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Action Points

· National Working Group representatives agreed to review the Project Evaluation Criteria developed at the Berlin Workshop and provide recommendations for changes required to the International Secretariat 14th February 2006.
 
· The Secretariat agreed to review the governance structure for the project including the guidelines for representation from national dialogues and report back to National Working Groups

· The Secretariat agreed to research options and provide additional guidance regarding recording the process of the dialogues and the methods employed and to send these to National Working Groups.
· Members of National Working Groups agreed to begin keeping process journals in line with the format outlined in the session facilitated by Victor Munnik.
  Material from the journals will form part of the process reports to be produced by the project as guidance notes to others interested in engaging in multistakeholder processes. 
· Participants agreed that there is a clear need for inclusiveness in all the national

multistakeholder processes.  Rather than talking about marginalized people, national groups should talk to them and actively involve them in the research and policy dialogues.  

· Small-scale independent water providers (SSIPs) should be included in national level studies.  They are often the sole providers of water to poor communities; may charge higher prices than larger water suppliers; and are sometimes responsible for water leakages and illegal tapping into water systems.  Furthermore, any changes could have a negative impact on the livelihoods of this vulnerable group.

· It was agreed that it was not good practice to pay per diems for participants to attend meetings and workshops organised by the National Working Groups.  These costs should be provided by stakeholder organizations as a symbol of their commitment to the process.   Actual travel costs can be reimbursed and there is no restriction on the NWGs providing snacks or meals. 

· Brazil and South Africa agreed to send their draft research ToRs to all other NWGs and the International Secretariat.  All National Working Groups agreed to share documents they produced with their colleagues in other countries, including funding proposals. 
INTRODUCTION
This report focuses only on the substance of the workshop, key issues raised and agreements made.  A separate report deals with the methods and process of the meeting. The text does not attempt to provide a full account of discussions.  Additional information, including presentations made by participants and resource persons, is provided in the Appendices.   Where appropriate, the report groups together all discussions on a specific issue that occurred across a number of sessions or days.
WORKSHOP OBJECTIVES
· To build and strengthen relationships between representatives of national processes, the international working group and secretariat in order to create solid foundations for future work

· To provide a space for national processes to raise issues of concern

· To reflect on history of the project and confirm or amend future directions, activities and outcomes (create an outline roadmap for the project) 

· To examine planned and potential research at national level and explore commonalities, methods and technical issues

· To plan participation in the 4th World Water Forum and other events and activities in 2006 that will enhance the visibility of the initiative

· To review and prioritise the role of the international secretariat and international working group

· To review project evaluation criteria

DAY ONE

History and Development of the Project – International

A presentation reminded participants about the origins and development of the project from the first discussion in Bonn 2001, to the acquisition of a mandate in Berlin 2004.  
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Key moments included commissioning a scoping report to assess the demand for multistakeholder dialogues on PSP and whether a multistakeholder process was likely to lead to consensus.  The study indicated a number of key themes that should be the basis for a review:
· Financing water & sanitation services - alternatives; tariffs; profits; conditionality

· Meeting the MDGs - communities; SSIP; rural areas; sanitation; technology

· Achieving good governance & accountability - governance; participation; regulation; contracts; local government

· Managing efficiently & effectively - management; efficiency; labour and safety

· Safeguarding public interests - public health; environmental protection; social impact; trade

The results of the scoping study were presented to a stakeholder at a meeting held in Berlin in 2004.   Participants in the Berlin meeting provided a mandate for a project that would:  
· focus on whether and how the private sector, from small scale independent providers through to large private companies, can contribute to affordable and sustainable access to water supply and sanitation (WSS), including the MDGs. 

· aim to contribute to progress on MDGs & to achieve for the poor, the human right of affordable & sustainable access to WSS for all.
Participants confirmed that each National Working Group would develop additional specific objectives and adapt the review to the local context, while maintaining its original focus.  They also agreed that:

· the project should be action oriented

· the purpose of the dialogues is to influence policy through the discussion and dissemination of the country research results
· the methods and processes employed by the project will be fundamental to its success

