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1 Introduction and Background

Introduction to the Water Dialogues 
The Water Dialogues are a series of national multistakeholder dialogue and research processes that assess whether and how the private sector can contribute to achieving sustainable water and sanitation services for all.  The project is founded on the belief that dialogue between relevant stakeholders, together with research undertaken by multistakeholder groups, is the most effective way to generate mutual respect and agreement between the diverse stakeholders responsible for ensuring universal access to safe water and sanitation.

Indonesia National Working Group Joins the Process

The Indonesia National Working Group (NWG) formed in July 2005. A few Indonesian stakeholders were involved in the early part of The Water Dialogues’ development: either taking part in the research for the Global Water Scoping Process report that set out the case for multistakeholder dialogues, or participating in the meeting in Berlin that formally established the multistakeholder dialogues process. Following a request from Indonesia, one of the Coordinators, Penny Urquhart, helped facilitate an initial multistakeholder meeting in Indonesia on 29 July 2005.

Why is Process Recording Important?

The process of getting people from diverse groups, ideologies and opinions into the same room for a constructive dialogue on complex issues is not well understood.  Process recording allows us to learn as the process evolves and to share that learning with others involved in, or embarking on, similar processes. Process recording therefore looks beyond the substance of discussions and agreements - the sort of information contained in the minutes of National Working Group meetings, for example – and focuses instead on how multistakeholder processes work. At one level this might mean commenting on why particular agenda items were chosen, or what methods were employed during the meeting (brainstorming, small groups, etc) who participated and level of engagement, or how a potentially damaging argument was dealt with. At another level it might include recording the motivations, experiences and feelings of individual stakeholders and holding periodic reviews to gain other insights into the process. 

How This Report is Organised

This report is a synthesis of the responses to the questions outlined in the process framework. It attempts to reflect back the different perspectives on how the various participants became involved in the dialogue and what motivated them to participate. How they have understood, perceived and remembered various events and discussions, and their views on the group representation, risks and challenges and the lessons learned. The interviews that form the basis for this report took place between 2 – 10 February 2007.
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2 Convening Multiple Stakeholders

· What difficulties did the group face in getting the complete range of sector stakeholders together? 

· Did everyone get involved at the same time? 

· How were all the members of the national working group brought together?  How were people and organisations persuaded to join?

· Were there stakeholders who weren’t able to get involved? Who? Why? Are they involved now?

3.1 Context in Indonesia at time of First Meeting

The role of the private sector in delivering water and sanitation services in Indonesia was a very important topic at the time.

“The Water Law had been issued by the Government by that time – it was very controversial in the media because it favoured the private sector. This may have made some people feel they had to attend the meeting.”
There were also a large number of actors already looking critically at these issues, many of whom considered themselves to be involved with or representing multistakeholder groups.

“Before the first multistakeholder meeting took place, many of the stakeholders had already discussed putting together a group to carry out monitoring and evaluation of PSP.”
3.2 Convening the First Meeting
An initial multistakeholder meeting was convened at the end of June 2005. This was prompted by the visit of Penny Urquhart
  who was invited to help Indonesian organisations determine whether a multistakeholder dialogue on water and sanitation in Indonesia would be possible. Penny carried out interviews with several stakeholders and helped Forkami to organise a first multistakeholder meeting.

Despite a high level of interest in water and sanitation issues in Indonesia at the time, it was not easy to get people together.

“Explaining the purpose of the wider multistakeholder meeting to invitees was difficult because there were no clear further plans. It was hard to explain to people. Personal relations with individual stakeholders helped.”
3.3 Challenges Getting Complete Range of Sector Stakeholders Together

There are mixed views as to whether the range of sector stakeholders taking part in the first meeting was complete enough. A general sense was that the representation of different stakeholders was “good enough”. 

“The first impression of the initial meeting was that the participation was well balanced.”

Specific groups were identified, however, as not being present that might have strengthened the process: sanitation sector representatives; water users themselves; local government representatives (outside Jakarta); smaller private operators.

“I think the multistakeholder group is wider than us. In the first meeting, I wondered if we really were multistakeholder.”
While representatives from some government departments did attend, it was felt by other stakeholders that many government officials were reluctant at first to take part.

