Notes of  the International Working Group Meeting

April 6th and 7th 2006

WaterAid, London

Present

· Belinda Calaguas, WaterAid

· Budi Widianarko, Soegipranoto University,  Semarang 

· Helen Mbabazi, Association of Private Water Operators of Uganda

· Kathy Eales, City of Johannesburg

· Robin Simpson, Consumers International

· Rory Villaluna, Streams of Knowledge

· Timeyin Uwejamomere, WaterAid

· Ulrike Ebert, RWE Thames Water

· Emily Huc, International Secretariat

· Hilary Coulby, International Secretariat

· Kirsten Doelle, GTZ (observer)
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Action Points

· As Helen and Antonio represent a sector, not their National Working Group (NWG), Uganda and Brazil are requested to select a link person to join the International Working Group (IWG), and a second link person to attend meetings when the first person is not available, and inform the International Secretariat (IS) by 31st May.   (page xxx)

· The National Working Groups (NWGs) in Indonesia, the Philippines and South Africa are asked to select a second link person who can attend IWG meetings when their existing link person is unavailable, and inform the International Secretariat (IS) by 31st May.  

· Budi, Helen, Kathy, Rory and Antonio are asked to remind their NWGs of the need to maintain an overall balance in the membership of the IWG. 

· IWG and NWGs are asked to consider how they will monitor the extent to which members are informing and up-dating their organisations about national and international progress on The Water Dialogues. 

· The IS will create national news pages on the website, with content provided by NWGs.

· Brazil and Indonesia are urged to include the cost of translation of project documents as well as research reports in their national budgets.

· The IS will approach the four top candidates for the International Academic Panel to assess their willingness to be part of the project.

· IWG and NWGs are asked to consider how to ensure participatory elements link consumers/citizens to policy makers and service providers, are not superficial and leave lasting results.  Also to consider how participatory processes should be monitored throughout the project.
· IWG approved the Indonesian NWG’s request for seed money.  This will be transferred immediately by the IS.  The Philippines NWG was asked to submit their budget for seed money to the IS.
· All NWGs are asked to send copies of any fundraising proposals they have prepared to the IS.  The IS will ensure that these are circulated to all NWGs.
· The IWG’s Management sub- group will discuss staffing with Hilary and agree a recruitment process.  All the members of the IWG will help advertise new position(s) locally.

· The IS will send the principles of the project to NWGs for their reference. 

· The research and process recording sub group will hold their first teleconference at 2 pm London time on 25th April. 

· The IS will send the list of their members to NWGs for approval before placing these on their national pages on the website.
· The IS will send all the minutes and documents produced by the international process to the IWG for approval before placing them on the website

· Timey will type up the horizontal time line for project activities which will be sent to all NWG and IWG members via the IS. 

· The next international workshop will be held in the second half of October/ first half of November in either Germany or the UK.   The first 2007 workshop  will be held in April or May in Bali, Indonesia.

· The IS will prepare ToRs for process recording and investigate the possibility of employing consultants or post graduate students to undertake this work.

· Inter-country learning on process recording will be supported by the IS.

Summary of Issues Raised and Record of Decisions

The following notes make no attempt to record the full discussion but provide an outline of issues raised and a record of decisions taken.

Project Governance

The Secretariat presented a diagram of the structure of the project (Appendix 2).  This was accepted by the IWG on condition that further discussion took place regarding the role of the academic panel and reference group (see sections H and I) 

The Secretariat made a short presentation on governance issues
 that included the following recommendations

1. In order to streamline communications the IWG should form three sub-groups: management, operations & finance; research and process recording; and advocacy, communications and publications.  All emails and other communications would indicate which sub-group it was intended for.  While, in the interests of transparency, all IWG members would continue to receive all communications, their obligation to respond would be limited to the responsibilities of their sub-group. 

2. To ensure consistency of personnel in the IWG it would be helpful if each National Working Group could select a second link person who would attend IWG meetings when existing link persons are unable to attend. 

3. Since the IWG now has an imbalance between different stakeholders, it would be helpful if NWGs would submit two names for second link persons for final decision by the IWG, bearing in mind the need to maintain balance and submitting 2 names for final decision by IWG.

The decisions of the IWG were as follows

1. Three sub-groups will be created.  These will have primary responsibility for decision making in their respective areas. Communications will be sent to all members of the IWG but will be clearly marked to show which sub group they are directed to.  If a sub-group feels that the issue requires wider consultation, it will inform other IWG members accordingly. 