History and Development of the Project – Uganda

Following a period of political and social instability that ended in 1986 there has been a steady recovery in all areas.  Less than 60 % of urban and 36% of rural Ugandans have access to safe Water Supply and Sanitation.  There has been a decentralization of water supply and PSP has been introduced into sector reforms. S mall towns are managed by local private operators, but the government has responsibility to put in place the infrastructure.  The water supply boards, local water authorities and the Ministry at central government all have performance contracts with local authorities who themselves contract out water supply to private suppliers.  The government is currently trying to harmonize the regulatory players.  There have been numerous sector reviews up to now, but there remain unreconciled viewpoints.  
The World Bank in Uganda has become more flexible about their structural adjustment policies because they recognize that some privatization plans have gone drastically wrong.  After it took part in an evaluation of private sector performance, the World Bank gave more emphasis to building local private sector capacity than to attracting international private companies.
The government is undertaking a review of regulation in order to harmonize the regulatory structures and decide on the best model of regulation to adopt.  The overall national framework will be examined.  Some of the challenges faced in Uganda include

· Low affordability of tariffs and new connections

· Presence of poor alternative water sources

· Insufficient financing for the sector

The Ugandan National Working Group (NWG) had its first meeting on 25th August 2005. It has s established a task team composed of all stakeholders and is now at the stage of preparing ToRs for the research methodology.  The NWG will draw up principles to guide research and ensure multistakeholder involvement, wide participation, evidence-based assessment and sustainability of the project.  Uganda wishes to fund a staff of four to carry out the work:  a coordinator, a researcher, an advocacy person and an administrator.
GTZ is committed to providing some funds to the NWG but it is not yet clear which aspects of the project they wanted to support.  Uganda needs to raise additional funds and is thinking of approaching BFI and other banks but is concerned that the source of funds may impact on research outcomes. 
History and Development of the Project – Indonesia 

Indonesia also indicated that the project was very timely as Indonesia is reviewing the judicial framework for regulation and also looking at how to increase public participation.  Although the  NWG has yet to decide how to feed into the review process, the fact that all key groups are represented on the NWG should facilitate direct policy influence. 

Concerns were expressed regarding behind the scenes influencing of national policy. When  one of the Manila water companies failed, instead of the government analyzing what happened or holding the company to account, it simply increased the tariff to cover the losses of the company. 
The process started in Indonesia in June 2005 when the first meeting was held and it was agreed that a review would be beneficial.  The National Working Group consists of 11 people and includes members from government, the water sector, the regulatory board, water association, water unions and NGOs.  To date the NWG has had four meetings and has established its goals, mission and code of conduct.  It has appointed a national secretariat – FORKAMI - and identified eighteen reframing questions which it would like to cover in their research.  
Indonesia is still in the process of building trust between the stakeholders on the Working Group, but already there is a noticeable difference between the first and last meetings.  Its  immediate concerns are to do with fundraising for the project and how to find an acceptable coordinator.

History and Development of the Project – The Philippines

In the Philippines there are numerous regulatory bodies and each private sector operator has a separate regulatory body managing their contract, so there is no single model but many models to discuss. Currently, there is a big debate on tariff and subsidies, regulation of profits and hidden subsidies. 
It was explained that the Philippines government had invited two private companies to provide water service delivery to Manila on two 25 year water concession contracts.  The two companies performed very differently: one became bankrupt while the other has thrived and resolved many difficult issues in water delivery.  These two companies will  will provide a very good case study on PSP.
The Philippines held its first working group meeting on 21st November 2005   Representatives from the country took part in the Global Scoping Process and the Berlin meeting and it was clear that many groups were interested in the debate.  However, progress was slow because of political unrest in the country where there is a strong campaign to oust the President.  
Penny Urquart visited The Philippines in July 2005 and Belinda Calaguas from the International Working Group was present in November for the initial meeting of stakeholders. The first meeting of the National Working Group discussed how to move forward including who should be counted as stakeholders, who should be included in the private sector and whether the review should look at regulation as well as privatization.
Focusing on urban and peri-urban areas, the NWG want to use the project to: 
· better understand the range and scope of PSP in the water sector; 
· look at the different models and options available, for example, coops, concession models etc.
· review past experiences of these models and the lessons learnt
· address the questions of providing sustainable and accessible water to all

· influence regulatory processes directly through the process. 

A consultation group has been established, alongside a project steering committee and a secretariat at STREAMS.  The next step will be the second  meeting  of the NWG in January to decide on the reframing questions and the methodologies which they will use to undertake the research.

