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Strategic planning 

Chapter 3

Organizing a strategic change process
What is a strategic change process? 

There are a number of reasons why it may be in the self-interest of an organization to support reform. “It’s better to act than react.” “If we don’t act someone will act for us.” “Our organization is becoming irrelevant and ineffective.” “Our political support is diminishing and the budget is shrinking.”   The following are reasons why a strategic, participatory change process should be supported: 

· to benefit from an open exchange of ideas; 

· to build consensus among stakeholders;

· to build a supportive sector-level framework; and

· to make sure that organizations keep up with the changing needs and demands in the external environment - among clients, supporters, regulators and competitors.  


The term ‘strategic change’ refers to a process of organizational change which is basic, forward-looking, politically feasible and integrated with the external environment. Strategic change is difficult. It requires a methodology. It requires coordination with stakeholders in order to mobilize diverse inputs and build consensus. By stakeholder is meant all people who have an important interest in the changes to be introduced. 


Champions of strategic change can be useful, but two things are essential: (i) strong political commitment and (ii) stakeholders who are willing to cooperate constructively. The primary role of strategic planners is to facilitate (to activate, coordinate and mediate). The orchestra conductor (like a strategic planner) leads and facilitates, but it is the players (or stakeholders) who must perform. Without strong political commitment, extensive analysis and negotiation, multi-disciplinary expertise, inclusion of all key stakeholders in the process, considerable political savvy and perhaps some experimentation - the process will likely fail to produce effective reform. Therefore it is emphasized again that these are not guidelines for direct action. They are guidelines to basic principles, issues, possible options and methods which are believed to merit consideration by planners and participants in reform as they forge a locally-appropriate strategy of management devolution.


This is not to say that IMT must be a slow, incremental process. Depending on the political culture in a country, consensus-building may be slow or rapid and may require agreement on details or only basic principles. After the required level of consensus is reached and a comprehensive plan is prepared, then experience suggests (in Mexico, Turkey and Andra Pradesh) that rapid implementation can be an effective strategy to overcome resistance.


Strategic change generally involves the following elements:

· representational involvement of stakeholders;

· setting objectives and preparing a plan;

· assessing management gaps and options for change;

· developing a shared vision of the future;

· developing policies and programmes;

· facilitating teams to work on the process;

· analysis, negotiation and possibly experimentation;

· organizational restructuring; and 

· performance assessment and review.

What will be the basic structure of the process?

The structure of the process is defined in two ways: (i) the roles of participants in the process and (ii) the basic steps in the process. In most cases, a relatively senior steering committee will be needed to oversee and guide the process. It may consist of senior representatives from different departments and perhaps the legislature. 


This committee will probably want to create a small inter-departmental ‘special commission’, ‘task force’ or ‘working group’ which will coordinate all planning activities. Representatives from non-governmental organizations (NGOs), consulting firms, research institutes or farmers’ associations can be essential participants in planning meetings. Special issue groups may be created to focus on key issues which demand more in-depth analysis, negotiation and mobilization of support. 


Between meetings of the commission, members may be engaged in such activities as information gathering, communications between stakeholders, analysis, consultations, monitoring, preparing reports and planning events. Whatever structure is used will depend on the local complexity and sensitivity of reforms envisioned. 


Once the planning structure is in place, planners may first want to prepare a preliminary strategic plan, or a concise ‘plan to plan’. It outlines a structure for the change process. The following sections of this chapter describe what things may need to be included in such a plan. 

What are the objectives and justifications for management transfer?

Objectives should be formulated early on because they specify the primary reasons why IMT is being adopted. They identify the basic principles which should guide how policy and programme are developed. They help identify who the key stakeholders are and help the stakeholders to decide for themselves what are the implications of IMT.  One of the first tasks of the special commission will be to define the objectives of IMT. Objectives are the first element in the strategic vision of the future. 


Objectives should be drafted as soon as possible and can be considered as ‘working hypotheses’ about what will produce desired outcomes. They can be modified during the change process but will serve as a unifying influence throughout. They should be clear, specific and measurable so that they can provide the direction needed. Vague language may help minimize controversy at first, but that will only be temporary. In cultures where open constructive debate is practised, it will be better to get the issues out on the table at the beginning to enable planners to start building a consensus. 


The following are three examples of typical objectives for IMT programmes:

· eliminate recurring government expenditures for operation and maintenance for all irrigation systems which are transferred;

· establish financially self-reliant water service providers to replace the public agency in the management of irrigation systems;

· reduce the rate of deterioration of irrigation infrastructure.


Each of these objectives specifies an important outcome of IMT which is expected by the government, farmers or other stakeholders. Each is measurable and contains a threshold level above which it can be said that the objective has been achieved. Expected outcomes are related closely to IMT so that their achievement can be linked to IMT. After specifying pertinent objectives, stakeholders will then be able to determine  whether IMT is worth supporting and whether or not the objectives should be modified. 


