing  the hydrological contribution.

If  equity and fairness are often quoted as a reason for a 
key-based cost-sharing arrangement by the RBOs, the 
same principles appear to have guided a number of  equal 
shares-arrangements; expressly so in the CICOS, ISRBC, 
ICPDR, and OKACOM. In the ISRBC, solidarity among 
the riparians is deemed important, and sharing the costs 

of  joint water management equally appears to be part of  a 
larger notion of  regional cooperation. While contributions 
to project funds are negotiated separately from the regular 
budget, even here, equal-share is mostly applied, even if  
a given country is not immediately concerned by a given 
project. Interestingly, in all three Southern African RBOs 
established fairly recently,19 equal share prevails, although 
benefits may, in terms of  share in the basin or in water use, 
be distributed quite unequally. One possible explanation is 
that, with South Africa being a regional hegemon, smaller 
neighboring countries prefer paying equal contributions in 
order to negotiate at eye-level and prevent power imbal-
ances in the organizations’ decision-making. This is in line 
with an earlier finding that “one of  the main driving forces 
behind the process involved in forming organizations must 
be sought in political considerations aimed at leveling the 
playing field. As a rule, relatively weak countries push for 
the creation of  new organizations because they lack the 
national resources that would give them a reasonably equal 
voice in transboundary river-basin management.” (Wirkus 
and Böge 2006: 89). 

What becomes clear, then, is that equity as a principle has 
an important role to play in the decision on the cost-sharing 
arrangement but need not automatically imply either a key-
based or an equal shares arrangement. Equity is expressed 
in criteria on relative benefits as well as capacity to pay. 
Considerations of  power distribution, in turn, may lead to 
an equal share arrangement irrespective of  the distribution 
of  benefits, depending on the larger political situation.
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4  Cost-sharing arrangements 
for country contributions: 
Comparison and analysis

19   OKACOM and ORASECOM were formally established in 1994 and 2000, 

however, their secretariats were only established in 2008 and 2007, respectively. 

ZAMCOM was established in 2011.



To gain a better understanding of  the rationale behind such 
financial arrangements, we will now look at their develop-
ment in some RBOs of  our sample. Descriptions of  the 
remaining RBOs are to be found in the fact-sheets in the 
annex.

Country	category Countries

A
Austria, Czech Republic, Germany, 
Hungary, Slovakia, Slovenia; Bulgaria 
and Romania from 2008

B
Croatia, Serbia; Bulgaria and Romania 
before 2008

C Bosnia/ Herzegovina, Ukraine

D
Montenegro; Moldova (exception since 
2011)

E EU – 2.5% (constant)
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Box 8: Trajectory from key to equal shares (Internatio-
nal Commission for the Protection of the Danube River)
The ICPDR is an interesting case in that its founding agree-
ment foresees equal shares for member contributions but 
members have early decided on a convergence trajectory 
or interim path with differing percentages. This trajectory 
takes into account members’ capacity to pay, in order to 
accommodate the new Eastern European members’ situ-
ation; it regroups the organization’s 16 member countries 
into four categories, according to their national budget. The 
share each category contributes towards the budget is rene-
gotiated on an annual basis, the goal still being equal shares 
in the long term, which is considered the fairest solution 
(Fig. 14). The European Commission, which is member 
to all transboundary river commissions including EU and 
non-EU members, bears a constant share of  2.5%. Mem-
ber contributions ranged between USD 37,000 (Category 
D) and 129,000 (Category A) in 2012.

Box 9: From equal shares to key (Lake Chad Basin 
Commission)
The cost-sharing arrangement of  the LCBC originally fore-
saw equal shares for the OEB and key-based contributions 
towards the development budget, the key being 1/1,000 
of  the respective national budgets. This has however been 
abandoned in 1990 in favor of  a key-based solution for 
the entire budget, as smaller member countries urged for 
a differentiation of  contributions based on the countries’ 
share in the basin. Apparently, three different keys were 
proposed at the time, and as no unanimity for a specific 
solution could be achieved, an average between these three 
was adopted (see fact sheet, Annex). The key has since 
been changed twice upon the accession of  new member 
countries (Fig. 15), details regarding the composition of  the 
key could not be obtained. 

It should be noted that the large arrears in contribution ac-
crue not significantly more to the large contributors Nigeria 
and Cameroon than to the smaller ones. All countries have 
defaulted more or less over the last years, most consistently 
CAR, which bears the smallest share of  all. 

Figure 11:  ICPDR - Trajectory of  individual 
member  contributions by category 
to the ICPDR’s regular budget over 
time in percent
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Box 10: Equal shares plus key-based increase (Mekong River Commission)
MRC is a combination of  an equal shares and key-based arrangement. Equal member contributions as of  2000 - 195,000 USD 
per country - were used as a baseline to calculate a gradual increase that would yield an overall income of  two million USD, the 
projected OEB, in 2014. The annual increase is based on a key, composed of  four indicators accounting for benefits and one ac-
counting for economic capacity (Table 9). The indicators are weighted individually, in reverse order for flow and normal order for 
the other ones, and then added up, which gives a percentage by which each member’s contribution is increased. As each country 
increases its contribution by this key year after year, the difference in the total contribution of  countries is constantly rising. More-
over, it is hard to defend that the key considers irrigated area but not hydropower revenues. As a new trajectory for contributions 
is currently being worked out to operationalize the goal of  6.5 million USD by 2030, the current key will likely be reconsidered.

Indicator Cambodia Lao	PDR Thailand Viet	Nam

1 - Catchment area (km²) 155,000 202,000 1184,000 65,000

2 - Average flow (m³/ s) 2,860 5,270 2,560 1,660

3 – Irrigated area (million ha) 0,161 0,075 1,414 1,512

4 – Population (million) 9.30 4.70 23.2 19.8

5 – Per capita GDP (USD) (1997) 252 259 876 287

Table 4: MRC – Key for increase of country contributions (2000 – present)

Figure 12:  Change in cost-sharing key at LCBC since 1990
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Cost-sharing arrangements for country contributions: Comparison and analysis

Weighted	indicator Cambodia Lao	PDR Thailand Viet	Nam Total

1 - Catchment area (km²) 2 4 3 1 10

2 - Average flow (m³/ s) (reverse order) 2 1 3 4 10

3 – Irrigated area (million ha) 2 1 3 4 10

4 – Population (million) 2 1 4 3 10

5 – Per capita GDP (USD) (1997) 1 2 4 3 10

Total 9 9 17 15 50

Percentage of  annual increase of  contribution 18% 18% 34% 30% 100%



4.2 RBOs without budget

A number of  RBOs in the sample belong to the coordi-
nation-oriented type without secretariat and hence do not 
have an own budget. The typical arrangement here is that 
countries

 ■  Each cover the travel expenses of  their representa-
tives relating to meetings, 

 ■  Take turns in hosting meetings, andpay for measures 
and studies carried out on their own territory. 

