APPENDIX 1: RESPONDENTS

1 Bambang Purwanto NWG Member: Indonesia

2 Belinda Calaguas IWG Founding Member

3 Clemencia Torres Donor

4 | David Boys IWG Founding Member

5 Hillary Coulby Former Co-ordinator

6 Jane Jamiseon Donor

7 Jean-Pierre Mas IWG Founding Member

8 | Jessica Wilson IWG Founding Member

9 Kate Martin Former Co-ordinator

10 | Mary Galvin Link IWG Member: South Africa
11 | Miguel Solanes International Academic Panel
12 | Nyedja Marinho Link IWG Member: Brazil

13 | Penny Urquhart Former Co-ordinator

14 | Richard Ayland IWG Founding Member

15 | Richard Franceys International Academic Panel
16 | Robin Simpson IWG Founding Member

17 | Rory Villaluna Link IWG Member: Philippines
18 | Ulrike Saoiro IWG Founding Member

19 | Warren Nyamagasina Link IWG Member: Uganda
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APPENDIX 2: OUTLINE INTERVIEW GUIDELINES (FOR SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS)

ENTRY:

Greeting,.

Check time constraints (as a basis for prioritising questions).

Process: a semi-structured interview & conversation.

Link to objectives and purpose of evaluation. Differentiate from former exercises by indicating
that this is a summative process and organisational evaluation for TWD and the IWG - as
well as point to the future organisation of such projects in general. Therefore, "your honest
insights into what did and did not work and why, are what matter most here. We are
searching for the lessons that have not been documented, and trying to make some new
and deeper meanings of what has unfolded over the past 7 years."

This interview is confidential - quotations will not be ascribed to specific people without their
permission. Data will be generalised.

PROCESS:
(Several of the guestions below are optional - and they will of course change when the person being interviewed is a
donor or NWG rep; these were developed primarily with IWG menbers in mind)

Hopes and motivations

o How did your country come into the project?

. When you started out, what were your main hopes and intentions for TWD?
- Probe: To what extent have these been fulfilled? Why/ Why not? How?

Structure, organisation and purpose

. The choice was made to organise TWD as a project linking international to national
dialogue from a range of alternatives available. Why?
. What have been the consequences of this choice...
- for the system's functioning? (probe: dynamics; efficiency; effectiveness)
- for the quality of the outputs and outcomes of the process?

. If you were to do this all again, what might you organise differently and why?

. Would you do this all again? Why?

The role of the IWG:

° Characterise the IWG and its functioning: find a few words or a metaphor/image

describing it and how it has worked.

Probe: meaning of characterisation in relation to dynamics, purpose, effectiveness.

- Possible additional probe: The IWG went through several different stages/phases
across the life of the project; the earlier stages are particularly well
documented; for you, what were the main turning points in the IWG's (and
the project's) life?

o In the Story, the IWG is characterised by several people as being "like a board". Was this
appropriate? Why?
. Would there have been any value in engaging in a dialogue of your own? (Probes: why/why

not? feasibility? how conld this have been organised? possible value and focus?)
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o Functioning of subgroups: How did your subgroup function? (management, operations
& finance; research & process; communications & advocacy)

The role of the IS:
° What is your assessment of the role played by the IS in its main areas of work:
- support to NWGs?
- international co-ordination?
- promoting TWD internationally?
- supporting research?

- facilitating learning?
. Has this changed over time?
. What are the critical ingredients for an effective IS?

Effectiveness: Outcome/purpose level change attributable to TWD

o What contribution do you feel TWD has made to changing national and international
discourse in the sectot? (Probe: reducing conflict; enabling effective meeting; etc.)

. Review purposes from the logframe: assess perceptions of progress in relation to each
purpose (output level assessment can be done via what has already been documented).
- To what extent has this been achieved? (Probe: examples?)
- How has TWD contributed to achieving this purpose?

Purpose statements for the original logframe Your comments and examples

To assess whether and how the private sector can
contribute to achieving the human right to sustainable
and affordable water and sanitation services for all.

To decrease conflict amongst sector stakeholders with
very different perspectives and interests in relation to
private sector participation in WSS

To democratise the process of policy development and
reform in the countries where the project is active and

strengthen local ownership/improve local governance

of the sector

To provide information and guidance for others
wishing to pursue multistakeholder initiatives

To provide high quality, multistakeholder endorsed
research for use by governments and their
development partners in developing effective WSS
policies relating to both private and public sector
engagement

To facilitate a more balanced understanding of the
roles of the private and public bodies amongst a wide
range of sector actors

If there’s time:
. What other (perhaps unintended) consequences or effects has TWD given birth to?
. How has participation in this process changed you? (Probe: Any differences in your

thinking/ ways of working/ engaging as a result of participation?)

CLOSURE:

Thank you.

May I follow up via e-mail if any additional input from you is needed?

Please feel free to e-mail me if there is anything you would like to add.

A draft will be available in December and final version of the report out by year-end.
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APPENDIX 3: REFERENCE MATERIALS CONSULTED & OPTIONS FOR FURTHER READING
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APPENDIX 4: INTERNATIONAL WORKING GROUP — TERMS OF REFERENCE (31.03.2007)

Introduction

During the early stages of The Water Dialogues project, having informal, flexible working practices was
appropriate and effective. As the size and complexity of project structures and activities has grown, more
formal governance structures and transparent operating procedures are required at both international and
national levels.

The purpose of this document is to set out the history and origins of the International Working Group, its
membership, key roles and responsibilities and the mechanisms by which the Group fulfils its responsibilities.

History
A brief history of The Water Dialogues can be found in Appendix One.

Key Purpose and Functions of the International Working Group

The primary purpose of the IWG is to:

e act as custodian of the project principles (see Box One below) in order to maintain the integrity of The
Water Dialogues

e ensure that safe spaces are created and sustained at international level enabling all views and voices to be
heard

e encourage engagement with different stakeholder groups and safeguard the multistakeholder character
of processes at international and national levels, ensuring these remain a core strength and characteristic
of the project as a whole and of the national dialogues in particular

o demonstrate the global value of individuals’ common desire for better solutions for the poor, independent
of ideology

o take overall responsibility for the good management of the project, delegating tasks and duties to the
International Secretariat as appropriate

e monitor the work of the International Secretariat and National Working Groups and Coordinators and
provide support and guidance in order to ensure project objectives are met

e be accountable for finances, ensuring donor reporting and accounting requirements are complied with, as
well as signing off the project’s annual accounts at international level

e resolve problems and concerns regarding the integrity of the project at international or national levels by
investigating issues raised and, by means of dialogue with the actors involved and their peers nationally
and internationally, providing clear and prompt responses

e fundraise for The Water Dialogues as necessary

e provide an international and wider perspective (beyond National Dialogues) on issues arising from The
Water Dialogues process

e represent the project as required and inform and engage stakeholder peers and individual contacts
regarding its work

e act as asounding board to, and support, the International Secretariat.