History and Development of the Project –Brazil

Brazil has been debating regulatory directives for the water sector since 1988 but has yet to reach agreement because of the fights between different stakeholders.  Currently, all stakeholders are debating a new bill going through Congress, now at the 5th or 6th stage of redrafting.  This has not been an easy process and there has been a huge level of disagreement.
The project gives Brazilians an opportunity to meet and find common solutions to the issues and debate the new frameworks for water and sanitation.  

Brazil established its National Working Group in October 2003 and has had about fifteen meetings to date.  The NWG is now working much more closely together than at the beginning of the process and its members believe they have already benefited from the process of the stakeholder dialogue.  Nevertheless, it is important that the NWG has a very strong deliverable product at the end of the process in the form of a research report.  Research is due to begin in April 2006 and should be completed twelve months later.  The report will be presented to Congress in order to influence policy.   The review will not look at public sector performance since the public sector manages more than 80% of WSS and the results are clear.
Workshop participants suggested that Brazil should look at tactics to slow down the current government review.  Otherwise there is a danger that the research of the NWG will not be completed in time to influence government legislation.  

Lessons for multistakeholder dialogues from South Africa 
The South African National Working Group was asked to give a presentation on its experience of integrating process and content in multistakeholder work. 

The NWG group met four times in 2005. A code of conduct and a problem statement have been agreed. The reframing questions have been prioritised and adapted to the national context. The NWG has also discussed evaluation criteria, approach & methodology and the selection of case studies.  

Three fundamental questions are continuously reiterated:  What are we doing? Why are we doing it?  How are we doing it?   The why has been answered by a “problem statement” and the how will be established principles, evaluation criteria and the selection of case studies.

At each stage of the process it is necessary to develop sufficient consensus before taking the next step.  It is unwise to push the process faster than members of the NWG are comfortable with and important to articulate each of the steps clearly so that members can consult with their organisations to check that they approve.  Inclusion is another fundamental point: every voice should be heard, however critical.   When trouble arises, it is important to go back to the previous steps and review the decisions taken.  For this reason good documentation is essential.   
While it is important to acknowledge that stopping the process is an option if the group decides it is unable to do anything useful, the protocols for opting out of the process are firmly entrenched in the Code of Conduct of the South African Working Group. 

No one should be seen as the primary driver of the process.  This means that where the group meets, who chairs the meetings and who facilitates them is significant.  Procedural rules are also key.  An emphasis on procedure can seem to hinder progress but discussions of procedure often raise important issues and should not be ignored.   Although a lot of work happens between  meetings and conversations with individuals may be needed to provide solutions if the process seems stuck, it is vital that it is only at meetings that decisions are made about what, who and how.  
There is a constant tension between process and content/substance.  People belong to the group because they want content but it is impossible to ignore process when “enemies” sit down together.  However, a good process is essential for building trust and without it authentic  multistakeholder content is unlikely to develop.  Consequently, it is critical to find a facilitator who will be as neutral as possible. 
Key Issues Arising from Presentations by National Groups
Following the presentations participants made the following points: 
· There is a commitment to carry forward the project even if individual dialogues in their present form are not successful 

· Common concerns that cut across national boundaries, such as affordability, tariffs and regulation.
· It will be important to include small-scale independent water providers (SSIPs) in the study, as they are often the sole providers of water to poor communities often charging a higher price than larger water suppliers.  It was pointed out that some of them are also responsible for water leakages and illegal tapping into the water systems.  Furthermore, policies on PSP would impact directly on the livelihoods of this vulnerable group.  
· It was noted that it is  not good practice to pay per diems for participants to attend meetings and workshops organised by the National Working Groups.  These costs should be provided by stakeholder organizations as a symbol of their commitment to the process.   Actual travel costs can be reimbursed and there is no restriction on the NWGs providing snacks or meals.  
· Overall success of the project will depend on having a strong influence on those with the power to make policy.  We need to consider how to attract and develop their political will to act, for example by organizing “a water summit” and ensuring government and donors are involved. 
The challenges of constructing knowledge as a multi-stakeholder group

This presentation examined the different components of knowledge and highlighted the problems of establishing “truth” or “facts” in multistakeholder groups where “reality” was contested.   The challenge of framing was also presented: the way a question or discussion is framed is extremely powerful since this determines what will be included and excluded from the discussion.  Finally, the ideal situation was defined as a space were everyone could speak freely, where truth and rightness could be checked and were everyone would act sincerely.  An appeal to people’s responsibility was made by reiterating that even if we often want to act to save face, we should not forget meaning.
The following questions were posed: 
1. How does one frame questions so they are specific enough not to include everything? 