 ■  Measures in the interest of  (also or only) one mem-
ber but on the territory of  another are financed by 
the interested member or jointly, subject to individual 
negotiation. 

Common features of  the RBOs with such arrangements 
are that they bring together mostly two, not more than 
three countries, and serve mainly as a forum for consulta-
tions.

4.3  Conclusions regarding  
cost-sharing arrangements

While key-based cost-sharing arrangements are more 
common in our sample than equal share arrangements, 
there appear to be various rationales for the choice of  
either the one or the other. If  a key-based arrangement is 

chosen, it mostly accounts for different benefits from the 
water resource using a spatial indicator like share in the 
basin. In some cases, more intricate indicator systems have 
been developed, which represent different types of  benefit 
from the resource (e.g. LCBC, see fact-sheet) or the orga-
nization (e.g. ICPR). Equal shares are especially common 
among younger RBOs established in the past 10-15 years, 
whereas the number of  member countries does not seem 
to matter in the choice.

What kind of  arrangement is chosen depends on several 
variables: If  equal shares are generally considered fairer, 
and solidarity and regional cooperation are deemed im-
portant, equal shares may be adopted in spite of  differenc-
es in benefits. In turn, equal shares are also agreed upon 
where smaller countries with lesser benefits are concerned 
about their political weight vis-à-vis a regional hegemonic 
power. However, where the cost of  such considerations 
becomes too high due to a large total budget RBO, smaller 
countries have a stronger incentive to lobby for a key, 
especially if  their economic capacity is limited. 

The substantive changes some RBOs have made to their 
original cost-sharing arrangements suggests that satisfac-
tory solutions have to be tailored to the organization’s 
situation, and that it may take time and trust to negotiate 
arrangements that are deemed equitable while at the same 
time providing sufficient funding to the organization. 
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Recommendations for the development of a benchmark on RBOs’ financial sustainability

Based on a working definition of  financial sustainability 
of  RBOs, a set of  indicators and basic data requirements 
have been identified to assess the current situation of  the 
RBO sample. The findings have highlighted remarkable 
achievements and approaches to financial sustainability 
among the RBOs in the sample, and identified some com-
mon challenges. 

Drawing on these results, the final chapter offers recom-
mendations on 
1.  The further development of  the benchmark approach;
2. The related institutional framework;
3. Data harmonization.

In so doing, the study hopes to inform the ongoing dis-
cussion about the financing of  RBOs’ core functions.

1.  Further development of the 
benchmark approach

Building on and extending the database compiled in this 
study would likely offer further lessons learnt for RBOs 
and highlight best practice and successful solutions to 
issues of  financial sustainability. Likewise, it could further 
increase transparency and facilitate RBOs’ regular report-
ing to member states and the public. While organizations 
may hesitate to disclose budgetary figures, such compar-
ative monitoring would provide useful insights for the 
RBOs and their stakeholders. Concerns have to be dealt 
with, including by ensuring that benchmarking takes into 
consideration the individual contexts and challenges of  
RBOs, and that lessons learnt benefit  them as well. With 
view to the benchmark approach itself, the indicators used 
in the study (cf. Table 1) could usefully be applied, as they 
characterize the financial situation of  such organizations 
in regard to several aspects, including 
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5  Recommendations for 
the development of a 
benchmark on RBOs’  
financial sustainability

 ■ The regular budget, 
 ■  Degree of  self-financing and sufficiency of  this 

regular budget, 
 ■ Its leverage over further investments, 
 ■ Reliability of  member state contributions and 
 ■ The RBO’s financial resilience.  

2. Institutional framework

The institutional set-up for such a benchmarking and the 
related database should take into consideration the man-
date and capacities of  existing organizations in the field of  
transboundary water cooperation. 

Hence it is suggested that the institutional framework 
should

 ■  Ideally be established and maintained by region-
al organizations that already have a mandate and 
capacities in the field, such as AMCOW or ANBO 
for Africa, SADC Water Division for Southern 
Africa, or the UNECE Water Convention Secretariat 
for Europe. This would promote regional lessons 
learnt and strengthen regional cooperation in water 
management;

 ■  Have sufficient capacities and resources, both regard-
ing staff  and IT equipment. Taking such a bench-
marking further will require accurate enquiries and 
trust-building with RBOs, which takes time; 

 ■  Be trusted and recognized by RBOs, their member 
states and the donor community, in order to encour-
age cooperation and data-sharing and to warrant the 
credibility and impartiality of  benchmark results. 



3. Data harmonization

As budget structures and financial accounting practices 
differ vastly between RBOs, the establishment of  such a 
database will require the harmonization of  available data. 
For example, some RBOs display all donor contributions 
to programs or projects in their program or development 
budget, whereas others include only member country 
contributions to programs. Some account for all person-
nel costs in their regular budget, while others distinguish 
between personnel costs accruing to the provision of  
corporate services, filed in the Corporate Services Budget, 
and to programs, filed in the program budget. Accuracy 
and a consistent categorization are required if  a bench-
mark is to be meaningful.

Another finding of  the study is that financial data is lim-
ited or contradictive for a couple of  RBOs in the sample. 
This is also because financial accounting and reporting to 
member countries and donors were not well-established, 
or have not been until recently, due to lack of  institutional 
capacity or overload or unsatisfactory routines. At the 
same time, there is evidence that transparent reporting is 
crucial for member countries’ trust and ownership.

Recommendations regarding data harmonization include:

 ■  Distinguish between expenses relating to regular 
operations under the RBO’s core functions and those 
accruing to time-bound programs and development 
activities;

 ■  Within these budgets, develop a consistent catego-
rization of  expenses e.g. based on a renowned and 
widely applied accounting standard adapted to the 
context of  an RBO, which might set an incentive 
for RBOs to eventually follow this standard in their 
accounting and reporting.

 ■  Distinguish between regular and time-bound con-
tributions by member states, donors and, where 
applicable, other organisations to the respective 
regular and  program budget; as well as regular and 
time-bound or fluctuating other revenues.

 ■  Support RBOs with the establishment of  accounting 
and reporting routines where appropriate.