Planners should provide justification for the objectives by referring to broader water, agriculture, environmental or financial sector policies and to important interests of stakeholders. The strategic plan should demonstrate why IMT will achieve the objectives and why these objectives are in the public interest. 

Who are the stakeholders and how can they participate in the process?

A stakeholder is any person or group which has important interests in how IMT is implemented and its results. This may include owners and cultivators of irrigated land, irrigation department staff, payers of taxes which subsidize irrigation costs, policy-makers and planners in the water and agriculture sectors, technical assistance experts, agriculture crop processors, merchants and consumers. There may be conflicting interests regarding IMT between farmers at the head and tail reaches of canals. Head-enders may be satisfied with the irrigation service and not want to take over costs of irrigation. Tail-enders may want reform. The majority of farmers may favour taking over management but irrigation department staff may resist it for fear of losing jobs and revenue. Finance and planning departments may promote IMT to reduce the financial burden of financing irrigation. Wealthy farmers who may pay bribes for extra water may resist formation of strong water users’ associations. 


Planners should resist pressures to restrict the planning process to a small group of like-minded people. Following this path of least resistance may make the process smooth and fast moving in the beginning, but later such a team may run into a wall of opposition and suspicion. A successful outcome will normally depend on forging consensus among a diverse set of stakeholders. 


The opposite extreme of attempting to maximize participation of all stakeholders is also generally not advisable. Despite current fashions to the contrary, it is suggested that promoting maximum feasible participation of all stakeholders from beginning to end is a recipe for confusion and frustration among otherwise busy people. People tend to become impatient attending numerous meetings which do not produce immediate results and in which their participation is not essential. It is also important for policy-makers to issue clear statements at the beginning about which aspects of the reform are negotiable and which are not and for planners to communicate this clearly to stakeholders. Otherwise, stakeholders may feel betrayed to find out later  that not all issues are open for negotiation. 


Several members of a special commission or working group may be nearly fully occupied with the strategic planning process. Other stakeholders who are not in the commission may feel that their interests can be met through involvement at important events of representatives from their interest group. 


Stakeholders will include farmers (both male and female), local government and other agencies which have some connection to IMT (such as internal affairs, finance and legislative committees). They may also include other people who desire access to water from the irrigation system for non-irrigation purposes (such as household uses, livestock, industry, power and so on), other water users at the basin level, agricultural cooperatives, labour unions, NGOs, technical assistance agencies and environmental interest groups. 


Representatives of stakeholders can be invited to attend discussion meetings at which they can voice their opinions about IMT and state the extent to which they wish to participate. A member of the commission could also consult them in a confidential manner, so that the commission can obtain views of stakeholders which are too sensitive to be discussed in an open forum. 


With these inputs, the commission can plan the appropriate type of stakeholder participation. The following are ways whereby stakeholders might participate in IMT programme development: 

· seminars, workshops and other meetings;

· organizing an interest group which lobbies politicians and government officials;

· participatory rural appraisals or other field visits where stakeholders can convey their views and local knowledge;

· resource persons in issue groups;

· preparation or review of IMT documents; and

· action research or pilot experiments.


The extent of stakeholder participation cannot be uniformly prescribed. It will be related to a number of factors, the most important of which include:

· local political culture and administrative procedures; 

· political sensitivity of IMT;

· how superficial or dramatic are the changes envisioned; 

· stakeholder interest; 

· degree of uncertainty about implications of different programme options; and

· availability of organizational and strategic planning skills.


Planners should relate to stakeholders in such a way as to make them feel like partners in progress, rather than supplicants. Planners have the challenge to orchestrate interactions among stakeholders in ways which minimize conflict, promote constructive exchange of views and build consensus. 


Table 2 is a ‘stakeholder participation matrix’. This example shows a hypothetical list of stakeholders in the reform process. Row headings are the major activities in the process. Symbols are placed in the cells to indicate the primary type of participation each stakeholder is expected to have for each activity. Participation can be in the form of providing viewpoints (V), analysis and writing (or oral presentation) (A), legitimization or granting authoritative recognition (L), implementing (I) and involvement in decision-making (D). Such participation validates and mobilizes support for the process. Blank cells indicate no participation by that actor in that activity. This is a tool which can be used to plan for appropriate stakeholder participation. 

TABLE 2

Stakeholder participation matrix

	Activity
	Senior Politi-cians
	Senior Admin. Officers
	Senior Gvt. Techl. Experts
	Techl. Consul-tants
	Irrig. Mngt. Staff
	Researchers/

NGOs
	Farmer Reps.

