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Summary

On June 22 – 24, 2004, the Global Water Scoping Process hosted a Stakeholder Workshop to review the findings of the Process as articulated in the Scoping Report (April 2004) and to further deliberate the case for a Global Review of Private Sector Participation in Water and Sanitation. The 60 participants in the Workshop, representing a broad cross-section of perspectives, came to a consensus that there was a need to pursue a multi-stakeholder review of private sector participation (PSP) in water supply and sanitation, and developed recommendations for the scope and institutional arrangements for a Review. The Workshop also endorsed the continuation of the Working Group to elaborate the details of various Workshop findings, and to prepare proposals for the consideration of various potential funders. 

I. 
Introduction to the Global Water Scoping Process

The involvement of the private sector in water supply and sanitation services has generated much controversy around the world for some years. In recognition of the costs of polarization, the 2001 Bonn International Conference on Freshwater supported a global review of the impact of private sector participation in water and sanitation. In her closing statement, the German Minister for Economic Cooperation and Development, Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul, welcomed the proposal for “a stakeholder dialogue to review the issues linked with privatisation, because it could lead to a better understanding of the successes and failures in this regard.” A working group, formed from organisations with widely differing backgrounds and views on private sector participation, took up the challenge and explored the case for a Multistakeholder Review, through the Global Water Scoping Process.  These organisations and representatives are:

· ASSEMAE (Brazilian association of public water operators) 

· Consumers International (international federation of consumer advocacy NGOs) 

· Environmental Monitoring Group (South African advocacy NGO

· Public Services International (International labour federation) 

· RWE Thames Water (Multinational water services corporation) 

· WaterAid (International development NGO) 

See Appendix 1 for a list of the individuals who represent these organizations on the Working Group. The process was supported by BMZ (German Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development) and GTZ (German Technical Cooperation). The Working Group started from the premise that resolving the controversy around PSP is an essential step towards achieving the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) for water and sanitation. The Working Group was itself multisectoral and thus provided a multistakeholder process ‘in miniature’ The Group worked collaboratively and by consensus, and employed two moderators to carry out the Scoping study of the need for the review and the areas of focus for such a review. The Scoping methodology included personal interviews, focus groups and an email questionnaire. 

II. 
Introduction to the Workshop

At the conclusion of six months of research involving more than 300 stakeholders in this Scoping Process, it was clear that there is broad interest in, support for, and value in pursuing a multi-stakeholder review of private sector participation (PSP) in water supply and sanitation. It was also clear that this interest needed to be focused, and specific modalities selected, if a review were to proceed.

The purpose of the June 2004 Workshop was to review the findings of the Scoping Report and determine whether or not a consensus existed among stakeholders to proceed with a multi-stakeholder review of PSP. If the decision was to proceed, the Workshop was also designed to address how the review should be organized.

The Workshop was designed to achieve the following objectives (see Agenda in Appendix 2): 

· To present and discuss the findings and recommendations of the Scoping Process Report among a wider group of representative stakeholders.
· To discuss the themes and proposed reframing questions as well as the pros and cons of different options for structuring the scope and modalities for the envisioned global review of PSP practices.
· To make a final decision regarding the review.
· To deliberate on the terms of reference for a global review of PSP, if the decision is to proceed.
· To prepare a strategy for launching a global review process, including funding, if the decision is to proceed. 
The Workshop consisted of two days of rich discussion, encompassing a wide range of issues raised by PSP in water supply and sanitation, which saw the expression of at times widely divergent viewpoints. Participants were divided into multi-stakeholder groups to deliberate issues of scope of the review and criteria for success, and plenary votes were taken on the institutional methodology for the review after further explanations and discussions. Through this multistakeholder process, which did not shrink from heated debate that served to highlight the faultlines in the dialogue on PSP, the workshop objectives were largely achieved. The PSP Review Working Group (Appendix 1) was mandated by the Workshop to carry out additional work on preparing a strategy for launching a review process.
Participants included representatives from all regions and stakeholder groups, and represented local and international private sector, local and national government (including agency officials, regulators and public utilities), community, labour, NGO, research institutions, international associations and networks, and donors.  Throughout the selection process, attempts were made to ensure gender balance and representation of those who have been at the polarised edges of the debate, as well as those organisations that have not been as active in the global dialogue to date. (See List of Participants in Appendix 3.)

III.
CONCLUSIONS OF THE WORKSHOP

1. 
A REVIEW WOULD BE OF VALUE AND SHOULD PROCEED. 

The most important of the Workshop conclusions was the fundamental agreement by all participants to conduct the review of PSP and that it would be useful in promoting the achievement of the Millennium Development Goals for Water Supply and Sanitation. 