In all, while much remains to be done in terms of  har-
monization and data collection, the further development 
of  such a benchmark approach and database would be 
feasible and useful to both highlight progress made to 
date and to strengthen transboundary water management 
and cooperation.
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Established	by: Accord 
instituant un Régime 
Fluvial Uniforme et 
créant la Commission 
Internationale du Bassin 
Congo-Oubangui-Sang-
ha (CICOS)

Year	of 	establishment: 
1999

Member	countries: 
Congo, Democratic Re-
public of  Congo (DRC), 
Cameroon, Central 
African Republic (CAR), 
Gabon (since 2011)

Non-member	riparian	
countries: Angola (ob-
server), Burundi, Rwan-
da, Tanzania, Zambia

Type: Commission/ 
Authority

Number	of 	staff: 33 
(2012)

Bodies: Ministers Committee, Task Committee, 
General Secretariat

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■  Legal foundation: Communiqué final de la première 
réunion des Ministres des transports en charge de la 
navigation intérieure, Brazzaville, 05/06 Nov 1999

 ■  1999-2014: Key based on countries’ share of  national 
territory in the basin:

	 ●  70% of  CICOS’ regular budget are contributed by 
CEMAC member states and deducted from the 
1% Community Import Tax (CIT) which coun-
tries’ customs transfer to CEMAC, according to 
the following key:

   • 10% Cameroon
   • 30% Central-African Republic (CAR)
   • 30% Congo
	 ●  30% are contributed by the Democratic Republic 

of  Congo (DRC), the only non-CEMAC member 
of  CICOS

 ■  Since Gabon has joined in 2011, the key is due to 
change in the near future. Expected arrangement: 
Equal shares (formal decision pending)

Background info:
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7  Annex: Fact sheets on 
cost-sharing arrangements 
of sample RBOs

Commission Internationale du Bassin Congo-Oubangui-Sangha (CICOS), 
Central Africa
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Member country contributions:

Figure A1:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
country contributions towards the 
CICOS’ regular budget (in percent): 
Key based on countries’ share 
of national territory in the basin 
(1999-2014)

Figure A2:  Agreed member contributions  
towards the CICOS’ regular budget 
in USD (2009-2014) 
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Table A1:  Agreed member contributions towards the LCBC’s regular and development  
budget in USD (2011-2012)20   

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Cameroon 172.089 223.945 223.945   223.925

Central	
African	
Republic

516.266 671.835 671.835   671.775

Congo 516.266 671.835 671.835   671.775

DRC 516.266 671.817 671.817   889.749

Total 1.720.888 2.239.451 2.239.451 0  3.129.000

20   No data available for 2012/2013. Contributions for 2014 to be confirmed in the Ministers Committee at the time of  writing.

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

Cameroon

Central-African Republic

Congo

DRC

Gabon (joined 2011)

201420132012201120102009

M
il
li
on

 U
SD

CEMAC



38

Established	by: Memo-
randum of  Understand-
ing for the Manage-
ment of  the Extended 
Transboundary Drin 
Basin (2011) (no binding 
agreement yet)

Year	of 	establishment: 
2009

Member	countries: 
Albania, Greece, Koso-
vo, FYR Macedonia, 
Montenegro

Non-member	riparian	
countries: /

Type: not formally 
established yet

Number	of 	staff: (no 
own staff, GWP-Med 
appointed as secretariat)

Bodies: Meeting of  the Parties, Drin Core Group, 
Expert Working Groups, Secretariat (operated by 
GWP-Med)

Established	by: Treaty 
between the Kingdom 
of  the Netherlands and 
the Federal Republic 
of   Germany concern-
ing arrangements for 
cooperation in the Ems 
estuary (1960)

Year	of 	establishment:	
1963

Member	countries:	
Germany, Netherlands

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	/

Type:	Coordination-ori-
ented without secretariat

Number of  staff: none

Bodies: Commission, Sub-Committees

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■   Legal foundation: Terms of  Reference of  the Drin 
Core Group, Art. 9.6

 ■  As cooperation is in the inception stage, the organi-
zation does not currently have a budget, and member 
contributions have not been introduced yet. 

 ■  Currently, each member bears the expenses of  its 
delegation’s participation in joint meetings, observ-
ers and external experts will usually be expected to 
cover their own expenses, and members take turns in 
hosting meetings. 

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■  Legal foundation: Ems-Dollart-Agreement, Art. 
16-18

 ■  Contracting parties cover expenses of  their own 
delegations to joint meetings. 

 ■  Every party bears the costs of  measures and works 
implemented within their own countries, unless a 
different arrangement is agreed upon. Should Ger-
many demand measures in the waterway to Emden 
exceeding prevention of  harmful impacts, it is to 
bear the extra expenses.

Background info:

Background info:

Drin Core Group (DCG), Eastern Europe

German-Dutch Boundary Water Commission (GDBWC), Central Europe
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Established	by: Con-
vention on Cooperation 
for the Protection and 
Sustainable Use of  the 
Danube River

Year	of 	establishment:	
1998 (upon ratification of  
Convention)

Member	countries:	
Austria, Bosnia/ Herze-
govina, Bulgaria, Croatia, 
Czech Republic, Germa-
ny, Hungary, Moldova, 
Montenegro, Romania, 
Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, 
Ukraine, EU

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	Albania, Italy, 
Macedonia, Poland, Swit-
zerland

Type:	Coordination-ori-
ented with secretariat

Number	of 	staff:	8 (2012) 

Bodies: Commission, Secretariat, Standing Working 
Group, Expert Groups

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■  Legal foundation: Art. 5.2 of  the Financial Rules of  
the ICPDR

 ■  While the Financial Rules foresee an equal shares-ar-
rangement (except for the European Commission’s 
contribution of  2.5%), member parties early decided 
on an interim arrangement with differentiated con-
tributions, dividing countries into categories based 
on capacity to pay. This is to accommodate for the 
situation of  new Eastern European members. 

 ■  Under this arrangement, contributions currently fol-
low a convergence trajectory, with countries divided 
into four categories, the percentages for which are 
negotiated on an annual basis. 

 ■  In 2012, the key was as follows:  
Category A: 8.7% 
Category B: 3.5 % 
Category C: 2.5% 
Category D: 1 %  
EU: 2.5%

Background info:

International Commission for the Protection of the Danube River (ICPDR), 
Central Europe

 Annex: Fact sheets on cost-sharing arrangements of sample RBOs

Figure A3:  Trajectory of individual member con-
tributions by category to the ICPDR’s 
regular budget over time in percent

Country	category Countries

A Austria, Czech Republic, 
Germany, Hungary, Slovakia, 
Slovenia; Bulgaria and Romania 
from 2008

B Croatia, Serbia; Bulgaria and 
Romania before 2008

C Bosnia/ Herzegovina, Ukraine

D Montenegro; Moldova (excep-
tion since 2011)

E EU – 2.5% (constant)
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Member country contributions:

Table A2:  Agreed member conributions to the ICPDR’s regular budget in USD (2011-2013)

 Cat.  2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

A Austria 132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 133.530 134.219

 Czech	
Republic

132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 133.530 134.219

 Germany 132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 133.530 134.219

 Hungary 132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 133.530 134.219

 Slovakia 132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 133.530 134.219

 Slovenia 132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 132.944 133.530 134.219