There was also question about how the first meeting was convened influenced the range of participants taking part: “Maybe different stakeholders would have been invited if more than one organisation brought everyone together.”

3.4 Generating Open Discussion

While many of the participants in the first meeting knew each other, directly or indirectly, it was still a difficult task to sit down together to discuss the issues openly.

“This was the first time we sat together – those that were for and against the private sector – and it was very emotional, not very formal, with people expressing their views.”

 “It is very difficult for us to sit with our ‘enemies’. At least we made the agreement to sit together.”
The initial discussion at the first meeting was very controlled. “The organisers of the first multistakeholder meeting appeared to want to avoid confrontation and conflict.” Participants, however, felt a more frank exchange of views was possible. “Others asked for an open debate because this is healthy. The discussion that took place was very heated with a lot of debate.” 

3.5 Establishing the National Working Group

Despite the heated discussion at the first meeting, the participants were able to agree that a multistakeholder process was necessary and created a smaller working group to take this forward.

“When you have several alternatives, it is better than having one.”
Members of the National Working Group – called at that time the Interim Working Group – were nominated and elected by the wider multistakeholder meeting.

Most of the members of the NWG have remained the same, with the exception of Bappenas that was not at the first multistakeholder meeting and was asked to join shortly afterwards. 

Members of the NWG are fairly satisfied that the group elected by the wider stakeholder meeting was a good one.

“We had a good team at the beginning.”
The NWG was also given a clear mandate to be a working group that was “set up to organise and facilitate a process until holding another multistakeholder meeting.” As such, it was felt that the NWG did not have to be a complete multistakeholder group.

3.6 Building Trust

Even though everyone on the NWG agreed to take part, it was still not easy to engage with each other.

“The first meeting of the NWG was difficult because not everyone knew each other. It took time for people to build trust.”

A lot of time was invested in early meetings getting people to become familiar with each others’ ideas. For example, sharing definitions of common concepts was useful for uncovering differences and similarities in peoples’ points of view. 

3 Representation

· In your view, how representative is the group now? Are there people/organisations who should be involved?  Who?  Why?  How?

· What are the issues around this?

3.1 How Representative is the NWG Now?

While there is broad consensus that the “combination of stakeholders on the NWG is good”, it is still recognised that the NWG is not the wider multistakeholder group.

“We got the best result in terms of representation when we met the first time in a large group.”

Most of the members identified stakeholder groups that are not represented on the NWG and could be better involved:

· Broader Academic Perspectives: One member of the group felt that “a broader range of views could be represented” in terms of academic perspectives. There was a sense, shared by a few other members, that there was a bias on the group towards criticising PSP. 

· Geographic Representation: “The group focuses heavily on Jakarta.” This was recognised by all. The geography of Indonesia, however, poses significant obstacles for encouraging more active participation from non-Jakarta provinces. 

· Local Government: Linked to the geographic representation is the need for including representatives from local government from one of the other provinces. “Local government is a main actor in the PSP process.” Securing such participation, however, has been difficult:

“A member of the local House of Representatives was invited to the first Working Group meeting, but after that no-one came. Perhaps the person was not in the position to become a NWG member.” 

“Maybe the distance from Jakarta is a problem.”
Involving representatives from local governments that are considering implementing PSPs was also seen to be an opportunity for The Water Dialogues process, both in terms of getting the right people involved

“It might make it easier to get a good person if we invite someone from a local government that is thinking of inviting private sector involvement already.”

as well as having greater influence on how PSPs are managed and implemented.

· National Organisations: A range of other national bodies, both Governmental and non-governmental were identified, including: a greater range of professional associations, for example the Environmental Engineering Association; the association of government people responsible for raw water; DKI – a governmental body responsible for implementation; BBSPAM; etc.

3.2 Representation Requires Participation
One participant identified that having the right list of names is not enough.

“Representation is both a matter of who is on the list and who comes to the meetings.”

Other members felt that such participation could be improved through more proactive engagement with a wider group of stakeholders.