The role and coverage of each sub group is presented in Appendix 3.  The membership of the three groups will be:  
Management,

Research and


Advocacy, 

operations


process recording

communications

fundraising







publications
Belinda Calaguas
Kathy Eales


Helen Mbabazi

Ulrike Ebert

Robin Simpson


David Boys

Rory Villaluna

Budi
 Widianarko 

Antonio Miranda

Jessica Wilson 

Timeyin Uwejemamore
Belinda Calaguas

2. It was noted that having an “alternate” or “deputy” could be a sensitive issue for some NWGs.  However, since the IWG acts as the Board for the project and manages the IS consistency in personnel is important.  Link persons, plus Helen and Antonio for Uganda and Brazil, were requested to raise this issue with their NWGs.   

The IWG decided that it could only pay for the travel expenses of one person from each NWG/stakeholder group to attend each meeting. However, a second, alternative link person would be free to attend if all their costs were funded by the NWG.

3. While link persons have been designated by National Dialogues on the basis of trust, not to represent a stakeholder group, it is fundamental that the multistakeholder character of the IWG is maintained.  At the moment, there are more members from civil society than from e.g. the private sector and government.  The IS will provide information on the current position and, on behalf of the IWG,  request that NWGs take this into consideration when selecting new IWG members. 

NOTE:  there are two types of IWG members:  those who represent a specific stakeholder group/interest sector;  and link persons who represent  their national dialogues and are selected on the basis of trust by NWG members.  During discussions it was clarified that Antonio Miranda and Helen Mbabazi joined the IWG as representatives of specific stakeholder interests, and not as link persons for their NWGs.  

This means that the Brazil and Uganda NWGs are not properly represented.  The IS was asked to invite these NWGs to select link persons to join the IWG as soon as possible. 
International Academic Panel

IWG made the following decisions on the role of the academic panel:

· The international academic panel will provide support to both national and international research.

· Their role is advisory, they have no authority in relation to the IWG or NWGs.

· The panel will not be involved in choosing the questions to be studied.

· Their role is to help NWGs and the IWG ensure that research is of a high quality and sufficiently robust to withstand criticism by providing advice and guidance on, e.g. terms of reference; the methods and approaches to be used; areas requiring special care;  research findings and draft research reports.    

It was noted that it could be useful for members of the academic panel to join NWG meetings regarding research.  The international budget is extremely limited in this respect and NWGs are encouraged not to rely on its support but to raise funds for this locally.  

The IS noted some anomalies in the voting for candidates for the International Academic Panel.  While NWGs had voted as a single unit, in others individual members had voted.  Also, for some IWG members organisations where there are already named alternates, both had voted.   Hilary apologised for the confusion (see voting tables – Appendix 4) but noted that the top three names were the same on both lists and that four of the other candidates were shared on both lists. 

The results of the vote for potential members of the academic panel were reviewed by the IWG.  Members of the IWG based in the North expressed concern that the top three choices were all based in the UK.  Southern members of the IWG said that for them the key issue was the quality of the candidates work, their reputation in the sector and the balance of perspectives represented in the final make up of the four person panel. 
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It was noted that Richard Franceys was the only clear pro-PSP candidate with 

Miguel Solanes being considered more middle of the road and David Hall and Estoban Castro biased towards the public sector.  Should any of these candidates be unable to join the panel, the issue of balance should be taken into account when approaching the next candidates on the list: 

· Ray Abrams

· Adil Najam

· Babatunde Agbola

· Patrick Bond

· MacDonald

· Caplan

· Smets

· Smount

Reference Group

The idea of creating a reference group arose from the need for the IS and IWG to find a way to report back to and facilitate inputs from  multiple donors while avoiding a situation where they all sat as observers at IWG meetings.  The IWG decided that: 

· The proposed reference group was similar to the wider stakeholder groups that NWGs would be engaging with, it had no formal status with the project

· The meeting of wider stakeholders at international level should be thought of as an event or activity that provided an opportunity to report back to stakeholders, including donors, not a part of project governance

· The value added of the event will be the outreach in Europe and with European branches of multilaterals as part of a communications and advocacy strategy. 

· Around 40 people will be invited to the meeting.

Operational Issues

Issues raised during the presentation and discussion on operational issues included: 

a) The importance of NWG and IWG members keeping their own organisations/interest groups informed about the project.   A number of options were suggested by the IWG who noted their effectiveness would depend both on the cultural context and the nature of specific organisations.  