2. Where can one find a neutral facilitator and who can do the research?  

3. What is a neutral space and what should be included in a Code of Conduct?

Groups discussions yielded the following answers: 
QUESTION ONE

· In order to “frame” questions, you need to identify a common issue and establish a common ground to bring all stakeholders to the table. Thereafter, with diplomacy and patience, the issue can be discussed and the questions can be framed.
· The common themes at international level were agreed to be the reframing questions of the scoping study.  The questions can be adapted to national contexts. The challenge is to leave enough autonomy to the countries to prioritize the important questions without loosing the international mandate. 
· As an example, the South African process has chosen to focus on universal delivery rather than concentrating on the poor. This is not to say that the poverty focus was lost but the language was adapted to the national context.
· As a conclusion, it was agreed that reaching a national consensus around what should be the objective of the review (or the problem statement) was fundamental for the future of the process.

QUESTION 2. 
· A neutral person was defined as a person with good skills and abilities, which would suit the project. This person should be credible and acceptable to the whole group. The person should seek balance and fairness during the process. 
· In case such a person is not found, the creation of a research team representing different interests was recommended
· However, it was generally agreed that a “neutral person” does not exist and that instead of talking about a neutral space one should refer to a safe space.
· Finally, the importance and challenge of including the policy makers in the process was raised.

QUESTION 3.
· What is a ‘neutral space’ and what should be included in a code of conduct? How do we build a consensus around a code of conduct?
· The definition of neutral space was considered problematic. A “space” could be a venue, a process or freedom of expression. If the venue is acceptable to all stakeholders, if the people can express themselves freely and if it is democratic, participatory and transparent then the space can be considered as having a sense of neutrality. 
· With regards to a code of conduct, only self-discipline can compel adherence to it. A code of conduct needs to be contextualized to suit each country and should be put in place only if it is useful.

DAY TWO
Project Aims and Objectives
In order to establish a shared understanding of the overall objectives of the project, each country and the IWG was asked to set out their aims and objectives.  The results were as follows: 
International Working Group

Aims:  To assess whether and how PSP can contribute to sustainable Water Supply and Sanitation for all
Objectives: 
· Provide multi-stakeholder dialogues that result in greater agreements about appropriate delivery options and accelerates WSS to poor communities.

· Generate evidence and lessons about past WSS performance that can help to guide future decisions.

· Document the processes of the multi-stakeholder dialogue and communicate the findings (to highlight lessons for others and influence donors, government etc.).

· Locate reviews at national levels with safe spaces to explore contentious issues.

· Provide framework questions to guide discussions.

· Foster cross country learning and extract recommendations to influence the international level.

Brazil
Project Objectives - National
· Provide robust research that must assess PSP and come up with high quality research outcomes and products.

· Continue the dialogue amongst all PSP members and ensure that they engage around key issues.

· Contribute to future policies in WSS regarding PSP as well as public sector participation in the water sector.

Project Objectives: International

· To continue international co-ordination of different experiences aiming at cooperation and motivation as well as exchanges regarding the MDGs.

Indonesia
 Project Objectives: National

· To provide a forum for all stakeholders to review the existence, role and consequences of PSP in WSS.
· To assess whether or not PSP has a role to play in WSS in Indonesia.
· To influence the government and donor community on matters relating to WSS.
Project Objectives: International
· To be provided with a comparative view of other countries and their approach to PSP in WSS.

· To promote the process and PSP review at international level through lobbying the WTO, IMF and others.
The Philippines 

Project Objectives: National
· Addressing the question of how to provide sustainable and affordable access to water for all.

· To understand the regulatory frameworks existing in the country and to improve them.

· To identify lessons from the Manila PSP case study.

· To understand the different PSP models as operational in the Philippines.

Project Objectives: International 

· To showcase how the private sector has failed or succeeded in mega cities such as metro Manila.

· Working towards a pro-poor PSP pilot study agreed on by all the different stakeholders.

· To highlight the Manila example and show the different models of PSP that have been operational in the country.
·  To receive recommendations on better national regulatory policies and processes. 