The IWG may delegate responsibility for specific areas to its sub-groups (see below) who will take the lead in
promoting discussion and make recommendations to the IWG regarding actions to be taken.

NB. IWG members have privileged access to materials from National Working Groups and the IS as well as
internal IWG discussions. They are expected to keep all information confidential until it is specifically approved
for public release.

IWG Membership

The underlying principle for IWG membership is that, taken as a whole, the group should aspire to represent a

wide range of perspectives on private sector participation and strike a balance between representation from
the South and the North. Ideally, its members should be drawn from different stakeholders actively involved
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in the water and sanitation sector, including groups that are directly involved in the delivery of and/or
advocacy surrounding water supply and sanitation services.

The IWG is made up of two types of members. The “founding” members are individuals who belonged to the
original Working Group on Private Sector Participation which was responsible for initiating and developing the
project. This Group was itself multi-sectoral and thus provided a multistakeholder process ‘in miniature’.
These members were mandated to continue providing strategic direction to the project at the Berlin
international meeting in June 2004. The “link” members are individuals who are responsible for ensuring that
the views of National Working Groups (NWGs) are represented at the International Working Group.

The Water Dialogues differs from many other multistakeholder processes in that it deliberately brings together
individuals and groups which disagree fundamentally regarding policies for the water and sanitation sector.
This characteristic means that establishing trust and respect between participants is an essential part of the
project process. Building such relationships takes time and is best facilitated through a series of face-to-face
interactions. For this reason, stability of membership is fundamental to developing strong and effective
International and National Working Groups.

BOX ONE

Principles Underpinning The Water Dialogues
(developed at the Berlin Meeting 2004, and agreed by NWG representatives at the Johannesburg
Methodology Workshop, 2005)

The Multistakeholder Dialogue will differ from previous multistakeholder processes in that mostities

will take place at the national and sub-national levels, and involve all the key actors. Situating the dialogueg
at national lewel, the level of implementation, means that evidence and conclusions can feed directly intg
existing national sector reform processes.

The Dialogues will be characterised by broad participation of all relevant stakeholders including those not
normally part of the policy community, such as small-scale independent providers (SSIPs) and poor
communities.

National assessments will be firmly grounded in evidence generated by holistic research based on robust
methodologies within a framework that is common to all country-level reviews.

There will be a key role for national government and citizens in national dialogues. Placing governments at
the centre of the national dialogues should avoid the problems experienced by previous multistakeholder
processes where responsible government agencies were only called on to adopt recommendations after-the-
fact.

By working at national level with citizens and governments, the methodology is designed to ensure national
outcomes are not contingent on a global process.

The national dialogues and international secretariat withk with existing water sector reform processes
thereby avoiding duplication and enhancing effectiveness.

The flexibility in the review process allows countries to choose different priorities for their research activities
and adapt the questions generated by the Scoping Process to national realities, while maintaining some global
commonalities and operating within key principles.

The methodology provides for a finite international process with no large and costly international structure
and an emphasis on building in-country capacity and structures. While national dialogues may continue
beyond the research phase, or be replaced by other forms of multistakeholder involvement in national policy
making, the International Secretariat will be disbanded in 2008. If it is evident that new countries wish to
establish similar dialogues the project will seek to have its international functions absorbed into the work of an
appropriate international institution.
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Notwithstanding the potential impact on group dynamics of including new people in the IWG, in 2005 the
“founding” members of the IWG decided to widen its membership to improve transparency and accountability
by ensuring that National Working Groups (NWGs) had direct and specific representation. The issue was
discussed at the IWG meeting in October and confirmed at the international meeting in Johannesburg in
December 2005 by representatives of NWGs. Each of the five NWGs then selected their own representatives -
a lead member and an alternate — bearing in mind the need for overall balance of stakeholder representation

on the IWG.

All members have equal authority on the IWG and share responsibility for fulfilling the purpose and functions

outlined above.

In addition:

NWG link members have specific responsibility for
Representing and advocating the views of their NWG
Providing feedback from the IWG to their NWG

Founding members have specific responsibility for
Updating their own organisations and those sharing similar perspectives on progress and developments within
The Water Dialogues
Bringing an international perspective to the strategic overview of the project

The following people are members of the IWG"

IWG MEMBERS ALTERNATES
Link persons | Name Stakeholder Name Stakeholder perspectives
perspective
Brazil César Costa e Professional Leonardo Levy Professional
Silva Association Association/Academic
Indonesia Budi Academic Bambang National Government
Widianarko Purwanto
Philippines Rory Villaluna Civil Society Ramon Alikpala National Government
International Water
Network
South Africa Mary Galvin Academic Jessica Wilson Environment NGO
Uganda Warren NGO network Denis Domestic Private Sector
Nyamugasira Byamukama
Founding
members
David Boys Trade Union Steve Bloomfield | Trade Union
Helen Mbabazi Domestic Private Sector
Belinda International WSS Timeyin International WSS
Calaguas Development NGO Uwejamamore Development NGO
Antonio Municipal Water
Miranda Neto Operator
Jessica Wilson Environment NGO
Robin Simpson Consumers’ NGO
Ulrike Ebert International Private Richard Aylard International Private Sector
Sector
! As of 31 January 2007
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Mechanisms for fulfilling the purpose and functions of the IWG

The IWG will meet at least three times a year. When possible, these meetings will be attached to an
international event in order to reduce travel time and costs. IWG meetings focus on strategic and financial
issues for the project. Only IWG members or their alternates should attend IWG meetings and participate in
IWG telephone conferences. In addition to general IWG duties, all IWG members fulfil their roles by actively
participating in one of three sub-groups. “Alternates” are full members of these sub-groups.