2. 
A MISSION STATEMENT FOR THE REVIEW WAS AGREED. 

The Participants agreed on the following Mission Statement (Preamble and Scope):

Agreed Mission Statement for a Multistakeholder Review on Private Sector Participation in Water Supply and Sanitation

Berlin, 24th June 2004.

Preamble

The overarching goal of a multistakeholder review is to contribute to making progress towards meeting the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) for water supply and sanitation, prioritising the need to achieve for the poor the human right of affordable and sustainable access to water and sanitation, and to attain the long-term goals of universal access and poverty eradication.

Scope of the Review

The scope of the review is the broad landscape of water supply and sanitation (WSS) for the poor, which includes public, private and community providers.  The landscape includes government having responsibility for ensuring provision of WSS.

.

The primary focus of the review is on whether and how the private sector, from small-scale independent providers (SSIPs) through to large private companies, can contribute to the achievement of the goals set out in the preamble. This includes looking at the roles, responsibilities, risks, rewards and results of all players involved in the PSP process.
The review will be action-oriented and will generate information and assessment to enhance decision making on water supply and sanitation options, with a specific focus on the poor. Lessons for public sector improvements may also flow from the review.

Participants, working in small multistakeholder groups, developed criteria for success for the review. There was much consistency between groups on what would constitute a successful review. The list of collated success criteria from the five multistakeholder groups is contained in Appendix 4. 

3. 
THE FOCUS OF THE REVIEW WOULD BE ON PSP, DEFINIED BROADLY.

Participants agreed that the focus of the review would be on the full range of PSP, including SSIPs, local private operators and large multinational companies. While the focus would be on PSP, the review activities would consider all sides of the PSP partnership. As a number of issues raised in the Scoping Process related broadly to provision of WSS, and not just to PSP, participants felt that lessons for public sector improvement may also flow from the review.

4. 
THE REVIEW SHOULD LINK LOCAL, NATIONAL, AND INTERNATIONAL PROCESSES.

Delegates at the Workshop agreed that the appropriate institutional approach for the review would be to link international and national dialogues with a broad PSP focus, based on Option 6 as set out in the Report of the Global Water Scoping Process. 

Participants were convinced of the value of conducting assessments of PSP in specific countries through a multistakeholder mechanism at national and local levels, linked to existing processes where appropriate. These multistakeholder country assessment processes would be linked to an overarching international process capable of drawing lessons and conclusions. Outcomes would be related to specific circumstances, so that the Review would be capable of guiding decision-making in a wide range of circumstances. This institutional approach is designed to promote uptake of review findings, as it directly involves people on the ground and decision-makers. It allows for ongoing implementation of review findings, as the review proceeds.

The Review would examine the full range of PSP on a country basis, as well as experiences in the public sector and other service delivery options where relevant for purposes of comparison. These case studies – led by multistakeholder teams – would form the basis for national dialogues, which would then feed into an international panel that would synthesize lessons learned, and provide recommendations and guidance for specific decisions at national and local levels. 

Country level examinations would be based on a common methodology, and designed to answer common questions and common themes, based on the Major Themes and Reframing Questions presented in the Scoping Report. (See Appendix 5.)

Participants indicated that the preferred option could also involve elements drawn from other possible approaches. There was consensus that the Review should draw upon existing initiatives and databases where possible. Discussion included the possibility of using a country-by-country workshop approach. 

The initial number of countries to be included would most likely range from 5 to 10, dependant on funding and national interest, with a clear hope that while the Review Process itself would be completed in time to feed into the Mexico World Water Forum in 2006. The methodologies developed for the review would continue to be used in future years, with accumulated knowledge continuing to be shared.

5. A MULTISTAKEHOLDER APPROACH TO PSP ISSUES IS THE APPROPRIATE WAY TO PROCEED.

There was widespread agreement that a multistakeholder approach is the way forward for conducting the review as it would provide credibility and depth to the process, and increase the value and acceptance of its findings. Participants raised the point that in many countries, poor communities and other citizens have not to date had much input into policy and decision making on the nature of WSS provision. The review would allow for an increased citizen voice in decision making on WSS, leading both to more appropriate services as well as increased empowerment and improved governance.

Finally, the Workshop endorsed the continuation of the Working Group to guide the review to its next phase. Members of the existing Working Group were asked to continue in their roles. Additional stakeholder participation from other sectors was suggested, including SSIPs and local governments. 