South Africa 

Project Objectives: National 
· To gain greater understanding of WSS delivery models (including PSP and commercial approaches), through constructive dialogue that identifies, critically analyses and evaluates the different approaches available.

· To achieve more effective service delivery models to contribute to universal supply of safe water and sanitation.

· To provide action-orientated strategies that enhances the decision-making processes around WSS in South Africa.

Project Objectives: International 
· International sphere seen to provide the possibility of comparison on whether and how the private sector participates in WSS.

· Learning from each other in terms of content and processes.

· Funding.

· Profile of national process is raised by being internationally affiliated.

· Provides the opportunity to showcase South African WSS delivery models.

Uganda
Project Objectives: National 
· To establish the contribution of the local Private Sector to enhance service delivery in order to improve service coverage.

· To examine and clarify the roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders in this process.

· To create a platform for dialogue.

Project Objectives: International

· Expect logistical and technical support from the International Working Group.

· Back up support at an international level will also be beneficial.

It was agreed that there was convergence between all national dialogues regarding the objectives for the project.   In addition the exercise highlighted the support needed from the International Secretariat (see also *****)
Principles underpinning the review
The following principles underpinning the review methodology vis-à-vis the international working group were put forward:
The Multistakeholder Dialogue will differ from previous multistakeholder processes in that most activities will take place at the national and sub-national levels, and involve all the key actors.  Situating the dialogues at national level, the level of implementation, means that evidence and conclusions can feed directly into 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 will link 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. 
Common Themes for research – the reframing questions

An analysis of the reframing questions to be addressed by both Brazil and South Africa revealed both commonalities and country specific approaches to the review.  The seven common themes were identified as: 
· financing

· tariffs
· impacts on poor people
· participation and information disclosure
· regulation
· contracts
· the environment
In relation to their national research agendas, participants made the following points:

· Indonesia stated that they have a genuine desire to expand their ToRs to look at the public water supply sector

· Uganda so far has only been able to look at tariffs, they will look in greater detail at the reframing questions at a future meeting.  The NWG wishes to establish a framework similar to that developed by Brazil and South Africa and to harmonize as far as possible their specific research methods.
· Brazil noted that sharing information and learning about the specific situations in other countries is very interesting.  NWGs were encouraged to share as much information as possible with one another. 
· South Africa and Brazil agreed to send their ToRs to other NWGs and the International Secretariat
Participatory Research Methods

Jeannette Clarke’s presentation
 defined participatory research as a means to deepen and extend the mutli-stakeholder dialogue to include ‘citizens’, a stakeholder group traditionally marginalized from governance and policy development.  A range of Participatory Rural Appraisal research tools were introduced including diagrams, mapping, matrix scoring and seasonal calendars, alongside other consultation and participation methods including citizens’ score cards, consultative councils, focus groups and citizen’s juries.   It was emphasised that it is not the tools in themselves that are participatory but the way they are used to support a process: careful planning and facilitation is essential.

Issues arising: 
· There were concerns about whether these types of research methods carried sufficient weight.   It was noted that some World Bank reports on water supply and sanitation were based on research using participatory methods.

· Indonesia said it had experience of using participatory research methods.  The communities involved had felt empowered by being involved in the research, felt ownership of the study and became an informed group which wanted to take the results forward to effect change.

· Participants agreed that there is a clear need for inclusiveness in all the national multistakeholder processes.  Rather than talking about marginalized people, national groups should talk to them and actively involve them in the research and policy dialogues.  Participatory methods are especially important to bring to the table the voices of those who do not participate directly in the NWGs. 
· As language is a tool that can be used to exclude people from the process, participatory research methods would help to demystify issues. 

· Brazil stated it would look again at their research ToRs and build participatory research into their study.

Recording the process:  capturing what happens and why

The project wishes to provide information and guidance for others wishing to pursue similar initiatives by documenting the methods, processes  required to create and sustain effective multistakeholder dialogues and recording the experiences and lessons learned at national and international levels.   
Victor Munnik’s presentation
 explored issues of documentation and narrative structure.  It noted that it is good practice to imagine the end product before starting, so that the right information is recorded.  Writing the processes involved in multistakeholder dialogues could be imagined as a best-selling novel and could have a strong narrative structure. 
In recording the process it will be necessary to think about the big issues - what do people really care about?  This will tell you what is important to record.  Also, look for key turning points: what made the process get stuck, how was a block to progress suddenly removed?  Which characters were involved, what were the dynamics of their relationships, were external factors important? 