In general, all discussions at IWG meetings are open to scrutiny via meeting reports. In special circumstances
where there are specific sensitivities, members can request “off the record” discussions that will not be
recorded. The IWG will ensure that all meetings and decisions are recorded and the written records are made
available to NWG members via their link member.

In addition to IWG meetings, members are expected to attend and contribute actively to International
Meetings of The Water Dialogues.

IWG members are encouraged to keep in touch with each other and NWG members, and to exchange
information on an ongoing basis.

The project recognises that that the activities of IWG members are voluntary. The project also recognises that
being dispersed across the globe and having significant work commitments constrains IWG members’
availability and ability to contribute to the project. For this reason, the International Secretariat is required to
facilitate the creation of working practices and communications systems that ensure the effective use of IWG
members’ time.

Sub-Groups:

Sub-group members have primary responsibility for the specific areas of work outlined below, but are
expected to refer strategic issues and decisions to the full IWG. International Secretariat communications are
sent to all IWG members but marked to indicate which sub-group has lead responsibility for the issue.

Management, operations & finance sub group

(Members: Jessica Wilson, Belinda Calaguas, Rory Villaluna and Ulrike Ebert)

Provide management support and guidance to the work of the International Secretariat.

Provide support to the IS for fundraising activities.

Ensure health and safety of the members of the IS, agree ToRs for members of IS, recruit members of IS.
Provide specific management support to the International Coordinator.

Research & Process Sub-Group

(Members: Robin Simpson, Timey Uwejamamore, Budi Widianarko, Warren Nyamugasira, Ramon (Dondi)
Alikpala, Leonardo Levy, Denis Byamukama, Mary Galvin)

In liaison with the IAP and the IS provide advice and support to NWGs regarding the design and
implementation of their research programmes.

Make recommendations regarding common research frameworks

Develop criteria for assessing acceptable research standards for work carried out by NWGs and the IS.

Act as a forum for discussion for NWG members who are trying to develop their research.

Think ahead regarding what is necessary to ensure that research findings is robust, comment on what tools are
necessary, types of sign off protocols required, peer reviews etc.

Prioritise and guide international research to be commissioned or undertaken by the International Secretariat
in line with guidance provided by NWGs, and assist in the development of conclusions and recommendations.
Develop a process for facilitating agreement amongst NWGs and the IWG regarding overall conclusions from
national and international research.

Communications & Advocacy Sub Group

(Members: Antonio Miranda, Helen Mbabazi, David Boys, Bambang Purwanto and Cesar Costa e Silva)
Analyse trends and issues arising from the activities of national dialogues and develop a process that will
enable members of the different NWGs and the IWG to develop key advocacy messages.

Support the IS in developing the advocacy and communication strategy.
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Together with the IS and NWGs, identify international opportunities for advocating the messages of The Water
Dialogues and undertake communication and advocacy at international levels.

Assist with the design of appropriate communications platforms for national dialogues to share and compare
their activities and outputs with each other and external audiences.
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APPENDIX 5: INTERNATIONAL SECRETARIAT — TERMS OF REFERENCE (15.12.2006)

The overall objective of the International Secretariat (IS) is to develop, coordinate and ensure effective
outcomes for The Water Dialogues. The main job for the IS is to provide support to the project’s national level
multistakeholder dialogues and international processes so that these deliver the overall aims and objectives of
the project.

The IS will provide support and advice as required to National Working Groups (NWGs) and National
Coordinators / Secretariats.

The role of the IS is to add value so that the global outcomes are greater than the sum of their national parts.
TASKS

Support to National Working Groups:

Support National Working Groups on all aspects of managing the project, including: fundraising; establishing
governance structures; financial and project management systems; advising on recruitment of national level
staff; mediation between stakeholders; etc.

Provide guidance and support in relation to overall strategy development and provide the intellectual
framework for National Dialogue activities.

Support with the establishment of national academic panels, development of advocacy and communications
strategies, ensuring that monitoring and evaluation takes place.

Provide advice, guidance and support on research methodologies and assist in seeking comparability in TORs
between countries.

Support preparation of research proposals.

Support to resolve conflicts and encouragement to continue activities during periods of tension.

Provide assistance and advice to countries that are interested in setting up similar dialogues.

International Coordination:

Overall supervision and coordination of the dialogues.

Ensuring that project principles are followed in all national dialogues, the International Secretariat and
International Working Group and accountability and transparency are maintained.

Promote communication, learning and exchange between the national dialogues.

Support and coordinate the work of the International Working Group (IWG), the International Academic Panel
and the International Reference Group.

Assist with fundraising at national and international levels. Providing support with the preparation of funding
proposals and practical assistance in meeting with potential donors.

Responsible for the financial management of International Secretariat funds and for timely and accurate
reporting to donors.

Promoting The Water Dialogues Internationally:

To promote the various outputs and products of national dialogues with international stakeholders.

To disseminate the research and process findings to a broad range of international sector actors.

Provide continuous verbal and written feedback to sector actors through meetings and by creating a website,
and maintaining and updating it on a continuous basis.

Do presentations on process and progress to date about the dialogues at international events.

Organise the dissemination of the findings of the National Dialogues through a speaking tour of
representatives from national processes to private sector operators, unions, academics, NGOs and other civil
groups in key countries in the North.

Research:

Prepare a report of the research findings from individual national multistakeholder research initiatives and
draw key lessons.

Scope the range of relevant research and case studies available at international level and share these with
national dialogues.
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Coordination and synthesis of overall conclusions and recommendations coming from the research carried out
by the national dialogues.

Create an international panel of respected academicians to advise national dialogues on robust research
methodologies.

Help establish a framework for peer review and academic review within and between national dialogues and
at international level.

Learning:
Coordination and synthesis of the methods and processes used to maintain multistakeholder dialogues at

national and international levels.

To prepare the Process Document for each of the National Dialogues.

To assist the consultants in preparing the “Guide — Process for conducting Multistakeholder Dialogue
Processes”. To further document the methods and processes used to create and sustain multistakeholder
dialogues.
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APPENDIX 6: REFRAMING QUESTIONS (FROM THE )

These questions in the box below were drawn from the Executive Summary Report of the Global
Water Scoping Process-G L & GKSNB | OF &S F2NJ I YdzZ GAaG
Ay 61 GSNI I y{Roord & WfquHark: 20042 vy K €

The “reframing questions” related to five themes explored in the Scoping Study, namely:
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

While the questions were engaged with to some extent during the April 2004 Berlin stakeholder
meeting and broadly accepted, they were not revised to form an agreed set of basic questions for
country level research to engage with.