“More outreach with other stakeholders would strengthen the process and build confidence.”
4 Motivation

· At the beginning, what was your motivation for participating? Why did you/your organisation want to be involved?

· What were your initial impressions, expectations?

· Have your motivations and expectations remained the same over time?

· If not, what has changed and why has it changed?

There were many different motivations for taking part in The Water Dialogues. These ranged from specific professional objectives, to broader aspirations for improving water and sanitation, to personal beliefs.

4.1 Strengthening Government Policy

Many members felt strongly that there is a significant need to strengthen local government learning from current experiences of PSP in  Indonesia. This is especially important because much of the attention regarding PSP until now has been focussed on Jakarta, yet 18 other cities will also be using PSP shortly.

“My expectation is that the experiences we have gained already can be disseminated to the local water supply companies and local governments in other cities. 18 other cities will do PSP.”

“We hoped at first that the process would be able to produce some kind of guidelines for local governments considering PSP.”

There was a further desire by most members to strengthen learning at a national level across all government departments involved in water and sanitation delivery.

4.2 Personal Involvement with Issues

While all of the members have very strong personal views and convictions on the subject of water and sanitation, a few identified these as being particular motivations for taking part in The Water Dialogues.

One set of views related to a strongly held belief that more should be done for improving water and sanitation services for everyone. These members’ participation appears driven by a strong ethical dimension.

“I went to Thailand on a trip and visited a small province where there were 13 dams: they had planned for the future. Here in Indonesia, we don’t seem to care about our water resources in the same way.”

“Water is necessary and we are involved in the practical delivery of water, but there is a captive market – we can’t do whatever we want.”

A few other members expressed the desire to become more effective in taking their personal beliefs forward.

“I had been in a very strong oppositional situation and I got stuck. I used so many different ways to attack the Water Law but what I was saying was only understood by NGOs. I got stuck with the debate.”

“This is an opportunity to prove that privatised water practices are not a solution. We need the evidence to prove it, which is why I had to join the group.”

“One of the reasons I joined was to find solutions for raising funds for water utilities.”

Another set of views expressed by members recognised both what they could gain at a personal level from taking part in the group, as well as what they could offer. 

“I can learn a lot from the other members of the NWG.”
“I can bring a different perspective to the NWG.”

4.3 Sharing Expertise

There was an open recognition amongst members of how much knowledge and experience there already was in the group. Many members are participating because of a specific desire to share this expertise with others.

“I hope I can share  my company’s and my experience and that there are companies in other areas that can learn from this.”
“For me the most important thing is that I can share my experience regarding privatisation.”

4.4 Influencing Other Stakeholders

All members were clear that they were taking part in order to influence how other members of the group and the wider group of stakeholders were viewing PSP in water and sanitation.

Some members have specific policy agendas they would like to see adopted by other participants.

“I would like to get other members of the group to accept that those who can pay higher in urban markets should support other areas, especially rural areas.”

There were also strongly held views that greater understanding amongst stakeholders was possible. Those members with a more positive experience of PSP felt particularly strongly that the full story regarding PSP had not been told.

“We got involved because we wanted to give others the benefit of our knowledge and opinions – it is a good opportunity to explain how things should be, how to invite the private sector to be involved.”

“Wants to change NGOs’ perceptions of PSP as being only about profit.”
4.5 Strengthening Understanding

A further motivation for taking part in The Water Dialogues was the recognition that better understanding between stakeholders was essential. Members were also clear that better understanding did not mean giving up one’s own values. “I would like to see better understanding between stakeholders, but not compromise.” The need for a more balanced approach came through in many responses.

“The Water Dialogues can be a platform for better understanding for all stakeholders – we do not see the private sector as being entirely profit driven. We also need to understand what are the problems associated with no private sector participation.”

“I got involved because I want a review of PSP. I’m not against PSP, but I do not agree with private sector ownership.”
4.6 Expectations from the Process

In addition to what motivated members of the NWG to take part when they first joined, all had clear expectations of how they hoped the process will be run and what it could achieve.