· Newsletters and leaflets produced at national level.  IS suggested that NWGs consider adapting the new Water Dialogues introductory leaflet to include national information

· Referring colleagues to the website – most effective if there is a national news page that is kept up to date by the NWG.  National Working Groups are responsible for providing the content of national pages on the website. The IS will inform members when new news is posted on the website

· Personal feedback to colleagues – formal and informal

· Presentations made to colleagues by other NWG members

The general feeling was that personal approaches may be most effective, backed up by written materials. 


b) The IS drew attention to the fact that in performing its role the International Secretariat is totally dependent on IWG and NWG members’ willingness to respond to communications and to provide information about progress in national dialogues.   At present, response rates and information flows are limited and irregular.   A similar situation faces national coordinators, in terms of responses to their communications.  It is recognised that all IWG and NWG members have demanding full-time jobs and may be overloaded by emails and other communications from IS and NWG coordinators.  The IWG sub groups should improve response rates and communication flows improve when NWGs take on coordination and research staff.   However, this is an area that needs to be monitored. 

c) For Brazil and Indonesia some of the limits on information flows are a result of documentation being in the national language.  


d) A linked issue raised by the IS was that while it is committed to deliver on the role identified for it by NWG and IWG representatives in December it:   

· has no authority to require anything from the IWG or NWGs

· is wholly dependent on NWGs ensuring that national secretariats deliver;  and on IWG and NWG members keep it informed

· has to rely on persuasion to obtain information on their activities

The IS was not seeking any action on the issue, simply for IWG members to recognise the constraints under which it operates.

e) The IS noted that tense interpersonal relations in Working Groups means that when there are difficulties in reaching agreement groups may end up in a compromise that effectively means opting for the lowest common denominator.   It urged the IWG and NWGs to ensure this didn’t happen and recommended that they develop processes and protocols that

· Recognise the value of multistakeholder processes is that people do not agree

· Make positive use of differences in opinion in developing ToRs for research that answer everyone’s concerns/issues

· Set ground rules that manage, not avoid, conflict and encourage open debate

The issue raised questions about the role of the IWG in monitoring and preventing the lowest common denominator phenomenon?  The importance of information flows and, more hypothetically, how the IWG should respond to situation where IWG members are IWG members are part of the problem?  These questions need to be reviewed at the next meeting.

f) The IS noted that the debate on public-private is changing with more emphasis on  a combination of both private and public service delivery.  In addition, attention to the depletion of water resources and the need for IWRM is growing steadily  In this context, and given results will not be publicly available until late 2007, how can the relevance of the research being undertaken be assured?   The IS suggested that there was a need to focus on: 

· What is needed to extend and deliver services to poor people – what works whether public, private, community based, etc.

· How successful services are financed

· Why things don’t work – both public and private

· What capacities needed to be developed, including community capacity, to  deliver services

· AND REMEMBER THAT short term analyses of watsan services are unlikely to tell the whole story 

g) The IS noted that participatory and consultative processes for outreach and research are key but require specific skills.  It requested the IWG and NWGs to consider how to ensure participatory elements link consumers/citizens to policy makers and service providers, are not superficial and  leave lasting results.  Also to consider how participatory processes should be monitored throughout the project.
Management Issues

The IS gave a three part presentation (see Appendix 5) on management issues relevant to both the international and national processes.  Parts One and Two described the characteristics of the work and the changing dynamics likely to result from the employment of coordinators and researchers at national level.   The IS noted that both IWG and NWG would need management/supervisory systems need to be in place that address:

· The need for regular communication and updates - both verbal and written - between employees and the whole IWG

· Clarity regarding who can make which decisions, including default decision making

· The need for regular supervisory/discussion meetings between selected members of NWGs/IWG and employees

Part Three noted that the resignation of Carmen Deans and the fact that current contracts for Hilary and Emily are coming to an end meant there was an opportunity to review the composition and location of the IS.  The following decisions were taken by the IWG:

· The IS should continue to be based in London. The location will not be a barrier to hiring additional IS team members from outside the UK. 

· Hilary Coulby should be the sole coordinator of the project. She will be in charge of the IS and its team. 

· Emily Huc should continue her role as Project Officer.

· An additional person or persons should be recruited to enable the IS to fulfil its agreed roles and workplan

· A larger office should be sought to provide space for the whole team.


International Secretariat Workplan 

The presentation of the IS draft work plan (Appendix 6) raised a number of questions that were answered during discussions: 

Q. Are national academic panels compulsory?

A.
No they are only a suggestion

Q.     What is the purpose of organising inter-country visits? 

A.     Thanks to their experience in their own national processes, NWG members  

         are in a good position to provide support and advice to other national  

         dialogues.  The IS will cover the costs of these visits.

Q.     Should there be an international synthesis of the project? 

A.     We should be careful about trying to synthesise findings that are context 

          specific but it may be possible to draw out some general lessons and  

          recommendations.