B Bulgaria 82.721 95.276 132.944 132.944 132.944 133.530 134.219

 Croatia 82.721 95.276 107.832 120.388 132.944 133.530 134.219

 Romania 82.721 95.276 132.944 132.944 132.944 133.530 134.219

 Serbia 82.721 95.276 107.832 120.388 132.944 133.530 134.219

C Bosnia/
Her-ze-
govina

/ 12.474 13.681 29.147 37.555 45.264 53.996

 Ukraine 11.817 12.474 27.363 29.147 37.555 45.264 53.996

D Moldova 11.817 12.474 13.681 29.147 30.044 15.088 15.427

 Monte-
negro

/ / / 29.147 30.044 30.176 38.569

EU EU 29.543 31.184 34.204 36.434 37.555 37.720 38.569

Total 1.181.724 1.247.375 1.368.146 1.457.350 1.502.191 1.508.816 1.542.741
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Figure A4:  Agreed member contributions to 
the ICPDR’s regular budget in USD 
(2006-2012)

 Annex: Fact sheets on cost-sharing arrangements of sample RBOs
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Member country contributions:

For reasons of  confidentiality, member contributions 
cannot be revealed.
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Established	by: 
Convention between 
the Federal Republic of  
Germany and the Czech 
and Slovak Federal 
Republic and the EC on 
the International Com-
mission for the Protec-
tion of  the Elbe

Year	of 	establishment:	
1990

Member	parties:	Czech 
Republic, Germany (EU 
up until accession of  
Czech Republic to EU 
in 2004) 

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	Austria, Poland

Type:	Commission Number	of 	staff:	8 (2013)

Bodies:	Commission, International Coordination Group, 
Working Groups, Secretariat

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■  Legal foundation: Art 14.2 of  the Convention
 ■  The annual budget is shared according to a key 

based on the share of  the basin and the stream in the 
member countries, with Germany bearing two thirds 
and the Czech Republic one third of  the budget. The 
European Commission has been a member until the 
Czech Republic joined the EU in 2004; its contribu-
tion was 2.5%:

  until 2004 from 2005
 Czech Republic 32.5% 33.3%
 Germany 65.0% 67.7%
 EU 2.5%  /

Background info:

International Commission on the Protection of the Elbe River (ICPER), 
Central Europe

Figure A5:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions to the ICPER’s 
regular budget in percent: Key based 
on members’ share in the basin and 
stream until 2004

Figure A6:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions to the ICPER’s 
regular budget in percent: Key based 
on members’ share in the basin and 
stream from 2005
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Member country contributions:

For reasons of  confidentiality, member contributions 
cannot be revealed.
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Established	by:	Con-
vention on the Interna-
tional Commission for 
the Protection of  the 
Oder

Year	of 	establishment:	
1996

Member	parties:	
Germany, Poland, Czech 
Republic (EU up until 
accession of  Czech Re-
public to EU in 2004)

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	/

Type:	Commission Number	of 	staff:		8 (2014)

Bodies:	Commission, International Coordination Group, 
Secretariat, Working Groups

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■  Legal foundation: Art. 15.2 of  the Convention
 ■  The cost-sharing arrangement is based on a key, 

with Germany and Poland bearing a larger and the 
Czech Republic a smaller share of  the budget. The 
European Commission has been a member until the 
Czech Republic and Poland joined the EU in 2004; 
its contribution was 2.5%: 

  until 2004 from 2005
 Czech Republic 20% 20.5%
 Germany 38.75% 39.75%
 Poland 38.75% 39.75%
 EU 2.5%  /

Background info:

International Commission for the Protection of the Oder (ICPO), 
Central Europe

 Annex: Fact sheets on cost-sharing arrangements of sample RBOs

Figure A7:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions to the ICPO’s 
regular budget in percent until 2004

Figure A8:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions to the ICPO’s 
regular budget in percent from 2005
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Established	by:	Con-
vention on the interna-
tional Commission for 
the Protection of  the 
Rhine against Pollution 
(1963)

Year	of 	establishment:	
1950 (status under in-
ternational law formally 
established 13 years after 
foundation) 

Member	parties:	Ger-
many, France, Luxem-
burg, die Netherlands, 
Swiss and EU Commis-
sion

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	Liechtenstein, 
Austria, Wallonia/Belgium 
(observers)

Type:	Commission Number	of 	staff:		13, one 
vacant (2013)

Bodies: Plenary Assembly, Strategy Group, Working 
Groups, Project Group, Secretariat; Coordinating Com-
mittee Rhine

 ■  The ICPR’s regular budget is hence divided as  
follows:

	 ●  70% borne by ICPR members: 14.5% are borne 
by Switzerland and EU, 85.5% by other members 
(EU member countries) (see table below)

	 ●  30% borne by CC members 

 ■  Specific EU-related products and activities are 
termed the “Special budget” and refunded by CC 
members individually. The key for CC members’ 
contribution is the same as for the regular budget.

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■  Legal foundation: 
	 ●  Art. 9 of  the Rules of  Procedure and Financial 

Regulations of  the ICPR 
	 ●  Art. 3 of  the Rules of  Procedure between the 

ICPR and the Coordinating Committee Rhine

 ■  The ICPR secretariat has entered into an agreement 
with the Coordinating Committee (CC) Rhine, the 
body in charge for implementation of  the EU Water 
Framework Directive in the Rhine basin, to support 
the latters’ work. In turn, members of  the CC 

	 ●  Refund costs relating to specific EU-related  
products and activities

	 ●  Pay a lump-sum of  30% of  the ICPR’s annual 
budget for material and personnel expenses in-
curred by the regular support to the CC

Background info:

International Commission for the Protection of the Rhine (ICPR), 
Central Europe

Figure A9:  Agreed member contributions to  
the ICPR’s regular budget in USD 
(2008-2012)
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 paid by:

Annual	budget	of 	the	ICPR Special	Budget

for regular expenses
- for the ICPR

- for the CC
for specific EU-related products and 

activities

ICPR	members CC members CC members

70,0% 30,0%

-	14.5%	non-EU	 
members

  

Switzerland 12.0% - -

EU 2.5% - -

-	85.5%	EU	member	countries

Germany 32.5% 32.0% 32%

France 32.5% 32.0% 32%

Netherlands 32.5% 32.0% 32%

Luxemburg 2.5% 1.5% 1.5%

Austria 1.5% 1.5%

Wallonia 0.5% 0.5%

Liechtenstein   0.5% 0.5%

Table A3:  Agreed member contributions towards the ORASECOM’s regular budget in USD  
(2009-2012)

Member country contributions:

Table A4: Agreed member contributions to the ICPR’s regular budget in USD (2008-2012)

 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Switzerland 111.298 113.807 114.964 117.485 120.954