With regards to process, there were very clear expectations that the multistakeholder dialogue should be approached “step by step”.  It was also recognised that it is “very difficult to get win-win situations”, but at least “greater transparency” is expected.  One member expressed the hope that “The Water Dialogues will be led with a positive and critical outlook”. Members appear to be aware that it is important to be pragmatic and that how the multistakeholder dialogue is carried out is very important for the final outcomes.

Members expressed very clear expectations regarding the outcomes of The Water Dialogues process, with the majority hoping it will have a direct influence and impact on the policy and practice of Government and private companies involved with PSPs.

“I hope that The Water Dialogues will be a means for having more influence with private companies and getting opinions recognised.”
“I hope that The Water Dialogues will help provide information about privatisation that is appropriate for Developing Countries”.
“I hope that The Water Dialogues efforts will provide a basis to help the Government make a decision on PSP.”

5 Linking with others & shifts in perspectives

· How have you linked with others in your organisation/ sector re: this process – are they aware of this initiative?  What feedback have you received?

· How do you report back to your sectors? 

· How well do they understand what is going on?  

· Do they know what is being said and where the dialogue is going?

· Have their perceptions shifted or changed as a result of this feedback? 

· How has your understanding of other sectors role or work changed as a result of your engagement in the dialogue – in what way?

5.1 Changing Perceptions – Stronger Dialogue
Members of the NWG noted significant changes in the way they understand the issues. 

“We fight also on the definitions and practical issues. Sometimes we feel that we know these issues, but after others have expressed their views you need to reconsider some things.”

“Before I was a fanatic in terms of the Government’s position regarding PSP, but now I realise that not everything is good with the private sector.”

A substantial shift in relations between members of the group outside Water Dialogues meetings has also been observed. This is especially significant given how difficult it was to share different points of view in the early meetings.

“Government is now more open and willing to hear the views of stakeholders with opposing views.”

“There is a much greater understanding of the need to share information with other stakeholders in other fora, for example members of the private sector have provided feedback to the NGOs outside the NWG meetings.”

At least one member identified The Water Dialogues process as being a contributing factor to this shift in relations between stakeholders.

“What has changed, due partly to The Water Dialogues, is that NGOs , Private Companies and Government now look at each other more as partners and often invite each other to their own events. Informal communication between these groups has greatly increased.”

Nonetheless, other members recognised that there is still a lot of work that remains to be done.

“There has been some change of NGO and government positions, but not dramatically.

 “People in my organisation outside the NWG are often sceptical. Others see that this is something special though.”

5.2 Bogor Meeting – A Step in the Right Direction
A “Consolidation Meeting” took place in Bogor in December 2006. This meeting was significant because it brought almost all the NWG  members together for a one and a half day meeting. This was one of the longest meetings they have had and came after a slow period for the NWG.

All members attending that meeting observed how the dynamic between the participants had shifted and that people began to work together more. 

“The antagonism has softened – dialogue works. At first it was like an iceberg, but then the ice breaks. In Bogor we discussed things in a friendly manner.”

“I saw that in Bogor, people left their institutions behind – in the first meetings people talked on behalf of their institutions.”
This is a clear indication of how NWG  members’ perceptions of each other has evolved as trust and confidence in each other has been built.

5.3 Reporting Back to Stakeholders
NWG members have a responsibility to report-back to members of their own organisations as part of their involvement with The Water Dialogues. According to the members themselves, this does not happen consistently in all organisations.

Some members have to report directly back to their directors and others to the Board of Directors. Member-based organisations also noted that they give regular updates. 

Most of the report-backs are verbal and NWG members typically give information about  The Water Dialogues, they usually don’t ask for feedback from their colleagues. “I shared information about the process but didn’t seek input.”
One member identified that “not having a real product is a problem” for engaging with work colleagues. It almost feels like there isn’t anything to talk about yet. 

5.4 More Work to be Done
Despite the gains that have been made in strengthening relations within the NWG, members observed that there is still more work to be done in building deeper levels of understanding.

“Companies are still a black box to me. I still cannot read the vision and motivation of the corporations. It appears more political than a desire for real dialogue sometimes.

“I’ve seen significant shifts in perception of other NWG members, but need more for people to see that the objective of PSP is not about privatisation: it is about activities, not ownership. The group still lacks clarity around definitions.”