Who influences the sector?  What information will be needed to influence them?

Working Group representatives made the following comments concerning who influences the sector and what information will be needed to influence these actors:

UGANDA
Influence: Politicians, the anti-privatization groups, users, the media and the private sector.

Information:  Evidence and ideas of options to improve delivery.
BRAZIL
Influence: Ministry of Water, legislative, judiciary and executive authorities, regulatory mechanisms and future policies of the public sector, all stakeholders in water and sanitation.

Information: History or PSP review, evidence of the participation of all stakeholders, technical and diagnostic information, conclusions and recommendations.
INDONESIA
Influence: Stakeholders, people in general, all spectrums of civil society, policy makers and the media.

Information: The whole process of the review from the origins; the national outcomes relevant to the specific objectives.
PHILIPPINES
Influence: Stakeholders, people in general including users, all spectrums of civil society, policy makers and the media, NGOs and Peoples Organisations
Information: Evidence from research, technical information, evidence that all stakeholders participated.
SOUTH AFRICA
Influence:  Stakeholders, people in general, all spectrums of civil society, policy makers and the media, NGOs

Information:  Evidence from research, technical information, information that goes beyond privatization to commoditization and commercialization of water.  

DAY THREE
Advocacy: who to influence and how to do it
Power Maps
National Working Group representatives mapped out who has the most influence on the sector in their national contexts

Several points arose from the exercise:

· It is difficult to agree on the main centre of influence.

· Personality-based decision making processes in the Philippines and elsewhere can make the path to the major players long and complicated 
· In some countries, including South Africa and Uganda, faith-based groups have an important role to play. 
· The financial sector is important in South Africa and may have influence elsewhere. .

Communication tools

Various means and methods of communicating project messages were suggested:  

· Direct dialogue with policy makers (lobbying).

· Formal reports for policy makers
· Presentations to parliamentary committees 

· National and international seminars, workshops and conferences 

· Raising the issue of PSP and the profile of the project in external forums 

· Annual meetings of the wider stakeholder group

· Providing regular feedback to each NWG member’s own constituency
· Popular versions of reports 
· Tri-media press releases (radio TV and press) 
· Radio talk shows
· Formal launches of new reports 

· Policy briefs for journalists, civil groups and parliamentarians 

· Exposure visits – inviting key actors to working group meetings, field research visits, etc.  
· Public hearings – to let people know about the project (can also provide research material)
· Public meetings – discussions at town halls to inform and engage the general public
· Engaging a popular figure to increase the profile of the work 

· Dedicated website.

· Writing articles for specialized publications, magazines and journals.

· Signage - posters, flags, billboards, ‘T shirts, wristbands, etc.

· Presentations to donors.

· Public relations events.

· Street theatre, drama
All NWGs should begin to establish a mailing list database of stakeholders that should be informed and updated about the project. 
It is important to cost and budget for the use of some of the above communication tools and incorporate these costs into proposals to donors as tangible and concrete activities.  

The need to measure the effectiveness of these tools and to set up indicators to evaluate them was also highlighted.

Opportunities to showcase the project

· The World Water Forum (Mexico)

· The World Urban Forum (Canada, June 06)

· African Development Bank Water Week

· Inter-American Congress on Sanitation (Uruguay, September 2006)

· Brazil-Italian Symposium on WSS (Brazil, June 2006)

· Brazil-Portugal Symposium on WSS (Portugal, March 2006)

· World Water Week (Stockholm, August 2006/7).

· WASH

· WSSCC

· South-East Asia Regional Conference on WSS financing (Philippines, April 2006)

· International Water Association (Beijing, September 2006)

· Knowledge Fair on Capacity-Building (November 2006)

· World Bank Water Week (February, 2006)

· International Standards Organization (Uruguay, November 2006)

· World Economic Forum (June 2006)

· World Social Forum (Kenya, January 2007)

National plans and the role of the International Secretariat
National Working Group representatives considered the following questions: what form will the research take; who do they want to influence; how are they going to disseminate the findings; what sort of activities are appropriate for the levels of influence in their particular country contexts; what types of activities would be undertaken to get the message across; how long will the process take; what will it cost;  what support is needed from the International Secretariat?