EU 33.124 33.871 34.215 34.966 35.998

Germany 435.435 444.041 443.601 452.246 463.262

France 435.435 444.041 443.601 452.246 463.262

Nether-
lands

435.435 444.041 443.601 452.246 463.262

Luxemburg	 28.058 28.634 28.693 29.271 30.026

Austria 8.482 8.616 8.471 8.607 8.751

Wallonia 2.827 2.872 2.824 2.869 2.917

Liechten-
stein

2.827 2.872 2.824 2.869 2.917

Total 1.492.923 1.522.795 1.522.795 1.552.805 1.591.350
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Established	by:	Agree-
ment on joint actions on 
resolving the problems 
related to the Aral Sea 
and its coastal zone on 
environmental -sanita-
tion and socioeconomic 
development in the Aral 
Sea region

Year	of 	establishment:	
1993

Member	parties:	
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
Tajikistan, Turkmeni-
stan, and Uzbekistan

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	Afghanistan, 
China, Pakistan

Type:	Implementa-
tion-oriented

Number	of 	staff:	27 
(2014)

Bodies: Central Asian States President Council on 
the Problems of  the Aral Sea, President of  the IFAS, 
Council of  the IFAS, Executive Committee (EC) of  
the IFAS, national executive managements or branch-
es of  the EC, Interstate Commission for Sustainable 
Development, Interstate Commission for Water 
Coordination incl. Secretariat

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■ Legal foundation: unknown
 ■  The original arrangement foresaw that member 

countries contribute towards the secretariat of  the 
Executive Committee (EC IFAS), their own national 
Executive Committee (EC) management/ branch, as 
well as projects on their own territory.21

 ■  In practice, member contributions are dedicated to 
national EC branches and projects. The EC IFAS 
Secretariat rotates between members every three 
years, and its budget is entirely borne by the host 
country. 

 ■  Members’ contributions are determined as a fixed 
percentage of  the states’ budget revenues, depending 
on national economic capacity:

	 ●  0.3% of  budget revenues for Kazakhstan,  
Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan 

	 ●  0.1% of  budget revenues for Kyrgyzstan,  
Tajikistan

Background info:

International Fund for Saving the Aral Sea (IFAS), Central Asia

21   Note that the Interstate Commission for Water Coordination and the Interstate 

Commission for Sustainable Development are independent entities within the IFAS 

and have their own budgets.

Figure A10:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions to the IFAS’ 
budget: Contributions as  percentage 
of state budget revenues
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22   Source : CIA World Factbook

 Contribution	in	%	of 	
state	budget	revenue

State	budget	revenue	in	 
m	USD	(estim.,	2013)22 

Contribution	

Kazakhstan 0,3% 43.880 131,6

Kyrgyzstan 0,1% 2.128 2,1

Tajikistan 0,1% 2.425 2,4

Turkmenistan 0,3% 5.930 17,8

Uzbekistan 0,3% 17.840 53,5

Table A5:  Agreed member contributions to IFAS in percent of state budget revenues and in USD 
(own calculation according to original arrangement)

Member country contributions:

Established	by:	Frame-
work Agreement on the 
Sava River Basin

Year	of 	establishment:	
2005 (Secretariat: 2006)

Member	parties:	Slo-
venia, Croatia, Bosnia/
Herzegovina, Serbia

Non-member	ripari-
an	countries:	Albania, 
Montenegro

Type:	Commission Number	of 	staff:	9 
(2012)

Bodies: Sava Commission, Expert Groups,  
Secretariat

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■  Legal foundation: Art. 6 of  the Statute of  the Inter-
national Sava River Basin Commission

 ■  Member countries contribute in equal parts towards 
the regular budget of  the ISRBC; shares in project 
costs are agreed upon individually, often likewise 
equal parts

 ■ In-kind: 
	 ●  Expenses of  national representatives’ and experts’ 

participation in ISRBC meetings   

Background info:

International Sava River Basin Commission (ISRBC), Central Europe



 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Bosnia/
Herzegovina

177.566 177.568 177.568 177.568 167.931 167.931 167.931

Croatia 177.566 177.568 177.568 177.568 167.931 167.931 167.931

Serbia 177.566 177.568 177.568 177.568 167.931 167.931 167.931

Slovenia 177.566 177.568 177.568 177.568 167.931 167.931 167.931

Total 710.265 710.271 710.271 710.271 671.726 671.726 671.726
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Figure A11:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
country contributions to ISRBC’s 
regular budget in percent:  
Equal shares

Figure A12:  Agreed member contributions to 
ISRBC’s regular budget in USD 
(2006-2012)

Table A6: Agreed member contributions to ISRBC’s regular budget in USD (2006-2012)23

Member country contributions:

22   Note that the ISRBC‘s regular budget was lowered in 2010 to accommodate member countries’ request to lower annual contributions due to the financial crisis.
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Established	by:	Agree-
ment between Mozam-
bique and Zimbabwe on 
the Joint Water Com-
mission (2002)

Year	of 	establishment:	
2002

Member	countries:	
Mozambique; Zimba-
bwe

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	/

Type:	Coordination-ori-
ented without secretariat

Number	of 	staff:	none

Bodies: Joint Water Commission

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■ Legal foundation: unknown
 ■  Contracting parties cover expenses of  their own del-

egations’ participation in joint meetings. Parties take 
turns in hosting the meetings.

 ■  Every party bears the costs of  measures and studies 
implemented within their own territory, joint studies 
are undertaken in collaboration with international 
cooperation partners.

Background info:

Joint Water Commission (JWC) between Mozambique and Zimbabwe,  
on the Sabi, Buzi and Pungwe rivers, East Africa

Established	by:	Con-
vention and Statutes 
relating to the Develop-
ment of  the Chad Basin

Year	of 	establishment:	
1964

Member	parties:	Cam-
eroon, Tchad, Niger, 
Nigeria, Central African 
Republic, Libya

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	Sudan, Algeria

Type:	Commission Number	of 	staff:	83 
(2014)

Bodies:	Meeting of  Heads of  State/ Government, 
Commission, Secretariat, National Coordination Bodies, 
Technical Committee, Donor Consultative Group

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■ Legal foundation: 
	 ●  Art. XVI of  the Statutes of  the LCBC (equal parts 

arrangement); 
	 ●  Conference of  the Heads of  State and Govern-

ment at Fort Lamy, 1972 (creation and endow-
ment of  the Development Fund), 

	 ●  7th Summit of  the Heads of  State and Govern-
ment at Yaoundé, 1990 (first cost-sharing key), 

	 ●  9th Summit of  the Heads of  State and Gov-
ernment at N’Djamena, 1996 (contribution of  
Central-African Republic upon accession), 

	 ●  10th Summit of  the Heads of  State and Govern-
ment at N’Djamena, 2000 (new cost-sharing key) 

 ■  Originally, members were to contribute in equal parts 
towards the LCBC’s Recurrent Budget, and with 
0.1% of  their national budget towards the Develop-
ment Fund. 