“There is a feeling that perceptions of other group members haven’t changed a lot, and are changing slowly.”

Some work colleagues and other external stakeholders have yet to be convinced that the Indonesia Water Dialogues will have a clear result.

“Up until now my director is still waiting to see what the result of this group will be. He understands the idea, but says this kind of working group is difficult to manage when everyone comes from different backgrounds and points of view. He isn’t convinced that the group will have an output.”

6 Risks

· Did you think there are any risks for you or your organisation in being involved in the dialogues?

· If so, what are these risks?

· In what ways have you been able to deal with any potential risks?

· What would stop you from participating?

Taking part in The Water Dialogues process may not be an easy step for all participants. But the group demonstrated a strong sense of determination to work past them.

“There are always risks, but there is a dedication in the group to do something for the community”.

Even so, sitting down with people that have genuinely opposing points of view as part of a long-term process can be very contentious for some people. Members of the NWG perceived risk in very different ways.

6.1 Reputation Risk

There was a general feeling of insecurity around the group’s ability to produce a product: “There is a risk that the process will take too much time.” This was linked by  members to a loss of credibility with peers and colleagues.

There was an equally strong feeling among some members that meeting with one’s “enemies” was the biggest risk they could take.

“This is gambling for us. Some of our friends were afraid of this working group, especially if the result is not good for us.”

“How can someone who strongly resists the private sector sit in a room with these people? At first we refused the idea, but now we work together.”

6.2 Challenge for Government 

While most stakeholders had specific concerns regarding the risks of taking part in the process, there were a few areas that were identified by many of the Government representatives. The members identified the possibility that the outputs of the research would be overly critical of Government policy as a particular concern.

“If The Water Dialogues develops an analysis that attacks Government policies, it would be harmful to me.”

“There is a risk that the conclusions of the process will not be in line with what the Government wants.”

Government representatives also felt they had to be careful regarding their role as policy makers. 

“I didn’t really think there were any risks, but my boss did: working for a Government department, one must be careful not to make any agreements on behalf of the Government.”

There was also a concern that participating in the group “could legitimate other groups on the NWG.” 

6.3 Confidentiality

Confidentiality is one of the most important risks that was mentioned by NWG members, because it links directly to the level of mutual trust and confidence members have in each other.

“There is a risk that statements made and information shared during meetings are used by other members publicly to put pressure back on ourselves.”

“I would have to stop participating if information given confidentially in a meeting were used negatively by other NWG members in a public way and that had an impact on the company.”

NWG members suggested the following ways to reduce their level of risk with regards to confidentiality:

“Judging each situation on a case-by-case basis is one way of dealing with this risk.”

“Avoiding discussing the negative experiences of PSP too much is another way of coping. Can’t only say the good things though – there is a need for balance. Would like information to be used constructively by other companies.”

One member felt particularly constrained because they are legally bound to maintain confidentiality about certain contractual issues. 

7 Maintaining national dialogues

· What do you think has allowed the process to move forwards? 

· What have been the main means by which the project has been sustained and strengthened? (eg. regular meetings, continuity of representation etc). Format for an average meeting?

· Have you used any specific tools to encourage commitment to the dialogue? (eg. commitment letters, etc.)

· How are agenda items/topics for discussion decided? 

· Have there been any conflicts or crises for the group? What caused these? 

The Indonesia Water Dialogues process has not moved forward in a steady progression. There has been forward momentum, however, and members are still committed to the process. This section will look at what has enabled the Indonesia NWG to maintain its dialogue.

7.1 Building Trust

Many members attribute the slower pace of the NWG to a continuing lack of trust within the group.

“The NWG is stuck because there is still lack of trust within the group.”
“How long does it take to build trust? Until now, trust still doesn’t exist between all members.”

“Some people feel that other members of the NWG are their enemies.”

One member expressed concern that some people are obstructing the process.

“The majority of the people in the NWG are trying to build the process, but a minority appears to be resisting.”
Even so, most of the group remain committed to the process and open-minded about what can be achieved.