	Policy Coordinating Committee
	L
	D
	A
	
	
	
	

	Working Group
	L
	D
	A & V
	A & V
	V
	A
	V

	Policy statement
	L & D
	V & D
	A & V
	A
	
	
	

	Issue analyses
	
	L & D
	A & V
	A & V
	V
	A & V
	V

	Pilot experiments
	
	L & D
	V & D
	A & V
	V, D, I
	A & I
	L, V, 

D & I

	Planning and implementation
	L
	L, V & D
	V, A, D, I
	A, V & I
	V, D, I
	A & I
	L, V, 

D & I

	Organizing WUAs
	
	L
	V
	A & V
	V & D
	A & I
	L, V, 

D & I

	Infrastructure improvement
	
	L
	A, V, D
	A & I
	A, V & I
	V
	L, V, 

D & I

	Monitoring and evaluation
	
	L
	A & V
	A & V
	V
	I, A & V
	V

	Course correction and adaptation
	L
	V & D
	A & V
	A & V
	V
	A & V
	V


Primary forms of participation:

1. Provide viewpoints
=
V
2. Analysis


=
A
3. Legitimization

=
L
4. Investment


=
I
5. Decision-making

=
D
The process is more likely to be valid and result in true reform if key stakeholders are involved to some extent in the above five forms of participation.

What are the major issues which are likely to require special attention?

In developing an IMT policy and programme, several issues will arise which may require analysis, experimentation and negotiation. Policy issues are generally about WHAT the future will look like. Programme issues are generally about HOW to get from the present to that future. 


The following are probably the five most common IMT policy issues:

· What functions should be transferred? 

· What kind of organization should take over the transferred functions? 

· What policy and legal changes need to be made to support transfer? 

· What changes should be made in public agency mandates as a result of transfer? 

· Who will be responsible to finance future rehabilitation and modernization and under what terms and conditions?


These issues do not have to be worked out in detail in a policy statement. The  statement need only outline the basic direction to be taken. Details can be worked out later, in the issuance of executive instructions for the policy. 


The following are probably the four most common and important IMT programme issues:

· How should the local organization be created and prepared to take over management?

· What improvements in infrastructure and management need to be made?

· How should agency reforms be designed and carried out?

· How can an effective system of monitoring and evaluation be set up?


As with the policy document, implementation plans should be relatively brief and clear on the main points. It may only be possible to work out solutions to the more detailed issues in the process of implementation itself. Some issues may require research or experimentation (where there is uncertainty about outcomes). Some may require brainstorming (where there is a shortage of ideas), consulting inputs (where there is a shortage of expertise) and negotiation (where there are differences in costs, benefits or values among stakeholders). Monitoring and evaluation may provide feedback which leads to modifications in the design of the programme. Policy and programme plans should not be so rigid as to prevent implementation from becoming a learning process. 

What are the financing options for transfer and what effect will they have on the programme? 

Middle-income countries may be able to allocate national or provincial funds to finance an IMT programme. Lower-income countries may not have this option. They may have to choose between financing the process through external loans or making the changes ‘on the cheap’ - without any infrastructure improvement and little organizing or training. 


Policy-makers should realize that both the source and amount of financing could have profound effects on the nature of the programme and its impacts. Too much money can transform the process into a construction project and divert attention away from the primary objective of institutional reform. Too little money can reduce the process to simple abandonment of public irrigation systems. Even the latter situation can become costly later on - it may cause the benefit stream from large previous investments to dwindle rapidly. 


Like farmers who develop a ‘sense of ownership’ from investing their own resources in repairing irrigation systems, governments and their clients may be more inclined to ‘own the process’ and be concerned with outcomes if they are required to invest some of their own funds. 


Financial assistance from donors invariably comes with strings attached. International donors sometimes incorporate into loan programmes additional objectives and requirements, rigid implementation schedules and heavy administrative requirements. This is not without reasons, but donors and host governments should remember that restructuring is a learning process which requires some flexibility to deal with unanticipated problems which arise. 

Phase 2 outputs: Organizing the strategic change process

As noted above, the main output of this preliminary stage is a short strategic plan. The strategic plan identifies the basic structure for the overall process of policy and programme development. Since the process will be rather fluid and cannot be prefigured in detail, the strategic plan should be a relatively brief document which highlights key points envisioned. Too much detail may create the impression that the writers have gone too far without participation of stakeholders. Brevity will also encourage people to read the document. The strategic plan should be written not as a blueprint but as a proposal to invite key officials and stakeholders to buy into the process. It will probably include the following components:

· objectives and justification for IMT; 

· proposed organizational structure for the change process;

· expected stakeholder participation;

· expected key issues for policy and programme formulation; and

· time-frame and financing plan.


The strategic plan should forecast the order in which basic functions will be performed. The following are four phases in the IMT reform process:

· discussion, preparation and approval of a transfer policy;

· formation of planning groups and a strategic plan;

· planning;

· implementation.

The chapters in these guidelines are organized according to these four phases. 