IV
CONCLUSION

The Workshop achieved its goals and created a rich and open atmosphere, which led to constructive consideration of difficult issues. There is considerable interest among all stakeholders for an active and energetic pursuit of the recommendations of the Workshop, and an increased sense of value in the process by both developed and developing country governments.

APPENDIX 1

WORKING GROUP REPRESENTATIVES

The following individuals comprised the Working Group guiding the Global Water Scoping Process. The Berlin Workshop endorsed the continuation of this Working Group, and requested the Working Group to consider inclusion of additional representatives from other stakeholder groupings, as noted in the Workshop Report.

· ASSEMAE (Brazilian association of public water operators) – Antonio da Costa Miranda Neto, Director International Affairs  amirandaneto@yahoo.com
· Consumers International (International federation of consumer advocacy NGOs) – Robin Simpson, Senior Policy Advisor  rsimpson@consint.org
· Environmental Monitoring Group (South African advocacy NGO) – Liane Greeff, Water Justice Programme Manager/ Jessica Wilson (alternate), Programme Manager: Trade and Environmental Governance  rivers@kingsley.co.za / jessica@emg.org.za
· Public Services International (International labour federation) – David Boys, Utilities Officer david.boys@world-psi.org
· RWE Thames Water (Multinational water services corporation) – Richard Aylard, Corporate Social Responsibility Director / Ed Mitchell (alternate), Corporate Social Responsibility Head, European Operations richard.aylard@rwethameswater.com / ed.mitchell@rwethameswater.com 

· WaterAid (International development NGO) – Belinda Calaguas, Advocacy Manager / Stephen Turner (alternate), Deputy Director belindacalaguas@wateraid.org / stephenturner@wateraid.org
Contact details for the Project Coordinator: Preparation Phase:

Penny Urquhart  motswiri@iafrica.com
APPENDIX 2

AGENDA FOR BERLIN STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP

Anticipated Workshop Outcomes

· Agreement on whether to initiate Multistakeholder Review of PSP

· Agreement on structure of the Review

· Agreement on Scope of the review

· Establishment of Steering Committee to formalize mandate and develop terms of reference for the Review

Agenda

June 23, 2004      
Session I

	Time
	Action
	Purpose
	Anticipated Outcome

	1. 9:00 – 9:15
	Welcome remarks:

WG 
	
	

	2. 9:15 – 9:25 
	Consideration of Agenda
	Reach common ground on purposes of meeting and agenda
	Agreement on Agenda

	3. 9:25
	Opening Statements and Introductions


	Build information level of participants about each other and their aspirations for the meeting
	Increased familiarity among participants; enhanced ability to work together

	4. 10:30
	Break
	
	

	5. 10:45 – 12:00
	Presentation of the Scoping Report, and Plenary discussion 

Background Material: Entire Executive Summary of Scoping Report.
	Ensure common base of information for decisions to be addressed later.

Includes scope for Review and proposed Institutional Options (see pp. 20-23 Executive Summary), and themes (see pp. 7 – 17) and framing questions (see pp 18 – 19)
	Participant understanding of the Scoping Process and its outcomes to date

	6. 12:00 – 12:15
	Consensus Check – the need and value of a Stakeholder Review, and Institutional Options
	Determine level of consensus on proceeding with a Review and Narrow scope of Institutional Options to be considered in Working Teams
	Guidance to pm discussions; If there is strong initial agreement that a Review is needed and valuable, focus can be shifted to structure and scope. 


12.15 Lunch. 

Session II

	Time
	Action
	Purpose
	Anticipated Outcome

	7. 1:15 – 2:00
	Presentation and Plenary discussion: Institutional Options receiving substantial support and interest. (WG Members as information resources)
	Provide common basis for more detailed development of Institutional Options (See p.23 of Executive Summary of Scoping Report)
	

	8. 2:00 – 2:15
	Consensus Check on draft mission statement for review, including major issues regarding scope of the review.
	Focus Workshop efforts on critical path scope issues to guide consideration in Working Teams.
	

	9. 2:15 – 3:00
	Plenary discussion of Mission Statement and scope issues. (WG Members as information resources)
	Provide common basis for more detailed development of issues relating to focus and scope of the proposed Review. 
	

	10. 3:00
	Break
	
	

	11. 3:150 – 3:25
	Organization of working teams on structure and scope
	Each group will evaluate pros and cons of institutional options, scoping options, and the appropriateness of the framing questions developed by the Working Group.
	