SK2tf RS

SUMMARY SET OF REFRAMING QUESTIONS

In orcer to refocus the debate on PSP, the following shortened set of questions are proposed as a preliminary revie
1. FinanceMany stakeholders agree that existing funds and investments can be used more efficiently and targete
incease access to water services. Opinions diffieream$béncrease funding to the sector, and the potential costs,

benefits of increasing private sector investments. What are the mechanisms to ensure that sufficient fimereees &
access of the poor and unserved, in both rural and urban areas?

Tariffs:There is widespread agreement that inadequate tariffs have contributed to the fiscal crisis of the water g
there remains much debate over whether orhast #8&neficial impact on tariffs and how tariffs, subsidies, and oV
recovery policies should be structured to address the goals of affordability, network expansion, and envaonme|
sustainability. How can tariffs and sufssidesigned and implemented to reach these goals, in both rural and ur

Profits:The philosophical and practical issues surrounding the topic of managing monopolistic pubjicafirioass g
are at the core of the controversiesdaPSP in water and sanitation. What are clear and broadly supported defin
and guidelines for acceptable and fair profits throughout the water supply and sanitation chain, taking @fito accg
revenues that is not reinvésteperations?

Donor conditionalitieThere are disagreements amongst stakeholders over the influence that public internationg

institutions wield over decisions on water supply and sanitation. What conditions of public intemational finarcial o n s 6

and grants are necessary and acceptable for effective, efficient, and accountable use of investments intataer
services? What conditions undermine effectiveness, efficiency, and accountability? Hemationeksgregments tg
cease PSP conditionalities be implemented?

Smaliscale independent produceréie presence of smallle independent producers (SSIPs) reflects the inadequa
existing water supply and sanitation networks. Some siadeteNeeBSIPs to be part of the problem, others percei
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Impacts on the podFhere is dabe and confusion among stakeholders about the impacts of PSP on poor commu
stakeholders have proposed that access to the poor should be defined in terms of at least three critatailityaital
quality of services to tharp What criteria and indicators should be used in assessing the performance of direct

delivering water and sanitation services to the poor? Against these criteria and indicators, what is teeepetiges
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10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Sanitation and seweradgespite the wkhown and welbcumented ecological and public health benefits of providin
sanitation and sewerdige funding for and political priority of these services remain extremely low. How can the
financial investments, public and private, better reflect the net social, economic, and ecological beneftttiohiang
sewerage?ad services that produce public goods be paid for in the context of PSfeendfyf? cost

Appropriate technolog$takeholders have made a link between lack of access to WSS and promotion of inappr
technology or failure to provide a ram®i$ for consideration by users. What are the barriers to the wider use o
technology in providing water supply and sanitation services, especially to the poor? What can the privatesect
these barriers? What can dongesngeents, public utilities and others do to overcome these barriers?

ParticipationStakeholders across regions have noted the lack of public participation in decisions to involve the
delivering water and sanitation services aitional, and international levels. When is wider stakeholder participat
necessity? What purpose will it serve? What models of effective participsa@ipgiactsavailable and how can they
more widely used?

RegulationThere is widespresgfeement that governments have failed to regulate water providers adequately. W
necessary conditions for effective regulation of the private sector (by relevant public authorities) inaadiedtypd
country context? What tsdde and costs of effective regulatory frameworks can be developed from lessons lear
achieve accountability and protect public interests? How can these be adapted and implemented in differgnt re
contexts? Does PSP creatalditional regulatory burden?

ContractsThere is widespread agreement that contracts governing PSP have been problematic in many areas
that can be effectively
contracts? What are the mechanisms for regulating other aspects of water services provision by the privedets@
How can transparency be ensured?

Transaction adviserMany stakeholders across regionsoapihgs feel that PSP has been pushed as the panacea
water reform process, and that public international financial institutions and private transaction advigmevide®S
optimal advice. How can municipalities and governmeadsieecassll the water and sanitation service delivery op
available in an unbiased way? How can PIFIs and transaction advisers be held accountable for the conseguen

Labour:Some stakeholders recognised the need for gremfef gaiployees and reduction edtafferg in some areas,
while others expressed concerns about employee rights and welfare under PSP. What are the implicatiohsspf
wages, job security, union recognition, staff trainingbiayeandnemployee participation in eeeiking? What is curre
good practice in managing and protecting employee rights and welfare in the transition from public to pEivaite e
sanitation services?

EnvironmentSome stakeholdpesceive that treating water as a free social good can lead to waste since the resq
valued. Other stakeholders perceive that the focus on profits and commodification of water under PSP wiill und
environmental protection aerwesource management. Does the PSP focus on profit and commodification limit
protect the environment? What are the ecological impacts of treating water as a free, social good?

TradeMany stakeholders expressed concerns about the imfact t r ade agr eements on

decisions about provision of such a vital resource as water. What are the implications of WTO and GAES, reg
trade agreement s, and
sanitation services to its citizens, especially with respeléineesetbvereignty, reversibility, and public participation
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APPENDIX 7: TWD LOGFRAME (FROM PROPOSAL TO DFID)

This logframe was developed in the process of applying to DfID for finance in late 2005-early 2006.
Funding from DfID became available in June 2006.

Project Summary

Measurable Indicators

Means of Verification

Important Assumptions

NOTE: The nature of this
project means that its
anticipated impact on
accelerated provision of
water and sanitation
services will be seen after
the project ends.

GOAL

To lay firmer foundations for
meeting the Millennium
Development Goals for water
and sanitation with an emphasis
on urban and peri-urban
environments

PURPOSE

To assess whether and how the
private sector can contribute to
achieving the human right to
sustainable and affordable water
and sanitation services for all.

To decrease conflict amongst
sector stakeholders with very
different perspectives and
interests in relation to private
sector participation in WSS

To democratise the process of
policy development and reform
in the countries where the
project is active and strengthen
local ownership/improve local
governance of the sector

To provide information and
guidance for others wishing to
pursue multistakeholder
initiatives

Effective and widely
supported government
policies and plans for water
and sanitation services are
put in place in the countries
where the project operates

Broad-based agreements at
national and local levels on
appropriate roles for the
private sector in WSS
services.