Background info:

Lake Chad Basin Commission (LCBC), Central Africa 
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 ■  This was changed to a key-based arrangement for 
both Recurrent and Development Budget in 1990, 
upon request of  smaller member states. The key was 
adapted in 2005 and 2009 upon the accession of  new 
member countries: 

1990 2005 2009

Cameroon 27% 26% 20%

CAR n/a 4% 4%

Chad 12% 11% 11%

Libya n/a n/a 18%

Niger 8% 7% 7%

Nigeria 53% 52% 40%

Figure A13:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions towards the 
LCBC’s regular and development 
budget in percent

Figure A14:  Agreed member contributions 
towards the LCBC’s regular and 
development budget in USD (2011-
2012)

Table A7:  Agreed member contributions to-
wards the LCBC’s Recurrent and 
Development Budget in USD  
(2011-2012)

Member country contributions:

 2011 2012

Cameroon 1.601.547 1.739.541

CAR 320.309 347.908

Chad 880.851 956.748

Libya 1.441.392 1.565.587

Niger 560.541 608.839

Nigeria 3.203.094 3.479.082

Total 8.007.734 8.697.706
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Established	by:	Proto-
col for the Sustainable 
Development of  the 
Lake Victoria Basin

Year	of 	establishment:	
2003

Member	countries:	
Kenya, Tanzania, 
Uganda

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	Rwanda, Burun-
di (share in basin only)

Type:	Implementation- 
oriented

Number	of 	staff:	no data 

Bodies: Sectoral Council, Coordination Committee, 
Sectoral Committees, Secretariat, National Focal Point 
Offices, Donor Consultative Group

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■  Legal foundation: Treaty for the Establishment of  
the East African Community, Art. 132.4

 ■  The LVBC’s budget is an integral part of  the budget 
of  the East African Community (EAC), a regional 
economic community between Burundi, Kenya, 
Rwanda, Tanzania and Uganda. All members con-
tribute towards the EAC budget in equal parts, so 
the agreed budget for the LVBC comes from all five 
EAC members, likewise in equal parts.

Background info:

Lake Victoria Basin Commission (LVBC), Eastern Africa

Figure A15:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions to the regu-
lar budget of the LVBC in percent: 
Contribution in equal parts by all 
EAC members

Figure A16:  Agreed member contributions 
towards the LVBC’s regular budget 
in USD 

Table A8:  Agreed member contributions towards 
the LVBC’s regular budget in USD24 

Member country contributions:

Burundi 500,000

Kenya 500,000

Rwanda 500,000

Tanzania 500,000

Uganda 500,000

24   Calculated from the LVBC’s current regular budget of  approx. 2.5 m USD annually, as communicated by the Secretariat
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Established	by:	
Agreement between the 
Republic of  Botswana, 
the Republic of  Mozam-
bique, the Republic of  
South Africa, and the 
Republic of  Zimbabwe 
on the Establishment of  
the Limpopo Water-
course Commission

Year	of 	establishment:	
2003 
(Permanent Secretariat not 
yet established as agree-
ment between hosting 
country of  Mozambique 
and LIMCOM has not yet 
been signed)

Member	parties:	
Botswana, Mozambique, 
South Africa, Zimbabwe

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	None

Type:	Commission Number	of 	staff:	4, one 
vacant (2012)

Bodies: Limpopo River Commission, Executive Secre-
tariat, Task Teams

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■ Legal foundation: LIMCOM Agreement, Art. 11
 ■  Members will contribute towards the regular budget 

of  the LIMCOM in equal parts, once a budget has 
been established

Background info:

Limpopo Watercourse Commission (LIMCOM), Southern Africa

Figure A17:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions to the future 
LIMCOM regular budget in percent

Member country contributions:

Member contributions will be introduced upon intro-
duction of  a budget, once the Permanent Secretariat is 
formally established. 
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Established	by:	
Agreement between 
the Government of  the 
Republic of  Moldova 
and the Government of  
Ukraine on the Joint Use 
and Protection of  the 
Cross-Border Waters (no 
binding agreement yet25)

Year	of 	establishment:	
1994

Member	countries:	
Moldova,	Ukraine

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	/

Type:	Coordination-ori-
ented without secretariat

Number	of 	staff:	none

Bodies: Meeting of  the Plenipotentiaries

Established	by:	Agree-
ment on the Coopera-
tion for the Sustainable 
Development of  the 
Mekong River Basin

Year	of 	establishment:	
1995 (predecessors: Interim 
Mekong Commission and 
Mekong Commission  
1957-1995)

Member	parties:	Cam-
bodia, Laos, Thailand, 
Vietnam

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	China, Myanmar

Type:	Commission Number	of 	staff:	154 
(2010)

Bodies: Council, Joint Committee, Secretariat, National 
Mekong Committees, Donor Consultative Group

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■ Legal foundation: Agreement, Art. 10
 ■  Each member covers the expenses of  its own delega-

tions’ participation in joint meetings. Members take 
turns in hosting meetings.

 ■  Each member uses its own resources to finance mea-
sures for cross-border waters located within its jurisdic-
tion. If  a member has an interest with respect to actions 
implemented in an area under the jurisdiction of  another 
member, the costs associated with financing the imple-
mentation of  such actions may be shared between the 
Contracting Parties on the basis of  negotiations. 

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■ Legal foundation: 
	 ●  Art. 14 of  the Agreement (equal parts)
	 ●  7th Meeting of  the MRC Council in Pakse, 2000 

(key-based increase on 2000 contributions) 
 ■  The original arrangement foresaw equal parts with an 

annual increase of  10,000 USD.
 ■  In 2000, member countries agreed to introduce a 

key to the annual increase in contributions. The key 
accounts for members’ share in the catchment area, 
average flow, irrigated area, as well as population size 
and economic capacity using weighted indicators. 

 ■  Explanation: On top of  the originally agreed con-
tribution in equal parts, member countries pay an 
annual increase which is weighted by these indicators. 
As year after year, the increase is multiplied by this 
factor, the difference in member country contribu-
tions also gradually increases (see graph below). 