	12. 3:25 – 5:25
	Team meetings (WG Members as convenors and rapporteurs)
	
	

	13. 5:25
	Facilitator summary and look ahead
	
	

	5:30
	Recess 
	
	

	
	
	
	


June 24, 2004

Session III

	Time
	Action
	Purpose
	Anticipated Outcome

	14. 8:30
	Reports from Teams and plenary discussion.
	Introduce detailed development of options and issues to plenary. 
	Summaries of discussion highlighting points of agreement and significant disagreement. 

	15. 10:00
	Break
	
	

	16. 10:15
	Continuation of Reports from Teams and plenary discussion.
	Introduce detailed development of options and issues to plenary
	Summaries of discussion highlighting points of agreement and significant disagreement.

	17. 11:45 – 12: 00
	Consensus Check on scope/themes and structure options
	Identify areas of convergence and divergence; narrow range of decision elements
	

	12:00
	
	
	

	18. 12:00
	Recess for Lunch
	
	

	
	
	
	


Session IV

	 Time
	Action
	Purpose
	Anticipated Outcome

	19. 1:00
	Open meeting of Working Group Plus 
	Transparent consideration of reports from Teams and development of recommendations to the Workshop on value, scope and structure of the review. This session will serve a “transformer” function, stepping down the energy and range of options generated by working groups into recommendations that can be considered and decided.
	Recommendation to workshop

	20. 2:30
	Flash round of responses to WG recommendation
	
	

	21. 2:45
	Break
	
	

	22. 3:00
	Plenary Consideration of WG recommendations
	Determine if there is sufficient consensus to proceed
	

	23. 4:30
	Selection of Steering Committee if there is consensus re proceeding
	· Mandate, Tasks

· Suggest next steps


	

	24. 5:30
	Adjourn
	
	


APPENDIX 3    BERLIN STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP FINALPARTICIPANT LIST

	SURNAME
	NAME
	INSTITUTION / COUNTRY
	E-MAIL

	Adam
	Daouda Elhadj
	Chadian Consumer’s Association / Chiad
	daoudaadam@yahoo.com

	Alexander
	Alan
	Water Aid / UK
	alan.alexander@scotishwater.co.uk

	Amayo
	Johnson
	National Water and Sewerage Corporation NWSC / Uganda
	johnson.amayo@nwsc.co.ug

	Amenga-Etego
	Rudolph
	Foundation for Grassroots Initiatives in Africa
	rna-cipod@ghana.com

	Barbotin
	Frederic
	ESSOR / Brazil
	essor@argo.com.br

	Beffe
	Yves
	ABCON / Brazil
	abcon@abcon.com.br

	Berkoh
	Charles
	Bhekans Ventures / Ghana
	cberkohhapril@yahoo.com

	Boys
	David
	Public Service International, PSI
	david.boys@world-psi.org

	Byarugaba
	John
	Uganda Water and Sanitation NGO Network, UWASNET / Uganda
	ed@uwasnet.org

	Calaguas
	Belinda
	Water Aid
	belindacalaguas@wateraid.org

	Caplan
	Ken
	Building Partnerships for Development, BPD
	kenc@bpdws.org

	Castro
	Esteban
	Oxford University/ UK
	esteban.castro@st-antonys.oxford.ac.uk

	Chatib
	Benny
	Jakarta Water Supply Regulatory Body, JWRB / Indonesia
	bchatib@bdg.centrin.net.id

	Davis
	Chris
	Australian Water Association / Australia
	cdavis@awa.asn.au

	Delmon
	Jeff
	DFID / UK
	j-delmon@dfid.gov.uk

	Dharmadhikary
	Shripad
	Manthan Adhyayan Kendra / India
	manthan_b@sancharnet.in

	Ebert
	Ulrike
	RWE / Thames Water
	ulrike.ebert@rwethameswater.com

	van Edig
	Annette
	BMZ - Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development / Germany
	annette.van-edig@bmz.bund.de

	Fiil-Flynn
	Maj
	Public Citizen
	mfiil@citizen.org

	Greeff
	Liane
	Environmental Monitoring Group, EMG / South Africa
	rivers@kingsley.co.za

	Hales
	David
	Worldwatch Institute, USA
	dhales@worldwatch.org

	Issaias
	Iole
	UN - HABITAT
	iole.issaias@unhabitat.org

	Kalus
	Jan Peter
	BMZ- Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development / Germany
	jan-peter.kalus@bmz.bund.de

	Kebreab
	Gaim
	Norwegian Church Aid / Norway
	gaim@nca.no

	Kessler
	Tim
	Citizens’ Network on Essential Services
	tkessler@coditel.net

	Kilian
	Pamela
	BMZ - Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development / Germany
	pamela.kilian@bmz.bund.de