Brazil

The research will only cover the private sector and will compare the water sector before and after the introduction of PSP.  The research will take 18 months from April 2006 and it will cost between US$ 500,000 and US$ 800,000.

The support they are seeking from the International Secretariat is linking with other national dialogues and with international stakeholders, for example linking NGOs in Brazil with international NGOs working on these issues and the same for the other sectors.

Philippines

The  study will concentrate on the Philippine experience of PSP.  The outputs will be issue policy papers and a formal report that will be launched at a conference forum and lunch.  Their activities will be formalizing the working group ToRs and conducting the review.   The timeframe will be 12 to 15 months and they will need about US$ 100,000. The money will be used to support researchers and to convene meetings.

In terms of support from the International Secretariat, they would like a continued sharing of available tools, sharing of other case and country studies and help with funding.

c. Uganda

Fundraising is an ongoing activity for the Ugandan working group. They estimate this will go on for another 3 months.  They plan to have an institutional set up in a couple of months.  They are still discussing the areas of research they would like to pursue.  However, they will start by reviewing the existing related research to make sure they do not reinvent the wheel.  Consequently, their research will include a literature review as well as thematic research.  They envisage this will take about 6 months.  At the end of this period they will be disseminating the findings of the report and developing an ongoing communication strategy.  The cost is estimated at around US$300,000.

From the International Secretariat they would like assistance with ToRs, reference documents, exchanges between countries on a regular basis, fundraising, moral and technical support.

d. South Africa 

South Africa is at the stage of selecting a full time coordinator, they will review their reframing questions for the research to be commissioned. They plan to finish the research in June 2007 and estimate the cost to be around US $500.000.

The support they would like from the International Secretariat is in funding and sharing of country experiences.  They would also like to see a more systematic link with the sectors in different countries.  They are expecting opportunities for private stakeholders to meet each other, such that meetings are not only organized by country, but also by sector.

e. Indonesia 

The Indonesian working group aims to produce both formal and popular versions of a comprehensive report, media releases, brochures and leaflets. They are planning activities such as focus group discussions, comparative exercises, media polling, and a workshop to finalize sequencing of multi-stakeholders. They are planning a time frame of 12 months. Their budget is estimated to be US$ 200 000.

From the International Secretariat, they expect facilitation, fundraising and consultancy for research design.
National Fundraising  - the South African experience

South Africa presented their experience of raising funds and the difficulties they encountered.  They were able to secure a seed fund from the Heinrich Boll Foundation, which they used to set up the project and look for other funders. They are currently considering as potential funders: DWAF, DANIDA, Development Cooperation Island and the Ford Foundation.  They have also approached DfID (UK Department for International Development), who is willing to fund their work, but has stipulated some conditions they are uncomfortable with and still trying to resolve. 
In terms of challenges, funding takes a lot of time and effort. It is critical to be familiar with funders’ formats. In the case of DfID, the money they are offering has to go through a public tender process, and they are appointing a consultancy firm to manage the project for them.  
The South African working group has had to be very precise about outputs, and it has been challenging to quantify the ‘process’ part of the project into a tangible output for the funding proposal.  They are  concerned that donor criteria may straightjacket the project work, so they have been grappling with what are acceptable conditions which donors can dictate and what are not.  
Also, they have had to consider what sort of funding base is necessary to ensure that the project looks balanced in terms of multi stakeholder funding for the project.
Where small groups are established within a NWG to undertake fundraising, it is important that these groups are given clear terms of reference.

Participants noted that preparing a funding proposal takes considerable time and dedication.   Where possible, NWGs should seek seed money to enable the project to move forward and full proposals to be developed. 
Funding Guidelines: what donors should and should not expect 
In response to concerns about donors dictating terms participants mentioned the following principles: 
· Donors can make recommendations regarding the conduct of the project but no modifications will be made without the express consent of the National Working Groups.

· Any limitations on outputs that donors wish to see in place should be restricted to form and not content.
· Having a representative from the donor community on NWG could be useful but 

It is best if the representative from the donor community is not also a funder, but if this cannot be avoided, then it must be clear that their authority is exactly the same as other stakeholders
Donors should only be included in the day to day functioning of NWGs as active members who are willing to contribute on an equal footing
· If they wish to have a less active and regular involvement, NWGs may consider establishing a reference group as a vehicle for annual discussions regarding the project or invite donors to attend annual meetings of a wider stakeholder group.