Equal	shares	plus	key-based	increase	(2007-2012)

Background info:

Background info:

Meeting of the Plenipotentiaries (MoP), Dniester river, Eastern Europe

Mekong River Commission (MRC), Southeast Asia

25   Treaty between the Government of  the Republic of  Moldova and the Cabinet 

of  Ministers of  Ukraine on Cooperation in the Field of  Protection and Sustainable 

Development of  the Dniester River Basin was agreed in 2012 but is not yet ratified.
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Figure A18:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member country contributions 
towards the MRC’s Administrative 
Budget in percent: Baseline contri-
bution in equal parts

Figure A19:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member country contributions 
towards the MRC’s Administra-
tive Budget in percent: Key-based 
increase in contribution

Table A9: Key-based increase in contribution

Indicator Cambodia Lao	PDR Thailand Viet	Nam

1 – Catchment area (km²) 155,000 202,000 1184,000 65,000

2 – Average flow (m³/ s) 2,860 5,270 2,560 1,660

3 – Irrigated area (million ha) 0,161 0,075 1,414 1,512

4 – Population (million) 9.30 4.70 23.2 19.8

5 – Per capita GDP (USD) (1997) 252 259 876 287

Weighted	indicator Cambodia Lao	PDR Thailand Viet	Nam Total

1 – Catchment area (km²) 2 4 3 1 10

2 – Average flow (m³/ s) 2 1 3 4 10

3 – Irrigated area (million ha) 2 1 3 4 10

4 – Population (million) 2 1 4 3 10

5 – Per capita GDP (USD) 
(1997)

1 2 4 3 10

Total 9 9 17 15 50

Percentage	of 	annual	 
increase	of 	contribution
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Table A10: Agreed member contributions towards the Administrative Budget of the MRC in USD 
(2007-2012)

Member country contributions:

 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Cambodia 280.160 297.350 316.258 337.057 359.935 385.102

Lao	PDR 280.160 297.350 316.258 337.057 359.935 385.102

Thailand 351.050 383.521 419.236 458.523 501.739 549.276

Viet	Nam 332.700 361.342 392.856 427.520 465.652 507.596

Figure A20:  Agreed member contributions 
 towards the Administrative Budget 
of the MRC in USD (2007-2012)

Figure A21:  Increasing difference in member 
country contributions
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Table A11: Cost-sharing arrangement for country contributions towards NBA’s budget in percent 
(1980-present)

Established	by:	Con-
vention creating the 
Niger Basin Authority 

Year	of 	establishment:	
1980 (predecessor River Ni-
ger Commission of  1964)

Member	parties:	
Benin, Burkina Faso, 
Cameroon, Ivory Coast, 
Guinea, Mali, Niger, 
Nigeria, Chad

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	Algeria

Type:	Authority Number	of 	staff:	154 
(2010)

Bodies: Summit of  Heads of  State or Government, 
Council of  Ministers, Technical Committee of  Experts, 
Executive Secretariat

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■ Legal foundation: 
	 ●  Art. 11.1 of  the Convention 
	 ●  Financial Regulation

 ■  From 1980 – 1986, members contributed towards 
the NBA’s budget in equal parts of  11.11%, based on 
solidarity considerations

 ■  From 1987 – 1989, members’ contributions con-
formed to a key accounting for national shares in the 
basin, ranging from 8.95% - 13.78% of  the budget. 

 ■  Since 2000, a key has been in use which considers 
members’ past and expected benefits derived from 
exploitation of  the basin’s resources.

 ■  A new key has been suggested which is calculated on 
the basis of  members’ benefits from implementation 
of  the Investment Program (PI) until 2027, in terms 
of  foreseen investment and hydropower development 

Background info:

Niger Basin Authority (NBA), Central and Western Africa

	Countries 	1980	key 	1987	key 	2000	key Proposed	PI	key

Benin 11,11% 10,89% 5,00% 4,17%

Burkina-Faso 11,11% 9,30% 4,00% 3,62%

Cameroon 11,11% 10,27% 7,00% 4,66%

Ivory Coast 11,11% 9,92% 5,00% 2,90%

Guinea 11,11% 11,33% 10,00% 13,79%

Mali 11,11% 12,91% 20,00% 27,82%

Niger 11,11% 12,65% 18,00% 14,54%

Nigeria 11,11% 13,78% 30,00% 25,60%

Chad 11,11% 8,95% 1,00% 2,89%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Figure A22:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions to the 
NBA’s regular budget in percent 
(1980-present)

Figure A23:  Agreed member contributions to 
the NBA’s regular budget in USD 
(2011-2013)

Table A12: Agreed member contributions to the NBA’s Operational Budget in USD (2011-2013)

Member country contributions:

 2011 2012 2013

Benin 78.750 118.125 118.125

Burkina-Faso 63.000 94.500 94.500

Cameroon 110.250 165.375 165.375

Ivory Coast 78.750 118.125 118.125

Guinea 157.500 236.250 236.250

Mali 315.000 472.500 472.500

Niger 283.500 425.250 425.250

Nigeria 472.500 708.750 708.750

Chad 15.750 23.625 23.625

Total 1.575.000 2.362.500 2.362.500
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Established	by:	
Decision	of 	the	Nile	
Council	of 	Ministers	
of 	Water	Affairs; no 
basin-wide agreement yet 

Year	of 	establishment:	
1999

Member	parties:	
Burundi, Democratic Re-
public of  Congo (DRC), 
Egypt, Ethiopia, Kenya, 
Rwanda, South Sudan, 
Sudan, Tanzania, Uganda

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	Eritrea (observ-
er)

Type: Commission Number	of 	staff: 104 
(2009/10)

Bodies:	Nile Council of  Ministers of  Water Affairs from 
the Riparian Countries (Nile-COM), Technical Advisory 
Committee (Nile-TAC), Secretariat (Nile-SEC)
~ of  Subsidiary Action Programs (SAPs): 
-  ENSAP: ENCOM (Eastern Nile Council of  Ministers), 

ENSAPT (Eastern Nile Technical Advisory Commit-
tee), Eastern Nile Regional Technical Office (ENTRO); 

-  NELSAP: NELCOM (Nile Equatorial Lakes Council 
of  Ministers), NELTAC (NEL Techn. Adv. Com.), 
NELSAP Coordination Unit (NELSAP-CU) 

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■  Legal foundation: Decision of  the Nile Council of  
Ministers of  Water Affairs

 ■ NBI members contribute towards the budgets of  the 
NBI Secretariat (Nile-SEC) and the regional centres 
coordinating the two Subsidiary Action Programs 
(ENTRO for the Eastern Nile Subsidiary Action Pro-
gram (ENSAP), and NELSAP-CU for the Northern 
Equatorial Lakes Subsidiary Action Program (NEL-
SAP)) separately and in equal shares.

 ■ All member countries are engaged in the Nile-SEC 
and NELSAP, whereas only four are members of  the 
ENSAP (see table below). 