	Klein
	Detlef
	Federal Association for Gas and Water Germany, BGW / Germany
	detlef.klein@hessenwasser.de

	Konukiewitz
	Manfred
	BMZ - Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development / Germany
	manfred.konukiewitz@bmz.bund.de

	Kyamba
	Kaisi
	People’s Voice for Development, PEVODE / Tanzania
	kkyamba@yahoo.com

	Ladstaetter
	Mathias
	Ver.di / Germany
	mathias.ladstaetter@verdi.de

	Landingin
	Daniel
	Local Water Utilities Administration / Philippines
	lwua@mozcom.com

	Lang
	Helmut
	GTZ – German Technical Cooperation / Germany
	helmut.lang@gtz.de

	Levy
	Leonardo
	ABES / Brazil
	l.levy@uol.com.br

	Lincolao
	Isabel
	Fundación Instituto de Ecología Política / Chile
	isabellincolao@iepe.org

	Macleod
	Neil
	Durban Municipality / South Africa
	nam@dmws.durban.gov.za

	Magalhaes
	Maria Stella
	Água e Vida / Brazil
	teia@aguaevida.org.br

	Mbabazi
	Helen
	Association of Private Water Operators of Uganda (APWO-Ug) / Uganda
	hmbabazy@yahoo.co.uk

	Mejia
	Elsa
	Inpart Engineering / Philippines
	inpart_02@yahoo.com

	Miranda
	Antonio
	ASSEMAE / Brazil
	amirandaneto@yahoo.com

	Mitchell
	Ed
	RWE Thames Water / UK
	ed.mitchell@rwethameswater.com

	Mokolo
	Richard
	APF, South Africa
	

	Mora Portuguez
	Jorge
	FAN-CA / Costa Rica
	jmorapo@racsa.co.cr

	Moss
	Jack
	Suez / France
	jack.moss@suez-env.com

	Mufor
	Gregory Ralph
	WUP / Societé Nationale des Eaux du Cameroun, S.N.E.C. / Cameroun
	rmufor@yahoo.co.uk

	Muller
	Mike
	Department Water Affairs and Forestry / South Africa
	ydc@dwaf.pwv.gov.za

	Muylwijk
	Joke
	Gender and Water Alliance / The Netherlands
	jokemuylwijk@chello.nl

	Ogonja
	Olita
	Maji na Ufanisi ( African Civil Society Network on water) / Kenya
	Olitaogonjo.o@maji-na-ufanisi.org

	de Oliveira
	Abelardo
	National Secretary of Environmental Sanitation, Ministry of Cities, Brazil
	sanearcidades@cidades.gov.br

	Orellana
	Rene
	Agua Sustentable / Bolivia
	salvador@supernet.com.bo

	Pascoe
	Mark
	Deputy Director, International Water Association
	mark.pascoe@iwahq.org.uk

	Revels
	Cathy
	World Bank, Paris
	crevels@worldbank.org

	Roe
	Ashley
	Severn Trent / UK
	ashley.roe@stwi.co.uk
anne.jones@stwi.co.uk

	Rothenberger
	Dieter
	SECO / Switzerland
	dieter.rothenberger@seco.admin.ch

	Sacher
	Danuta
	Bread for the World / Germany
	d.sacher@brot-fuer-die-welt.de

	Scheffler
	Monika
	Koordination Südliches Afrika e.V., KOSA / Germany
	kosa@kosa.org

	Schuster
	Anne
	GTZ – German Technical Cooperation / Germany
	anne.schuster@gtz.de

	Shordt
	Kathleen
	IRC Delft / The Netherlands
	shordt@irc.nl

	Simpson
	Robin
	Consumers International
	rsimpson@consint.org

	Siqueira
	Jose Eduardo
	Federacao Nacional dos Urbanitários, FNU/CUT / Brazil
	fnu.sp@terra.com.br

	Spiller
	Ingrid
	Heinrich Böll Stiftung / Germany
	spiller@boell.de

	Urquhart
	Penny
	Freelance sustainable development consultant
	motswiri@iafrica.com

	Vega
	Ronny
	ANESAPA / Bolivia
	ronny.vega@anesapa.org

	Venegas
	Patricia
	Ministry of Public Services and Works / Bolivia
	pvenegas@sias.gov.bo

	Villaluna
	Rosario Aurora L.
	Streams of Knowledge / Philippines
	rory.villaluna@streams.net  

	Wilson
	Jessica
	Environmental Monitoring Group / South Africa
	jessica@emg.org.za

	van derVoorden
	Carolien
	WSSCC / WHO
	vandervoordenc@who.int

	Wallenfels
	Marek
	GTZ – German Technical Cooperation / Germany
	marek.wallenfels@gtz.de

	Zoubi
	Kamal
	Water Authority of Jordan (WAJ)
	kamal_zoubi@mei.gov.jo


APPENDIX 4 
CRITERIA FOR SUCCESS FOR PSP REVIEW

Berlin Stakeholder Workshop, 23-24 June 2004.