· There is a need for NWGs to be accountable to donors, maintain good written and financial records and be transparent in their operations.  Donors should be able to have access to all information regarding the project.
· Where possible, the International Secretariat will raise seed money for National Working Groups and act as a buffer against donor interference in national activities

Appropriate sources of funding for the project
Participants considered what sort of funding would be appropriate for the project and decided: 
· A diverse funding base is the ideal situation. This could be achieved by making the NWGs as diverse and inclusive as possible.

· Contributions from each of the stakeholder groups represented on the NWG help to broaden the funding base (even if they are small or in-kind contributions)

· Funding does not always have to take the form of money but can include other elements such as logistical support. A system to account for non-cash contributions needs to be established.

· No donors should be ruled out 
· Innovative donors in other areas such as public health should also be considered. 
Role of the International Secretariat

NWG expectations of the International Secretariat are laid out on pages 13-15 and 20-21 of this report.  Participants asked that the mandate for the work of the Secretariat should be periodically reviewed to ensure that the Secretariat is still being responsive to the needs of the country dialogues.

Issues for the Future of the Project

· The Secretariat informed the group that they will shortly be setting up a website, as soon as there is an agreed project name.  The reports from the workshop, once agreed, will be placed on the website.

· Some members expressed concern that no developed countries are included in the process. They felt they could learn a lot from the experiences of these countries.  It was explained that developed countries had not been excluded, but that they had not expressed any interest in joining the project.  Debbie and Penny had included France, the UK and the US in the interviews in the scoping report.  But the IWG did not search very actively for developed country partners because their  main concerns were the Millennium Development Goals and ensuring access for poor and marginalized communities. 
Project Governance 
At present, a multistakeholder International Working Group (IWG) acts as the Trustee Board for the project.  It’s members are: 
· ASSEMAE (Brazilian association of municipal water and sanitation public operators) - Antonio da Costa Miranda Neto, Director International Affairs
· Association of Private Water Operators of Uganda (national association of local operators) – Helen Mbabazi

· Consumers International (International federation of consumer advocacy NGOs) - Robin Simpson, Senior Policy Adviser

· Environmental Monitoring Group (South African NGO) - Jessica Wilson, Trade and Environmental Governance Programme Manager; Liane Greeff (alternate), Water Justice Programme Manager

· Public Services International (International labour federation) - David Boys, Utilities Officer; (alternate) UNISON – Steve Bloomfield, Utilities Officer

· RWE Thames Water (Multinational water services corporation) - Richard Aylard, Corporate Social Responsibility Director;  (alternate) Ulrike Ebert, European Affairs Manager

· WaterAid (International development NGO) - Belinda Calaguas, Advocacy Manager, (alternate) ) Timeyin Uwejamomere,  Policy Officer, Urban Water and Sanitation Services 
· Observer:

· GTZ (official development agency of the German Government) – Nina Barmeier
The composition of the IWG was recognised as being significant, since it would be making important judgement calls when it comes to assessing findings from country level research and developing a common analysis.

Participants asked whether it would be possible to expand the IWG to include new members from those National Working Groups currently not represented.  If so, what would be the process for selecting the new members?  
One participant felt it would be useful for the IWG to do more to provide direct feedback to stakeholders in the sector that they come from, in order to ensure a wider engagement with the project.

Apart from this expansion, participants were reasonably comfortable with the current composition of the IWG.   Nevertheless, participants requested, and the International Secretariat agreed, to review governance structures and provide feedback to National Working Groups.
Developing Evaluation Criteria

The existing Project Evaluation Criteria developed by the Berlin Conference were given to the participants. They were asked to discuss these criteria with their National Working Groups and to give feedback on changes needed by the 14th of February 2006. 




The International Secretariat agreed to carry out more research on how to record the process and to communicate their findings to the national working groups.








COVERAGE DATA:   Water Supply 90%;  Sewerage collection 50%;  Wastewater Treatment 15%


























� The Berlin evaluation criteria are set out in Appendix 10


� See Appendix 7


� See Presentation A


� see appendix for the full presentation…..


� See Presentation Three


� See Presentation Five


� See Presentation Six


� See Presentation Seven for details of the methods presented


� For full details see Presentation Eight


� See also first session in Day Three 








� See Appendix C – national power maps
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