Background info:

Nile Basin Initiative (NBI), Northern and Eastern Africa 

Figure A24:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions to the 
 budgets of NBI’s Nile-SEC and 
regional centres (2012)
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Table A13: Composition of member contributions: Example of FY 2011/12

Member country contributions:

 Nile-SEC NELSAP-CU ENTRO Total
Contribution per cen-
tre and member

35.000 15.000 80.000  

Burundi X X  50.000
DRC X X  50.000
Egypt X X X 130.000
Ethiopia X X X 130.000
Kenya X X  50.000
Rwanda X X  50.000
South Sudan (from 
2012)

    

Sudan X X X 130.000
Tanzania X X  50.000
Uganda X X  50.000
Total 350.000 150.000 320.000

Figure A25:  Total member contributions 
(2007/08-2013/14)
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Table A14: Total member contributions (2007/08-2013/14)

 2007/	2008 2008/	2009 2009/	2010 2010/	2011 2011/	2012 2012/	2013 2013/	2014

Burundi 37.569 58.144  50.000 50.000  137.037

DRC 260.000 15.000  50.000 50.000  137.037

Egypt 35.000 50.013  120.000 130.000  301.481

Ethiopia 35.000 35.025  120.000 130.000  301.481

Kenya 23.141 56.655  50.000 50.000  137.037

Rwanda 70.000 85.000  50.000 50.000  137.037

South Sudan 
(from 2012)

      301.481

Sudan 35.000 50.013  120.000 130.000  301.481

Tanzania 75.107 83.268  50.000 50.000  137.037

Uganda 31.572 81.572  50.000 50.000  137.037

Total 602.389 514.690  660.000 690.000  2.028.146

Established	by:	
Agreement between the 
Governments of  the 
Republic of  South Africa 
and the Government of  
Portugal in Regard to the 
First Phase of  Devel-
opment of  the Water 
Resources of  the Ku-
nene River Basin (1969), 
Terms of  Reference 
and Constitution of  the 
Permanent Joint Techni-
cal Commission for the 
Cunene River (1990)

Year	of 	establishment:	
1969

Member	parties:	Ango-
la, Namibia

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	/

Type:	coordination-ori-
ented without secretariat

Number	of 	staff: none

Bodies: Commission, Operating Authority, Sub-Com-
mittees

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■ Legal foundation: Terms of  Reference and Constitu-
tion, Art. 7

 ■ Each member covers the expenses of  its own delega-
tion’s participation in joint meetings. Members take 
turns in hosting meetings.

 ■ If  not otherwise determined by the PJTC, joint 
expenses are borne equally by the two governments. 
Proposals for incurring such joint expenses are sub-
ject to ratification by the two governments

Background info:

Permanent Joint Technical Commission (PJTC) for the Cunene River, Southern Africa
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Established	by:	
Agreement between the 
Governments of  the 
Republic of  Angola, the 
Republic of  Botswana 
and the Republic of  Na-
mibia on the Establish-
ment of  the Permanent 
Okavango River Basin 
Water Commission 
(OKACOM)

Year	of 	establishment:	
1994 (Secretariat since 
2008)

Member	parties:	An-
gola, Botswana, Namibia

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	Zimbabwe 

Type: Commission Number	of 	staff: 4, one 
vacant (2013)

Bodies: OKACOM Commission and Basin-Wide Fo-
rum, OKACOM Basin Steering Committee, Task Forces, 
OKACOM Secretariat

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■  Legal foundation: Art. 12 of  the Rules and Proce-
dures of  the Okavango Basin Steering Committee 
(OBSC)

 ■  Members contribute towards the regular budget of  
the OKACOM in equal parts

 ■ In-kind: 
	 ●  Expenses for national representatives’ and experts’ 

participation in meetings
	 ● Hosting of  meetings 
	 ● Office space
	 ● Tax exemption

Background info:

Permanent Okavango River Basin Commission (OKACOM), Southern Africa

Figure A26:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions to the 
OKACOM’s regular budget in USD 
(2012)

Figure A27:  Agreed member contributions 
 towards the OKACOM’s  regular 
budget in USD (introduced in 2012)
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Angola 50.000
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Table A15:  Agreed member contributions towards 
the OKACOM’s regular budget in USD 
(introduced in 2012)
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Established	by:	
Agreement between the 
Governments of  the 
Republic of  Botswa-
na, the Kingdom of  
Lesotho, the Republic 
of  Namibia and the Re-
public of  South Africa 
on the Establishment of  
the Orange-Senqu River 
Commission

Year	of 	establishment:	
2000 (Secretariat estab-
lished in 2007)

Member	parties:	
Lesotho, South Africa, 
Namibia, Botswana

Non-member	riparian	
countries: none

Type: Commission Number	of 	staff: 4 (2012)

Bodies: Council, Secretariat, Technical Task Teams

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■ Legal foundation: Art. 10 of  the Agreement
 ■  Members contribute towards the regular budget of  

the ORASECOM in equal parts, additional funds 
provided to projects are agreed upon individually

Background info:

Orange-Senqu River Commission (ORASECOM), Southern Africa 

Member country contributions:

Table A16:  Agreed member contributions towards 
the ORASECOM budget in USD  
(2009-2012)

Figure A28:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions towards the 
ORASECOM’s regular budget  
in percent: Equal shares

Figure A29:  Agreed member contributions 
towards the ORASECOM’s regular 
budget in USD (2009-2012)
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 2009 2010 2011 2012

Botswana 47.600 47.600 47.600 47.600
Lesotho 47.600 47.600 47.600 47.600

Namibia 47.600 47.600 47.600 47.600

South 
Africa

47.600 47.600 47.600 47.600

Total 190.400 190.400 190.400 190.400
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Established	by:	Agree-
ment on the Establish-
ment of  the Zambezi 
Watercourse Commis-
sion

Year	of 	establishment:	
2011 (Interim Secretar-
iat established in 2011, 
currently transformed into 
permanent one)

Member	parties:	An-
gola, Botswana, Malawi, 
Mozambique, Namib-
ia, Tanzania, Zambia, 
Zimbabwe

Non-member	riparian	
countries:	Democratic 
Republic of  Congo (DRC)

Type:	Commission Number	of 	staff:	3 (2013)

Bodies: Council of  Ministers, Technical Committee, 
Secretariat, Working Groups, Project Implementation 
Units

Cost-sharing arrangement:

 ■ Legal foundation: Art. 19 of  the Agreement
 ■  Members contribute towards the regular budget of  

the ZAMCOM in equal parts.
 ■  Member contributions were introduced in 2013 when 

the first budget was established.

Background info:

Zambezi Watercourse Commission (ZAMCOM), Southern Africa

Figure A30:  Cost-sharing arrangement for 
member contributions towards the 
ZAMCOM’s regular budget in per-
cent: Equal shares

Figure A31:  Agreed member contributions 
towards the ZAMCOM’s regular 
budget in USD (2013)
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Member country contributions:

Table A17:  Agreed country contributions towards 
the ZAMCOM’s regular budget in USD 
(2013)

 2013

Angola 25.000

Botswana 25.000

Malawi 25.000

Mozambique 25.000

Namibia 25.000

Tanzania 25.000

Zambia 25.000

Zimbabwe 25.000

Total 200.000
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