This list of success criteria for the Global Review of PSP has been collated from the report-back presentations made by the four teams that met on the afternoon of Wednesday 23rd June 2004 at the Berlin Stakeholder Workshop. There was a high degree of overlap amongst the criteria for success as presented by the teams, indicating agreement on what would constitute a successful review. The list below reflects actual wording used in small-group report backs. The Working Group endorsed by the Berlin participants will further develop this list into a consolidated set of success criteria for the Review.

· Broad and inclusive public participation – including a process that both reflects the experience of poor people and encourages active participation of poor men and women (“grassroots participation”); and spreads out to stakeholders not yet reached by the Global Water Scoping Process.

· Gender sensitive and socially differentiated process (include indigenous peoples, disabled, other minorities)

· Community awareness: a process that increases the level of knowledge of communities about the issues

· Level playing field in terms of resources and technical knowledge so that all groupings can participate meaningfully

· Representativeness of the problems

· Politics of PSP taken into consideration

· To be of value and a tool for decision-making – the outputs should be used by decision makers, and should increase decision makers understanding and awareness of a range of service provision options

· Strengthen the public sector and make governments take their responsibility

· Real independence, objectivity and balance; transparency, accountability and honesty

· Evaluation framework must include all four pillars of sustainability: financial, social, environmental, institutional; and balance these with levels of performance and service in equation with the economic conditions in the community / country

· Help action and delivery; proactive; and must result in concrete action to achieving the MDGs

· Efficiency and effectiveness; flexibility

· Build a body of information not previously available (including on SSIPs)

· To exchange experiences amongst the participants, and to be a platform for south-south exchanges (enable people to exchange among themselves)

· Build in lessons from other processes 

· Diversity of funding

· Must pass the test: “Can we do this in our own country?”

· Lead to less controversy and more rational debate on PSP in countries where the review is carried out

· Leads to outcomes where stakeholders use PSP appropriately

· Linkage and complementarity to other initiatives

· Case studies should illustrate how involving civil society in decision making around service provision results in more accepted and therefore more successful decisions. 
· Process is as important as the product – legitimacy at national and international levels, widespread acceptance of the process and products

· Strategic donors to be bound to the outcome – with legitimacy, they cannot ignore it.

· To test for success, ask “Does the review respond to the reframing questions?”

· Ask: “Does the review get down to the local level?”

· Ask: “Do services genuinely reach the poorest men and women? Do services give priority to the needs of the poor rather than donor policies? Are services delivered at affordable prices?”

· Visibility to the several components of the private sector

· Consideration of the diversity of issues highlighted in the Scoping Report

· The comparisons must express heterogeneity as much as possible, including geographic representativeness

· Time frame should link to important milestones eg 2005 Review of MDGs (suggested 12-18 months)

· Interim products

APPENDIX 5

THEMES AND REFRAMING QUESTIONS

This Appendix contains the Major Themes and summary set of Reframing Questions as contained in the Executive Summary Report of the Global Water Scoping Process, as well as comments from Berlin Workshop participants on the Reframing Questions. Please consult the Full Report of the Global Water Scoping Process for the additional Reframing Questions set out in the Full Report. Both reports are available on the following websites:

www.wateraid.org


www.rwethameswater.com 

www.consumersinternational.org
www.gtz.de


www.assemae.org.br

www.world-psi.org
www.emg.org.za
The issues raised by stakeholders during the Scoping Process were grouped under five themes, which represent preliminary priority areas for exploration in a multistakeholder review. In some cases, priority issues raised under these thematic areas represent broad agreement, for example the need to focus on the neglected area of sanitation and to strengthen regulation. In other instances, the priority issues reflect major faultlines in the PSP debate, or areas of fundamental disagreement, for example the impacts of PSP on poor communities and whether profiting on delivering public services is appropriate.  The five themes are:

· Theme 1: Financing water and sanitation services

· Theme 2: Meeting the Millennium Development Goals

· Theme 3: Achieving good governance and accountability

· Theme 4: Managing efficiently and effectively

· Theme 5: Safeguarding public interests

Based on the priority areas emphasised by stakeholders, specific questions have been formulated as a means of reframing the debate to allow for forward movement. These clusters of reframing questions highlight the areas requiring further investigation, debate and resolution in a multistakeholder context. Consequently, they form the basis for a preliminary agenda for a review. 