“Most of the people involved are educated people and their minds are mature. Even though we have different missions, we can still sit together.”
Using joint activities, such as producing a publication called the “White Book”, were identified as important tools for strengthening relations within the group. 

“Sitting together as the new NWG after the first big multistakeholder meeting was not easy. At least now we can talk together. The Bogor meeting was a good result and we hope this will lead to the first output for the group, the ‘White Book’.”

Group members also felt that “regular monthly meetings helped the group to get to know one another and build trust.”
The importance of sharing opinions was highlighted as an essential element of strengthening relations. “Early on, a lot of time was spent giving people opportunity to share opinions so that others could understand the reasons behind their policy positions.” Having more moderated discussions was put forward by one member of the group.

“We still need more work building trust between NWG members. There is need for more discussion of the issues. Perhaps a moderator as a bridge between NWG members is necessary. This would be difficult for someone new to the process to undertake though.”

It is clear, however, that simply talking will not be enough to keep the group together.

“I don’t like meeting just to talk. If money comes, it will come from tax payers. We have to be accountable to the people, not just getting together to talk.”

7.2 Sharing Responsibility

Early on in the process, it was decided that responsibility for hosting the meetings would be shared between NWG members. “Changing the host of the NWG meetings has helped to encourage commitment of members.”
Another member also observed that “sharing roles and responsibilities among NWG members helps to keep people involved – every member wants to do something.”
7.3 Motivation

Maintaining momentum and keeping participants motivated in any long-term process is always a challenge. This is especially the case with The Water Dialogues where so much emphasis is placed on process and relationship-building at the initial stages. Members felt that several things helped to maintain the forward momentum.

An important element is that there is a common purpose in the group. “Everybody wants the same thing – we are all working towards a common goal.” The production of the “White Paper” has also been important for creating a sense of common purpose. “The “White Paper” will hopefully be a useful motivational tool for stimulating the momentum of the group.” A further unifying theme is that “many members want to learn from the example of Jakarta – this helps keep the group going.”
Many members highlighted that the motivational impact of attending the International Meetings. “Attending international meetings is valuable for learning from other countries’ experiences, as well as the opportunity to learn from the International Academic Panel.” 

The existence and roles of the International Secretariat and the International Working Group were also identified as important factors.

7.4 Communication

Communication is both at the heart of The Water Dialogues process – and therefore its strength – as well as its weakest link. Given that every member of the NWG is giving their time voluntarily, it is very difficult for participants to make the time to communicate effectively outside of meetings.

Email is used most widely, but has not always been effective according to NWG members.

“Email discussions have helped. Things can be discussed by email outside the meetings.”

“Email is good for communication, but sometimes messages get lost.”

“Some of our members only talk if we have a meeting – they don’t engage via email. I don’t think email is effective.”

“We cannot rely on email because reading The Water Dialogues messages will always be last priority because of other work priorities.” 

“We tried creating a Yahoo mailing list but it didn’t work because access to email is poor and people didn’t read the emails.”

NWG members suggested two other techniques to strengthen communication in addition to email.

“We need more resources for telephone follow-up.”

“SMS invitation is an innovative approach and works: people pay more attention to SMS than email.”
7.5 Code of Conduct

The Water Dialogues has found that the establishment of a Code of Conduct is an important element of maintaining a multistakeholder dialogue. Having clearly defined parameters, roles, responsibilities and expectations from participants helps to reduce tensions and confusion within groups.

According to Indonesia NWG members, the process of agreeing a Code of Conduct was helpful and not too difficult. There was a difference in opinion, however, as to whether the Code was formally agreed by the group.

“A code of conduct was agreed at the second NWG meeting – this was easy to agree because everyone understood.”

“The code of conduct was never finalised – the group needs to agree on the rules of the game.”

“The discussions on a Code of Conduct helped minimise the risks of everyone bringing a very ideological position into the meetings. These were discussed a few times, but never formally agreed. An informal understanding appeared to have developed and not having formalised it is not critical.”

The need for formalising this agreement is more important for some members. For one organisation, not having a formalised agreement has meant they have been unable to take part in most of the group’s activities.