Governments state their
intention to involve a wider
group of stakeholders in
policy making; communities
and other stakeholders
participate in policy
consultations

Notes and reports of
processes and methods used
by the project are widely
disseminated

Government documents
Feedback from
stakeholders

Statements from
stakeholders; rhetoric
used in stakeholder
documents

Government documents
and statements;
National Working Group
documentation;
observations by
communities

International secretariat
and International
Working Group
documents;

One or more stakeholder
decides to opt out and do
not validate the research
outputs

Governments treat
consultation as a one-off
event

Process and methods are
given a low priority by
National Working Groups
and final documents lack
sufficient detail to enable
replication by others
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To provide high quality,
multistakeholder endorsed
research for use by governments
and their development partners
in developing effective WSS
policies relating to both private
and public sector engagement

To facilitate a more balanced
understanding of the roles of the
private and public bodies
amongst a wide range of sector
actors

National sector policies are
influenced by the evidence
from multistakeholder
research; solid, successful
models exist at national level
for others to follow

There is global recognition
and promotion of a range of
options for WSS service
delivery, financing,
management and
governance that are
appropriate to national
socio-economic conditions

Government documents
and pronouncements;
media reports; National
Working Group
documents

Verbal and written
statements from major
donors, industry,
labour, NGOs and other
sector stakeholders

National governments are
blocked from developing
new policies and are
unable to implement them
because of pressure from
international donors
and/or hostile citizens

Organisations hostile to the
research findings seek to
undermine them and/or
the multistakeholder
Working Groups that
produced them

OUTPUTS

a) Safe spaces are created in
which different stakeholders can
explore contentious issues,
understand each others
perspectives, share expertise and
develop mutual respect

b) National working groups are
able to develop plans, strategies
and methodological tools to work
effectively

c) The work of national dialogues
involves a wide range of
stakeholders including those most
directly involved in delivering
services, those who receive
services, especially poor women
and men, and both critics and
supporters of private sector
involvement in the sector.

d) The relationship between
different national dialogues is
characterised by mutual respect,
sharing and learning, confidence in
the validity of each other’s
research findings and the
willingness to arrive at joint
positions and principles

a) National
multistakeholder working
groups are established
and continue to function
in 5-6 countries

b) Plans or strategies for
achieving project
objectives are in place in
5-6 countries

c) Numbers belonging to
the following categories
involved in each national
process: national
government, local or
municipal government,
groups/individuals
representing poor
communities,
multinational private
sector, domestic private
sector, small scale
informal private sector,
regulators, trade unions,
NGOs — preferably
representing a range of
perspectives,
development
partners/major donors.

d) International
workshops are organised
and communication
between national
dialogues is sustained
between international
events

a) National Working
Group documents;
International Secretariat
documents;

b) National Working
Group documents;
International Secretariat
documents; reports from
national coordinators

c)National Working
Group documents;
International Secretariat
documents; reports from
national coordinators

d) Process journals and
reports of international
workshops

c) Key stakeholders refuse
to cooperate with national
dialogues

d) Insufficient emphasis is
given to building trust
between the different
national groups resulting in
tensions over research
findings
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e) Research is robust and of a high
quality with all findings backed by
strong evidence that can inform
future decisions.

f) Informal providers and poor
women and men are able to
critique current service
arrangements and articulate their
aspirations for future policy

g) National dialogues have access
to existing research and studies
that can inform their own choice of
research topics and are aware of
the current range of perspectives
on issues

h) National research methods and
findings have the backing of
academics who are widely
respected in the sector
internationally

i) The overall quality across all
national dialogues is maintained

j) The methods, processes, tools
and lessons involved in creating
and sustaining effective
multistakeholder dialogues
nationally and internationally are
documented, publicised and made
available to all interested parties

k) Key actors, including major
donors, are able to interact with
the International Working Group
and Secretariat and with National
Working Groups and strengthen
the project by contributing to the
debates and providing critical
inputs

m) Strong relationships are built
with key sector actors that allow
them to contribute to and increase
their understanding and
confidence in the project and its
outputs.

e) High quality ToRs are
produced; thorough
primary research
conducted; research
reports demonstrate a
clear link between
evidence and conclusions

f) Research methods
employed are
participatory and involve
these key constituents
National dialogues
promote the idea of
involving end-users in
policy debates with local
and national
governments.
documented examples of
government consulting
poor constituents
including individuals’
records of process

g) Scoping report is
completed and
disseminated; national
research reflects an
understanding of
previous studies

h) Academics Panel is
created that represents
different point of views
and different regions of
the world

i) All national dialogues
fulfil the project criteria

j) Reports published;
website is established
and regularly maintained;
it contains all major
documentation of the
project

k) A reference group is
created; meetings are
held regularly

m) Number of meetings
are held with key sector
actors

e) National research
ToRs, documents and
final reports

f) Number of times
communities are involved
in research and policy
activities.

g) existence of scoping
report; international and
national working group
documents

h) Academic Panel
documents certifying the
validity of the research
methods

i) International
Secretariat documents

j) Number of reports
published; number of
times website is visited;
extent to which sector
actors are aware of the
website

k) Minutes of Reference
Group meetings;
records of
communications with
National Working Groups
or Coordinators

m)International
Secretariat reports of
lobby meetings with
governments, donors,
international institutions,
industry and NGOs

e) National Working
Groups fail to employ
research coordinators with
the ability to undertake
complex research
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n) Reports of substantive research
at national and international levels
are published, promoted and
disseminated

so that these findings can influence
future policies and practices

o) Sufficient funds from a
multistakeholder base are
available for project
implementation nationally and
internationally

n) Reports sent to
governments, major
donors, development
partners, industry, labour
unions and civil society
groups

o) Amount of funds
raised compared with
budgets set nationally
and internationally;
number of categories of
stakeholders that are
donors

n) Number of reports
sent; where have the
reports been sent to?
(geographical
representation)

o) Financial records

ACTIVITIES

a) Assist with the creation,
development and stability of
multistakeholder dialogues at
national level

b) Provide strategic, management
and methodological and moral
support and encouragement to
national working groups and
dialogues

c) Ensure national dialogues are
working within the principles
established for the project

d) Build strong relations and act as
a link between national working
groups and ensure the exchange of
tools, lessons, findings and
opinions between national
dialogues on a continuous basis

e) Provide advice and guidance on
all aspects of national research;
encourage comparability in ToRs
and methods wherever possible;
and ensure the research is good
enough to be endorsed by
multistakeholder groups

f) Promote the involvement of
small scale informal providers and
poor women and men in assessing
current practices and future policy
options, using a variety of
participatory methods

g) Scope the range of relevant
research and case studies available
at international level and share
these with national dialogues

h) Create an international panel of
respected academicians to advise
national dialogues on robust
research methodologies

INPUTS

Funds: £691,895. Itis
hoped that the bulk of
this money will be
provided by DFID but it is
important for the project
to receive small amounts
of financial support from
a full range of
stakeholders, in cash or
in kind.