SUMMARY SET OF REFRAMING QUESTIONS

In order to re-focus the debate on PSP, the following shortened set of questions are proposed as a preliminary review agenda: 

1. Finance: Many stakeholders agree that existing funds and investments can be used more efficiently and targeted more effectively to increase access to water services.  Opinions differ on the means to increase funding to the sector, and the potential costs, risks, and benefits of increasing private sector investments.  What are the mechanisms to ensure that sufficient finance is available to increase access of the poor and unserved, in both rural and urban areas?

2. Tariffs: There is widespread agreement that inadequate tariffs have contributed to the fiscal crisis of the water sector. However, there remains much debate over whether or not PSP has a beneficial impact on tariffs and how tariffs, subsidies, and overall cost-recovery policies should be structured to address the goals of affordability, network expansion, and environmental and financial sustainability.    How can tariffs and subsidies be designed and implemented to reach these goals, in both rural and urban areas?  

3. Profits: The philosophical and practical issues surrounding the topic of managing monopolistic public services on a for-profit basis are at the core of the controversies around PSP in water and sanitation.  What are clear and broadly supported definitions, criteria and guidelines for acceptable and fair profits throughout the water supply and sanitation chain, taking into account that part of revenues that is not reinvested in operations?

4. Donor conditionalities: There are disagreements amongst stakeholders over the influence that public international financial institutions wield over decisions on water supply and sanitation.  What conditions of public international financial institutions’ loans and grants are necessary and acceptable for effective, efficient, and accountable use of investments in water supply and sanitation services? What conditions undermine effectiveness, efficiency, and accountability?  How can existing international agreements to cease PSP conditionalities be implemented? 

5. Small-scale independent producers: The presence of small-scale independent producers (SSIPs) reflects the inadequacies of existing water supply and sanitation networks. Some stakeholders perceive SSIPs to be part of the problem, others perceive them to be the only available solution in the short term.  To what extent can or should SSIPs be integrated, financed, and regulated as part of the formal sector? 

6. Impacts on the poor: There is debate and confusion among stakeholders about the impacts of PSP on poor communities.  Some stakeholders have proposed that access to the poor should be defined in terms of at least three criteria: availability, affordability, and quality of services to the poor.  What criteria and indicators should be used in assessing the performance of direct water providers on delivering water and sanitation services to the poor?  Against these criteria and indicators, what is the performance of different types of private sector providers, and how does the public sector performance compare? In urban areas? In rural areas?

7. Rural areas: Some stakeholders perceive a disconnect between the emphasis on PSP, which primarily applies to large, urban areas, and the solutions that have the most potential for increasing access to WSS and improving health in rural areas.  What is the potential for PSP in different forms to bring increased equitable and sustainable access to WSS in rural areas, especially to the poor? Under what conditions can governments reliably enable or tap this potential?  Does PSP weaken the cross-subsidy of urban to rural?

8. Sanitation and sewerage: Despite the well-known and well-documented ecological and public health benefits of providing sanitation and sewerage, the funding for and political priority of these services remain extremely low.  How can the allocation of financial investments, public and private, better reflect the net social, economic, and ecological benefits of investing in sanitation and sewerage? Can services that produce public goods be paid for in the context of PSP and full cost-recovery? 

9. Appropriate technology: Stakeholders have made a link between lack of access to WSS and promotion of inappropriate technology or failure to provide a range of options for consideration by users.  What are the barriers to the wider use of appropriate technology in providing water supply and sanitation services, especially to the poor? What can the private sector do to overcome these barriers?  What can donors, governments, public utilities and others do to overcome these barriers? 

10. Participation: Stakeholders across regions have noted the lack of public participation in decisions to involve the private sector in delivering water and sanitation services at local, national, and international levels.  When is wider stakeholder participation a necessity? What purpose will it serve?  What models of effective participatory decision-making are available and how can they be more widely used?

11. Regulation: There is widespread agreement that governments have failed to regulate water providers adequately. What are the necessary conditions for effective regulation of the private sector (by relevant public authorities) in a developing, and in a developed country context? What models for and costs of effective regulatory frameworks can be developed from lessons learned so as to achieve accountability and protect public interests? How can these be adapted and implemented in different regional and country contexts? Does PSP create an additional regulatory burden?
12. Contracts: There is widespread agreement that contracts governing PSP have been problematic in many areas. What are items that can be effectively “contractualised” and what are the items (like protecting public goods and values) that cannot be governed by contracts? What are the mechanisms for regulating other aspects of water services provision by the private sector beyond contracts? How can transparency be ensured?