“The NWG does not have a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) and that makes it difficult to share data and talk about what they know because there is no agreed understanding of how the information will be used. There should be a written cooperation statement or  agreement: a statement reiterating the purpose of The Water Dialogues Indonesia NWG explaining for what purpose the data will be used. This could make open sharing of data and information more possible. Understanding better what the benefit of participating would be would make participation easier.”

This is one area that is critical for strengthening relations between members and ensuring full participation of all.

7.6 Facilitation

NWG members seem aware that the multistakeholder process is fluid, yet needs structure and direction, and should be balanced. 

“A newly formed group is fluid, yet at the same time going nowhere.”

“The Water Dialogues is looser than other networks and working groups I have been part of, and the members are more different. It is like an orchestra, but we don’t have a conductor.”
“I don’t want to be pro or contra. We need balance – we need positive thinking. I want to be a neutral person in the research process. Whether it is positive or negative, it should be balanced.”
Taking a fluid approach has helped the group avoid getting stuck in smaller details. “We let time solve the problem. Laterally, we never get stuck.”
It is difficult, however, to maintain this process without a sufficient level of guidance and coordination. NWG members praised the neutrality and facilitation skills of the current coordinator, but did indicate that more time for coordination may be needed. “The Coordinator is very good in how he facilitates the process, but the lack of a full-time coordinator has slowed things down.” There was a strong consensus that “the process is not going as fast as expected and  the role of coordinator needs to be strengthened.” One NWG member also suggested that the “International Secretariat could offer more guidance, deadlines and competency.”

NWG members like the way meetings are run.

“Agendas for the meetings are decided at the previous meeting. The coordinator adds items that have come up from the International Secretariat and selects other things he considers to be important. This is then proposed to the group at the beginning of the meeting and is usually changed and reprioritised.”

One member also commented that “smaller NWG meetings were easier, more comfortable and fluid.” Holding regular meetings was considered helpful – “they enabled us to get to know one another and develop a plan.” Members also like dividing the work up between smaller working groups.

7.7 How are Tensions Dealt With?

Any group process will confront critical moments or crises. These are moments in which groups either grow together or come apart. The NWG experienced two of these events that challenged the group.

The first came about because one member is unable to accept funds from either the World Bank or the Asian Development Bank for ethical reasons. This placed severe restrictions on the type of fundraising they were able to conduct at the time because most of the bilateral donors were channelling their money through a trust fund managed by the World Bank. “Some members were frustrated with this position because they didn’t understand it.” 

The member said “if taking part in the group will limit its funding opportunities (because of their opposition to taking funds from the World Bank and ADB), they will resign from the NWG. The group decided that their participation is more important and that alternative sources of funding could be found.” 

This resolution of the problem is a clear sign of the group working together – even though there may still be members who are frustrated with the decision that was taken. After the fact, many of the bilateral donors changed their rules meaning that many more funding opportunities were available to the group.

The second crisis has to do with the slow pace of the group. This was dealt with directly at the Bogor meeting.

“People are frustrated with the progress. The Bogor meeting was important for refreshing people’s enthusiasm in the project.”

At the Bogor meeting, it was decided to undertake the writing and publishing of an interim document called the “White Book”. A small group was identified to take this project forward and there was much enthusiasm for having a concrete set of activities to move forward with. 

Despite continuing frustrations with the slow pace of the group, members expressed confidence in the ability of the group to do something meaningful.

“The group continues because of the diversity of the group and the potential to use the information shared in a positive way.”

8 Resources

· What resources and support were available to you when the project began? 

· What resources would have been useful? 

· Have more resources become available since then? 

When the NWG was first established in Indonesia, there were no funds available to carry out the activities of the group. It was decided, however, that the group would share responsibility until such funds could be found.

“At the first NWG meeting, members decided to share responsibility for hosting the meetings (covering costs of the meetings themselves, but not transportation).”

“Resource pooling has been discussed (each NWG member contributing some money to the project) but this isn’t possible for all members: Government, Labour Unions and NGOs would find it difficult, among others.”

Even so, at least one member helped to cover the transport costs of another before funds were available. 

Seed money came from the IS and has paid for transportation and other costs associated with holding meetings. The initial amount of money was sufficient, but more money is necessary to carry out the research.