Q.    What is the idea behind organising a speaking tour? 

A.    During the speaking tour, one or two persons from each national dialogue

will visit a number of key decision-making organisations and institutions in Europe and the USA to publicise the findings of national research and advocate any nationally or internationally agreed positions

Q.    What are the objectives of the visit to the Philippines in May? 

A.     The objectives are to provide assistance to the fundraising process, participate  

in discussions regarding research questions, provide support to the technical working group and steering group, and attend an international  

         conference being held in Manila to promote national and international  

         elements of the project.  

Decision

The IWG approved the work plan.


Updates from National Dialogues 

 Uganda
· The Ugandan Dialogue has a deficit of around 1971 Euros. The deficit will be partly covered by the budget of the International Dialogue (731 Euros, flight ticket) and partly by GTZ Uganda.

· A long term budget has been submitted to donors. They have expressed a level of interest in the project if it proves to influence policy making at national level. A timeline and a budget were provided during the meeting .

· The process in Uganda is challenged by the difficulty to keep members interested in participating on a voluntary basis. A motivational workshop has been organised recently. 75% of the members have been attending the workshop. 
Decision on Per Diems

The IWG decided that Uganda was a unique case, being a country where allowances were commonly paid to employees receiving salaries from other sources.  In the circumstances it agreed that attendance allowance being given to those participating in NWG meetings if:

· the Ugandan NWG submits clear rules and criteria for the payment of attendance allowances 

· funds to pay allowances are raised locally 

· there is transparent record keeping identifying who was given money and when

South Africa

· In SA the debate moved on to include a study of the role of the public sector.

· There is a good participation to meetings. The WG is currently finalising the research questions. However, without a paid team to focus on the project, the process is long. Frustrations are emerging from the length of the process. 

· The WG is currently experiencing a problem of contracting. In fact, the Irish fund agreed to fund the project but no neutral space has been found yet to manage the funds. The Water Resource Commission (WRC) has been approached as a potential contracting party. However, the WG would not accept conditionality on the spending of the funds by this party. 

· An in depth presentation of The Water Dialogues SA can be found in Appendix 7.

Indonesia

· The process in Indonesia is self supported. Six meetings have been organised in the past nine months. Twelve members are part of the NWG. The trust building process has been quite long but should be finalised soon by a week end retreat. 

· WASPOLA has been approached for funding.  As with the offer of funds from the Dutch Embassy, if accepted the money would be channelled through the World Bank trust fund.  This may not be acceptable to all members of the NWG.  Furthermore, the WB would take a 10% management fee from the grant. 

· The Director of research at the Public Works Department has agreed to provide money for research in 2007, contingent on a proposal being submitted this year.  USAID, AUSAID, Ford Foundation and GTZ are also regarded as possible options. 

· The NWG seeks a multistakeholder base of funding and KRUHA has proposed that all members of the NWG provide funds to the project. 

· The NWG is currently looking for the best way to carry out the research. They are facing the problem of neutrality: who can be trusted to carry out the research, who is qualified enough? For the moment they are considering the option of hiring enumerators to work on data collection with the NWG itself   analysing the data. 

Decision

The request from Indonesia for seed money was accepted by the IWG. The funds will be used to hire an interim consultant which will be in charge of securing funds for the long term.

The Philippines

· The outputs and outcomes of the project have been agreed by the NWG. They are detailed in Appendix 8. The focus of The Water Dialogues - Philippines is pro-poor universal access.

· The NWG is divided in 2 levels. The steering committee discusses the issues before they are submitted to the technical working group. The membership of the steering committee is open to members of the technical working group (equivalent to NWG). 

· Institutional arrangements: A value is given to in kind participation at national level (time, food, space etc). The government has offered a space for a research team and also potentially for graduate students. 

· The WG is considering the creation of a pot funded by all member organisations to start up the project. The dialogue will also submit a budget to request seed money for the national process. 

· One of the constraint of the project is its dependency on political stability/instability.

· The NWG has accepted on the possibility to publish Minority Reports at national level. It is a back up position which seeks to respect each organisation’s right to stress particular issues. It is also part of the trust building process

· The IWG stressed the importance of producing multistakeholder endorsed research. Minority reports should not be used to escape important questions. It was suggested that the minority view could be included in the process documents. 

Action Points

· The WG will submit a budget to the IS to request seed money

· The IS will provide fundraising documents from other countries.

Brazil

As there was no link person from Brazil present at the meeting, the IWG requested the NWG in Brazil provide it with an update as soon as possible.  In addition, it requested that Brazil should send its research ToRs (in Portuguese) as a matter of urgency so that these could be translated and shared with other national dialogues.