13. Transaction advisers: Many stakeholders across regions and groupings feel that PSP has been pushed as the panacea in the water reform process, and that public international financial institutions and private transaction advisors for PSP have not provided optimal advice. How can municipalities and governments access advice on all the water and sanitation service delivery options available in an unbiased way? How can PIFIs and transaction advisers be held accountable for the consequences of their advice? 

14. Labour: Some stakeholders recognised the need for greater training of employees and reduction of over-staffing in some areas, while others expressed concerns about employee rights and welfare under PSP.  What are the implications of PSP for labour rights, wages, job security, union recognition, staff training, career mobility and employee participation in decision-making? What is current good practice in managing and protecting employee rights and welfare in the transition from public to private employer in water and sanitation services?  

15. Environment: Some stakeholders perceive that treating water as a free social good can lead to waste since the resource is under-valued. Other stakeholders perceive that the focus on profits and commodification of water under PSP will undermine efforts for environmental protection and water resource management.  Does the PSP focus on profit and commodification limit the ability to protect the environment? What are the ecological impacts of treating water as a free, social good?

16. Trade: Many stakeholders expressed concerns about the impacts of trade agreements on a country’s ability to make its own decisions about provision of such a vital resource as water.  What are the implications of WTO and GATS, regional and bilateral trade agreements, and ISO  standards for government’s ability to regulate the sector and determine how it will provide water and sanitation services to its citizens, especially with respect to self-reliance, sovereignty, reversibility, and public participation in decision-making? 

Participants’ input on Reframing Questions

Stakeholder Workshop, Berlin, 23-24 June 2004.

The following comments were made by participants at the Berlin Workshop on the Reframing Questions, in response to the two questions set out under A and B below.

A.
What would you like to add to the Reframing Questions?

· The reframing question 2 of the Full Report concerning “Alternative Financing Mechanisms” is very important in order to reach the poor! Why so much public money doesn’t reach the poor and what mechanisms could change it.

· New: frame question regarding appropriate participation in future decision-making processes related to infrastructure management.

· Q11 on regulation: An important result of the PSP debate is the fact that we realise the need for regulation of private and public service providers. This should be reflected in the question.

· Recognition of SSIPs as effective stakeholders at government / public and IFI and donors – how can they be engaged more efficiently?

· Effective communication amongst government, private, NGO and community to re-emphasise participation.

· Rules of engagement – review and challenge it in terms of the MDG objectives. Ie: - public and private large-scale; - private large-scale and SSIPs (who get bulk water from private large-scale)

· Include questions relating to the other sectors – public, civil society groups, cooperatives etc

· Include questions 11 and 29 in the Full Report in the Summary as well.

· Extra question: Can PSP be instrumental in bypassing elitarian (sic) and inefficient government organisations to address the need of water supply and sanitation of neglected poor men and women?

B.
Which Reframing Questions are you concerned about and why?

· Q6: “How does public sector provision compare”. Concern: need to address conditions of public sector conditions – eg access to finance.

· Q2: “Tariffs need to deal with affordability”. Concern: too much current focus on ‘willingness to pay’ – need to address ‘ability to pay’ issues.

· I think the Reframing Questions are fine.

· The profit issue: - ties up to regulation, and existing regulatory frameworks; - even small-scale projects need a profit margin – issues of monopolies?

· Inter-relation between tariff, investment in the context of PSP and profit, focusing on the impact on the poor.

· Need to focus on value added by MSR. Eg Questions 1, 2, 7, 8-15 need to be reviewed by technical experts and not the MSR. Questions 4 and 16 need a different set of stakeholders involved.

· Q5 in Summary: SSIPs are not only perceived as the solution in short-term, also as solution in isolated locations and for destitute people. Should rephrase as: “To what extent can or should SSIPs be financed, supported and/or regulated or integrated as part of the formal sector?”

· Question 6 in Summary: Clear distinction is needed on poor categories of men and women. Distinguish between economic class, urban/rural, gender, ethnicity and other minority categories.

· Q9 in Summary: Clearer distinction is needed, especially to poor men and women.

· Q15 in Summary: A social good and human right is not necessarily free ( ‘free’ between brackets ie “ …. Treating water as a (free) social good can lead to ………. What are the ecological impacts of treating water as a (free) social good?”
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