INPUTS

Staff Time: the project
will employ a full time

project officer and two
part time coordinators.

Additional support will be
sought from paid
consultants with
specialist knowledge as
required.

INPUTS

Additional Support: The
project will be managed by
a multistakeholder Board
of volunteers consisting of
expert representatives
from a variety of
organisations.

In addition, the Academic
Panel and the Reference
Group will provide advice
and critical inputs to
improve the work of the
project.
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i) Oversee and provide quality
control for the production of
research reports at national and
international levels

j) Document the methods and
processes used to create and
sustain multistakeholder dialogues

k) Create a reference group to
comment on the work of the
project that includes
representatives of major donors
and facilitate interaction between
this group and members of the
International Working Group and
National Working Groups

I) Create and maintain a website
to publicise the work of the project
to an international audience

m) Engage with key sector actors
throughout the duration of the
project through visits and written
updates to enable them to develop
an understanding of the project
and its purposes and to comment
on its methods

n) Communicate and advocate the
findings from multistakeholder
research and national working
group deliberations to
governments, major donors, civil
society groups and industry

o) Fundraise internationally, and
support to fundraising nationally
from a multistakeholder base to
enable the project to carry out its
work
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APPENDIX 8: SUMMARY OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

The following summary of responses was drawn from a questionnaire administered at the conclusion of the Final Conference in Bonn (December 2009).
Only those items relevant to this evaluation are included below. Excluded questions focused on garnering feedback on the conference itself and are
captured in the Final Conference Proceedings Report (see www.waterdialogues.org).

Illegible words are indicated by an underscore, as follows:

6. What unanswered questions are you left with?

Civil society (incl. labour unions) Business(incl. consultants) Government

TWD Member: TWD Member: TWD Member:

the definite answer on the way forward.
role of different actors — PPP is one way to finance
water.

the future of TWD.
what’s next —is it a period or a comma? What | mean is,
will it really end or is there a possibility of going on maybe

e  mobilisation of adequate funds?; the ability by all
stakeholders to focus on increasing accessibility to the
WSS services.

none. on other issues? e  what is the optimum role of government/local
e atinternational level, who can champion this forward? government in water services provision, within
Who developmental state?

o will ensure that the new work will happen at the
country level is contributing new information, new
learnings to MSH dialogue practice — and that their
info is being picked up by the development community
(whether only the water and sanitation sector) or
broader community?

e  how to achieve (5) using the WD ... [Networking. / A
better understanding of the situation in the other four
countries. / The enormous work that still has to be
done.]

e who/hold hold MSH dialogue around W&S
internationally?

e complexity of how an intervention (such as TWD)
changes they dynamics and practice of the sector.

e  after TWD, what comes next — management of
website; institutional memory?

e how much are we different to other initiatives? Can
that be documented or mapped out to facilitate our
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unique approach?

Non-TWD Member:

____answer to the problem of financing the sector.
what happened to the issue of “water as human
right”?

the rationale for MSD at the very start?

whether India/Indian cities are ready for such a
process; the feasibility of such an effort to address the
major disincentives in the sector.

Non-TWD Member:

e how to make these dialogues develop in other countries,
and how to make them include more decision makers,
politician/deputies, state government representatives, ...

e cost of the process in relation to the outcomes; length of
time required to reach consensus/solutions to a burning
issue, given that countries have signed up to goals and
targets.

e how to use this process at the national level without
creating parallel structures to those created by water
sector reforms? Who initiates this process in new
countries and where it gets anchored? Who finances the
process of setting up the water dialogues where they are
needed?

Non-TWD Member:

e under which circumstances does private sector
participation work/not work?

e  What is the specific contribution of TWD in the
development of the PSP-issue and discussions at global
level? Does TWD contribute significantly to improve the
global debate on PSP in the water sector?

e what did really change in terms of hard facts due to WD
(except from water tariffs in the Philippines, which was
a very good example)?

e it would have been nice to have the national dialogue
present a summary of the findings to be able to
compare and then do the ____ and where people went
around the room; what is next?

e | would have liked to have more time to discuss the
outcomes of the national WDs in a more concrete way
and also to discuss critical solutions to the various
national WDs and how they overcame them/where
there are still open questions.

e replicability — practically how to make this happen;
sustainability of the initiative beyond its project term.

Feedback to The Water Dialogues as a whole:

7. What do you feel the main strengths and value of this project have been?

Civil society (incl. labour unions) Business(incl. consultants) Government

TWD Member: TWD Member: TWD Member:

to the dialogue itself ... provision of safe space; improved
perception and understanding of other/opposing parties;
shift toward more fundamental aspects of water
provision.

to give new opportunity to introduce PPP and the role of

e |eading to better governance; putting opposing views
around the table — get the stereotypes out, be real.

e the pooling together of different MSH that agree and
dialogue on issues but come up with a common
advocacy message.

e  holding fruitful discussions with divergent views;
diversity has been embraced.

e  to bring warring factions and parties together to talk
about this important issue.

e  make the global key stakeholders get connected

small providers. effectively.
e the opportunity to explore strategic issues from various
stakeholders and mapping the way forward together
(policy/advocacy issues).
e  to create an informal space that is more open and
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honest in discussing the critical issues; facilitating conflict
resolution to lead to greater constructive dialogue.

the main strength has to be the passion and
commitment of the stakeholders that get involved in the
process — both at national and international levels. The
key value of the project is the demonstration that
problem-focused/problem solving-focused dialogue can
move things forward, can result in decisions with impact
(have real big impact).

time, support to exercise the multi-stakeholder dialogue
approach.

providing research that is credible to all stakeholders.
greater understanding between stakeholders — of each
other; shared understanding of issues; contextualising
amongst other countries; valuable networking.
relationships (personal, across sectors); new ways of
seeing and working; information and case studies to
illustrate systemic/structural problems.

emergence of a new process, that of MSD; network
building through the \MSD; application @ the local level
(MSD process) to address pressing issues in the sector.
mainly, its people and their commitment and vision;
having international/national connection and meetings;
the personalities involved and varied perspectives; it
empowers and inspires where it works.