9 Lessons learned

· What have you been most proud of so far in this process?

· What have you been your major disappointments?

Follow up if necessary:

· What have been the main challenges, for you or others? 

· What would you do differently if you could do it again?

· What lessons from the experience and for what is needed for a MSD to be effective?

· What advice would you give to others who wish to set up a multistakeholder dialogue?
9.1 What are You Most Proud of?

There was a clear consensus among NWG members that the on-going dialogue within the group itself was something to be proud of. This not something to be taken for granted, as one member observed: “that people can stay at the table and talk together was unthinkable two months before Penny’s visit.”
“That so many people from opposite sides can somehow come together – this is a real achievement.”

Members were particularly proud “that personal relationships and trust between members is high” and that “we can share our points of view with each other.”
“Communication among members is good – the NWG is already working.”

9.2 What are Your Disappointments?

NWG members were mostly disappointed that “the process has not moved fast enough.” Some members felt this was due to the lack of a full-time coordinator, others felt that it was the responsibility of all NWG members.

“Needs more effort from everyone to make multistakeholder process work.”

The lack of funding for the project was also mentioned by two members as a disappointment. One member felt more seed money should have been made available. Another was frustrated by the fundraising restrictions that the group had to deal with.

9.3 What Challenges has the Group Faced?

The NWG has faced some significant challenges already. There is a perception among several members that the group still lacks clarity of vision, goals and objectives. This has hampered the fundraising efforts of the group.

“We don’t have very clear goals and objectives and don’t know where we are going – this is essential for getting funding from interested funders.”

Related to this is the challenge of not having a full-time coordinator. Having more coordination time would mean having “more time to talk to others and organise meetings.” Having more time would enable the coordinator “to take on a more leadership role” and act as a champion within the group.

One member felt a different challenge had to do with the understanding among members in the group. 

“One problem with the group is that there is a perception that being critical is being  against privatisation.”
This member felt that the group was having difficulty looking critically at PSPs without trying to prove they are flawed or wrong.

Most importantly, the fact that “we haven’t achieved anything yet” was identified as a major challenge for the group to overcome. While members clearly valued the dialogue itself, many are feeling frustrated by the lack of tangible results.

9.4 What Would You do Differently?

Having a full-time coordinator is something most everyone agrees would have been helpful for the process. It would allow more time for following up funding leads. It could also help to improve communication within the NWG.

Having a full-time coordinator would also have enabled “the NWG/Water Dialogues 

to be represented at external fora. There are lots of opportunities to make the Water Dialogues better known in Indonesia, but not enough time.” Two other members identified that an independent researcher could “undertake the research and that this could lead to a more neutral result.

Finally, it was felt by one member that “more must be done concerning Government outreach – they are the ones who will be making decisions and changes, and feeding the findings into policy.”

Appendix 2: List of People Interviewed

	Rian Nugroho


	Badan Regulator PAM  Jakarta (Jakarta Water Supply Regulatory Body)

	Alizar Anwar


	

	Budi Widianarko


	Unika Soegijapranata Semarang (Catholic University)

	Kumala Siregar


	PAM Lyonnaise Jaya

	Hamong Santono


	KRuHA (People’s Coalition for the Rights to Water)

	Job Supangkat


	Coordinator - formerly with FORKAMI

	Dameria H. 


	SP PDAM (PAM Jaya Worker Union)

	Bamban Purwanto


	Departemen Pekerjaan Umum 

(Department of Public Works)

	Rhamses Simanjuntak


	Thames PAM Jaya

	Purwoko Hadi


	PERPAMSI (Association of Indonesian Water Enterprises)

	Lis Novari Trisiane


	PAM Jaya

	Oswar Mungkasa


	Bappenas (National Planning Board)

	Lina Damayanti


	USAID (formerly with WASPOLA – Indonesia Water Supply and Sanitation Policy and Action Planning Project)


� Penny Urquhart and Deborah Moore were hired by the International Working Group to carry out the research and write the Global Water Scoping Report. They also provided initial support and facilitation to the emerging national Water Dialogues.
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