Update from the International Secretariat

· CEOs dinner: A dinner will be organised in April to consolidate the support of heads of organisations based in London.

· Finance: An update on the accounts of The Water Dialogues was presented (see Appendix 9)

· Fundraising: A proposal was submitted to DFID with a request for funding of £550,000. We are expecting an answer by the end of the month. We still need to raise around £40 000.  The aim is to create a multistakeholder funding base, complementing the funding from GTZ, DFID, WaterAid and Thames Water with funds from e.g. Oxfam, ActionAid, Irish government, Frederick Ebert Stiftung, Ford Foundation, etc. 

· Website: The website is now up and running. Country pages are still under construction and the IS is awaiting text from national dialogues.  While the IS provides technical support to upload the text on the website, the text published on national pages is the sole responsibility of NWGs to create and authorise. As a simple way of beginning the pages, the IS is drawing together lists of the members of all NWGs to place on each of the country pages. 


. 

Process Recording

The IS provided a draft paper on process recording (see Appendix 10) as the basis for discussion.  Points raised included: 

· Recording the processes and methods used to create and maintain multistakeholder dialogues  is a fundamental output of the project. 

· The concept of using journals raised concerns. They were considered as potentially dangerous, not least since the project aims to reduce conflict.  Therefore, the process should reflect more on the solutions adopted to resolve problems than on people’s feelings. Furthermore, it was considered unlikely that people would write their true feelings.

· Other methods were proposed such as keeping a book in which everybody would write a paragraph regularly or asking a member of the group to document the process not for debate but only for information. 

· Process recording would be the basis for producing a guide that could leave a legacy to help others wishing to run similar processes in the future.

· Further thinking on the framework for recording process was required.  One suggestion that was this might investigate  whether team work concepts (forming, storming, norming, performing, etc.) applied to the complexities of   multistakeholder groups.  

· It might be possible to bring in, e.g. post-graduate students to interview NWG members and record process history.

Decisions

· Journal keeping will not be done.

· Process recording could be carried out at a  series of specific moments, looking retrospectively at activities and events.

· The IS should explore whether it would be possible and appropriate , to use  external researchers, including post graduate students

· Each WG will decide on the specific methods it will use to record processes and methods at national level.


Future events

International conferences

The IWG decided that The Water Dialogues would not participate in the Habitat World Urban Forum in Vancouver because of a lack of human resources.

Ulrike has booked a room to organise a Water Dialogues side event for Stockholm Water Week in 2007.   It was not possible to book a room for the 2006 event and although IS staff and members of IWG and NWGs may attend, no specific presentation will be made.

International Project Workshops
The IWG considered 5 options for venues for future international workshops. The criteria used to inform discussions included cost of airfares, the number of hours of travel involved for NWG members from different countries, the cost of conference facilities and accommodation, and the availability of administrative help on site (see Appendix 11).  Decisions were reached only after lengthy discussion. 

Decisions

· The next workshop will be held in the second half of October/ first half of November in either Germany or the UK.   

· The first workshop in 2007 will be held in April or May in Bali, Indonesia.

AOB 

· The log frame provided to DFID should be reviewed during the next IWG meeting. 

· The research and process recording sub group will think about possible methods to carry out the international research. This issue will be discussed during a phone conference held on April 25 at 2 pm London time.

Action Points





IWG and NWGs are asked to consider how they will monitor the extent to which members are feeding back to their organisations 


The IS will create national news pages on the website for national dialogues that request this








Action Point 


Brazil and Indonesia are urged to include the cost of translation of project documents as well as research reports in their national budgets








Action Point


The following four candidates would be approached first by the IS:  


David Hall


Richard Franceys


Esteban Castro


Miguel Solanes 








Action Points


The management sub group will discuss staffing with Hilary and agree a  recruitment process 


All the members of the IWG will help advertise new positions locally.


The IS will send the principles of the project to NWGs for reference 








Action Points


The Brazilian NWG is asked to send an update on its work and the ToRs for its research as soon as possible (in Portuguese if this is easier)





Action Points


The IS will send the list of members to NWGs for approval before updating the website


The IS will send all the minutes and documents produced by the international process to the IWG for approval before updating the website





Action Point


Timey will type up the horizontal time line for project activities which will be sent to all NWG and IWG members via the IA. 








Action Points


The IS will prepare ToRs for process recording


Inter-country learning will be supported by the IS


The IS will look at options for hiring researchers or using postgraduate students to record the process











� The presentation is available from the Secretariat on request
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