Non-

TWD Member:

bringing people with very serious divergent views
together.

to remove the polarisation from the debate; involve
relevant stakeholders.

cross-country learning; documentation process;
willingness to sustain the process/initiative.
demonstrating that new ways of doing business in the
water sector are possible.

Non-TWD Member:

it has taught us that ideological differences do not
resolve problems, particularly in respect of water and
sanitation delivery to the poor; taught us that
adversaries can be brought together once broad
objectives are agreed, even if the processes are not
clear from the start; stakeholders with hard-line
positions may not necessarily be proxies of the poor
and do not speak for them; solutions can be found once
we all agree to dialogue.

issue-focused, therefore relatively manageable.

Non-TWD Member:

personal experience of members of IWG, NWG in
learning about MSH processes; better understanding of
the “positions” of “opponents”; practical outcomes at
the national/local level in terms of participation in policy
making (Philippines) of planning of service extensions
(e.g. Durban).

bringing antagonistic people to a table and create a
culture of listening.

having people with different opinions around the table
in a continuous manner so that they can really listen to
each other and discuss facts.

openness, willingness or participant to “give it a try”;
going at national level, dealing with fact.
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e  capacity building in dialoguing; that it had impact
practically in countries; sharing the findings and

benefits.
8. What do you feel the main limitations of this project have been?
Civil society (incl. labour unions) Business(incl. consultants) Government
TWD Member: TWD Member: TWD Member:

e the lack of well planned exit strategy; TWD stops when it
just released most of the written outcomes; tiny
opportunity to get feedback from the international
stakeholders.

dialogues are made only on countries speaking English.

perhaps funding resources; political will!

it took too long, leading to loss of momentum.

the international element/portion of the project was less

developed in terms of its role vis-a-vis advocacy,

communication (including the website).

e  Synthesis and dissemination among WD members.

e  the project has not addressed the paradigm and power
relations that create and perpetuate the inequalities the
project addressed.

e need greater international support to weak country
dialogue, in country (placing people over longer periods);
co-ordinate national research approaches, some agreed
method; no shared/agreed funding uses/approaches.

e influence at international level (eg. of donors, Ibis).

e only 5 countries participated; very limited resources for
the different activities.

e endemic issues around voluntarism, funding & reporting,
governing structure; also, problems around how to show
measurable impact and how much time this can take;
how to influence more broadly — very hard.

e  difficulty to put an advocacy plan/strategy together.
e  time and coverage — there should have been more
countries involved specially the developing countries.

e low participation of countries; no specific international
group discussion but only co-ordination of the NWGs.

e | have not seen any yet.

e Heterogeneity of the stakeholders and its interest.

Non-TWD Member:

e exposure to other countries in Africa.

e when asking the country groups and when reading the
papers, | don’t see enough awareness of the diversity of
people and of water users.

Non-TWD Member:

e processes would be protracted and long; process may
be too expensive in time and money.

e the “then what” ___ on the financing is unanswered —
questions of sustainability; no precise feedback from

Non-TWD Member:

e nofocus on lessons in terms of “under what
circumstances does private sector participation work?”

e  too self-centred, too much focus on justifying the
process and get funding as opposed to reaching results
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____understanding of what is needed after phase 1.
inability to raise interest among key international donors
on the value of this process.

|//

“government level” actors on viability.

in sector as consequence of start from PSP-discussion.
e the need to go deeper in details of how has been
discovered in the initial dialogues.
¢ how to expand/keep moving without becoming
“hijacked” by one actor ...

9. Were you to run this project again, what would you do differently?

Civil society (incl. labour unions)

Business(incl. consultants)

Government

TWD Member:

the research — more extensive and more involving local
communities; more exchanges (dialogue) on substantive
issues both at the IWG and NWG.

ensure senior level participation; ensure regular
feedback and link to policy making.

I’d make the international element better-defined
beyond project management, would involve within it a
donor representative (as donors are powerful
stakeholders at the international level — both in what
ideas they embrace/promote and what activities and
projects they ultimately fund.

Put more energy on co-ordination among countries
members.

international dialogue focus and other subcommittees
not just ManCo; improved way for national dialogues to
drive the process; way of obtaining national sign on to
process etc. and “approval” by international group.
approach — use a combination of research and round-
table discussions; adapt code of conduct — which was not
done at the country level.

TWD Member:

international WG role; research of case studies at
country (SA) level.

TWD Member:

e institutionalism; active international level involvement;
more membership — other countries on board.

e  convince the donors not to close the dialogues —it is like
closing the door, and the main door. Even if national
dialogues start or continue, they need an office or a
coordinating point! Don’t stop it!

e Indonesia WD will continue with Indonesian models of
dialogue.

Non-TWD Member:

bring on board other developing countries.

| would have made it an issue to get stakeholders aware
of the diversity of people; the power differences at the
lowest level are too critical to bypass.

getting better clarity of what next after project
complete; assessing all existing and on-going initiatives
where MSD can be maintained.

Non-TWD Member:

set reasonable time limits for stakeholders to
agree/resolve/arrive at solutions.

to include a phase 1 with a SWOT on existing dialogue
processes — follow-up would then be much smoother
and relevant particularly in anchoring the process and
immediate influence policy and decision making;
introduce “programmatic” component.

Non-TWD Member:

e identify a clear objective very early; tie funding to
reaching these objectives; identify future “champion” or
“institutionality option” at the beginning and not in the
end!
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write a stronger monitoring and advocacy framework to
capture and disseminate learnings.

The Future:

10. Do you feel a next step in the process is needed/justified? If Yes, why and what next step would you support? If No, why?

Civil society (incl. labour unions) Business(incl. consultants) Government
TWD Member: TWD Member: TWD Member:
1. Yes. The interests of several countries to conduct Yes. More countries are interested in TWD but they Yes. The next step is to advocate for the MSH looking at

dialogues show clear need for an international
platform. More time is still needed for allowing
interested parties to provide feedback to the results of
TWD.

Yes. Because: 1 —there are many challenges in water; 2
— many French-speaking countries weren’t in the first
step. We were in dialogues and other countries who
don’t have English first or second language don’t one
excluded; 3 — it must important to continue this
process.

Yes. There is need to utilise the benefits of the dialogue
and to do so in a fairly coordinated way. There was a lot
of value in the role played by the IS and IWG which, in
their absence, might make national and local process
less effective. They generated an additional level of
motivation.

Yes. 1 —to support countries (new and old) who want
to continue their process (make sure their work is
communicated to and understood by the broader
community. 2 —to continue to promote the principles
and value of using MSH dialogues for policy-making
processes. 3 —to inform and train those who want to
embark on the journey of MSH dialogues.

Yes. At national level there is a need to continue the
process. | will support activities related to financing,
water shortage (raw water), integrated water
management.

Yes. The research findings have still to be translated

need some testimony and mentorship. A Task Force (or
rathera ___ of practitioners) is required.

Yes. | will always be supportive of whatever step the
dialogue will undertake but would suggest the ____ of
water which is sanitation (an issue which I think has
been left behind) should be given consideration.

delivery of services (accessibility) and financing of the
sector.

Yes. You can never stop “dialogue”. | am surprised that
you are saying the project is closed!!! Don’t close it!!! If
you have no money from donors let’s see if stakeholders
together cannot do something — it is terrible that you are
saying “project closed” when we are just warming up for
real dialogue. Rethink your position and ask again
whether some donors or the same donors cannot even
fund an additional one year as we look around from PSPs,
NGOs etc. for money. Good job! Well done! Thanks!

Yes. Finding an institutional home for MSD is important.
Richness of learnings must be disseminated.

Yes. Well organised; participatory; focus on result.
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7.

8.

9.

into sections and policy changes.

Yes. 1 - advocacy needs follow-up over time. 2 — new
countries need support. 3 —overall driving question
remains, needs ongoing MSH dialogue.

Yes. 1 —findings, processes, etc. must be taken up and
advocated at appropriate levels and by best
organisations. 2 — no need for “TWD Phase 2” (at least
not in same form).

Yes. 1 — use the process again but with necessary
adjustments to address future contentious issues in the
sector. 2 —full process documentation highlighting both
the positive and negative experiences.

10. Yes. 1 - at minimum a website/virtual home for TWD

experiences and tools. 2 — at minimum more new
projects in same vein and commitment of
institutions/governments to using MSH work in the
sense that we feel to be “genuine”.

Non-TWD Member:

1.

»

Yes. The opportunity for other countries to benefit.
Yes. Emerging trends may provide an opportunity to
reflect on key issues (climate change, etc.) eg. findings
from research ...

Yes. Dialogues don’t really come to an end, they may
be dormant for a while, but | am sure that the country
groups will get together again and discuss controversial
issues.

Yes. A very light touch support in terms of lobbying and
giving support to current processes or new ____

Yes. An international process is essential for
legitimising national processes and giving them
credibility. Also important as a “co-ordination”, sharing
experience and support program for national
processes.

Non-TWD Member:

Yes. Try to extend the process to other countries.
Dialogue is a key success factor both at
international\local levels. The matters to be discussed
are necessarily ___, depending on the countries and
depending on the level, but some topic issues could be
shared. If developments occurin countries were___
water ___, Iwoulddo allmy___ for___local/national
manages to be part of them. | am convinced that some
local provision could favour, if not ___ such dialogue by
introducing in the water services local favourable (or
regulatory) incentives or obligations for consultative
bodies opened to all relevant stakeholders. Key issue:
proper, adapted and consistent legal ___ for the
organisation and the management of water utilities,
opening dialogue while guaranteeing transparency and
accountability.

Yes. There are useful process steps that require to be
mainstreamed into many dialogue issues; the water

Non-TWD Member:

1. Yes. The need for multi-stakeholder dialogue in the water
sector at global level is still important. Other forms, other
processes have to be found to promote the multi-
stakeholder dialogue in the international policy. The EU
Water Initiative is perhaps an opportunity. The aid
effectiveness agenda could also serve as a leverage to
introduce the multi-stakeholder issue in the international
water policy dialogue, with a focus on how donors and
government can associate other stakeholders to sector
policy dialogue at national level and to the project
planning process.

2. Yes.1- continue dialogue about what are the obstacles

to improve sustainable delivery of services at the local
level and how to address. 2 — exchange detailed
successful experience between countries on many fronts.

3. Yes. Transferring the model to other countries where it is

appropriate in order to make use of the experience and
new solutions to common problems that have been found
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sector is particularly in need of this given its current throughout the past years. Integration of the process and
state in many developing countries. However, sector expertise into existing structures on the
requirements need to be incorporated whilst other key international level.
thematic issues are addressed, namely, financing, 4. Yes. 1-link to country processes working group of the
sanitation and hygiene, trans-boundry water resource GF4A. 2 — continue to promote the benefits of the
management. approach and when it is appropriate. 3 — sharing
Yes. There is an obvious value-addition of TWD. It methodologies with institutions advocating similar
would therefore be unfortunate to lose the approaches, eg. IRC Learning Alliances, The Switch
momentum. Some of the steps would be to maintain a Programme (IHE), SWAPs. 4 — write article to promote
virtual platform for knowledge sharing; establish what the initiative has done, its successes, what impact
mechanisms for using the pilot countries as resource and brief outline of how (can publish in IRC Bulletin) with
countries; ensuring that “champions” of water web link.
dialogues assist in setting this up in interested 5. No. The big controversy around PSP doesn’t seem to be
countries; documenting processes as they occur in each “big” anymore. Members of TWD could not explain what
country as this would offer the room to identify would be the specific contribution of an international
communities and in refining the ___ principles. platform for supporting the national/local processes that
Yes. Replicate in other countries. are occurring.

6. No. PSP is not such a controversial and pivotal issue any

more. If we move on to another issue, it will be a new
process.
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