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NOTE:  To lessen problems with downloading documents, presentations from the meeting have been converted into Word and placed in separate Appendices (Appendix One and Two).

Participants

· Ramon B. Alikpala, National Water Resource Board, Philippines Working Group

· Yves Besse, ABCON, Brazilian Working Group

· David Boys, PSI, IWG 
· Ken Bluestone, Associate Coordinator, The Water Dialogues

· Belinda Calaguas, WaterAid, IWG

· Antonio Costa e Silva, ABES, Brazilian Working Group

· Hilary Coulby, International Coordinator, The Water Dialogues

· Hameda Deedat, SA Water Caucus, SA working group

· Ulrike Ebert, RWE Thames Water, IWG

· Mary Galvin, coordinator, The Water Dialogues South Africa

· Emily Huc, Project Officer, The Water Dialogues

· Sylvester Kugonza, Uganda Management Institute, Ugandan Working Group

· Helen Mbabazi, KAEBU Ltd, Ugandan Working Group

· Antonio Miranda, ASSEMAE, Brazilian Working Group

· Oswar Mungkasa, BAPPENAS, Indonesian working group

· Bheki Ngubo, DWAF, SA working group

· Lis Novari, Pam Jaya, Indonesian working group

· Warren Nyamugasira, NGO Forum, Ugandan Working Group

· Ganesh Pangare, Associate Coordinator, The Water Dialogues

· Nyedja da Silva Marinho, PMSS Ministerio das cidades, Brazilian Working Group 
· Robin Simpson, Consumers International, IWG

· Budi Widianarko, UNIKA, Indonesian working group

· Jessica Wilson, EMG, SA working group

Action Points / Points of Agreement
RESEARCH 

· Each National Working Group could develop a profile of what the sector looks like in each country: an institutional overview. The International Secretariat could provide guidance as to what that scoping study should cover. Ken & Ganesh would provide support in carrying out the study.

· The needs of poor people must come through strongly in the research.

· There is a need for greater contextual analysis at national and international levels and an awareness of the global context that has changed since the beginning of the project.

· The research will reflect a consensus of the national stakeholders. This means that research agendas will differ between National Dialogues. It is essential that the research is relevant to national contexts and agendas – specifics are important. The end result does not depend on finding commonalities across countries.

· The fact that different countries do not focus on the same questions and methodology does not mean that we do not need rigorous research.

· In-depth commonalities are not necessary, but a general overarching topic is essential. Some major commonalities exist and have been identified: 

· Original policy question of The Water Dialogues: “Whether and how the private sector should be involved”

· Focus on different forms of PSP

· The Reframing Questions

· Common dimensions analysed in each country: social, economic, political, institutional

· Common process and principles

· The analysis by IS of trends and interesting issues emerging from the interim findings of the different NWGs would be helpful. 

· Technical support from the International Academic Panel and the IS was requested to strengthen research methodologies. A toolkit of assessment methodologies will be produced and circulated to NWGs. 

· The International Working Group and International Secretariat will not use any of the national research without the explicit agreement of the NWG. 

· International Secretariat also does not comment on the water sector until the research has been finalised and policy positions agreed by NWGs. For the moment the IS only talks publicly about the process of multistakeholder dialogues.

GOVERNANCE
· The IWG agreed to develop ToR (for the IWG and the IS ) and circulate them to all NWGs.

· All participants in The Water Dialogues (IWG and NWGs) bring a perspective from their sectors to the initiative, the do not represent their sector.

· A balance of sectors should be represented on the IWG. In general there is a good balance on the group except for Local Government perspective which may still be needed.

· The role of Founding Members is to bring different perspectives into the debate. They also bring an historical perspective of the project and their expertise on the group. Finally they have a strong role to play in terms of accountability to the donors. 

· IWG members need to make the effort to stay in touch with the process, but also TWD members need to flag up if they feel the IWG is getting out of touch.

PROCESS RECORDING

· Process recording: The history and the role of the IWG will be recorded through interviews with IWG members. The International Secretariat will organise a brainstorming session to work on the format of the guide and on more specific questionnaires and frameworks for capturing lessons from the fundraising and research processes. Those questionnaires and frameworks will be circulated to National Working Groups for comment. 

· The first phase of process recording: “capturing  how to start up a National Working Group” will be conducted by Ganesh and Ken in Uganda and Indonesia.

LEARNING & SHARING/ COMMUNICATION

· There is a need for greater proactive learning and sharing across The Water Dialogues: more communication on the process that is currently taking place and on-going exchange and dialogue between NWGs. The IS agreed to look at different possible options and technologies for improving the communication with and between NWGs. 

· There is a need for strengthening communications between all levels of The Water Dialogues: more communication between NWGs, as well as within and across sectors. Members of the project are free to organise intersectoral communications if they wish. 

· A short history of The Water Dialogues should be written to facilitate communication and understanding both internally and externally. The IWG accepted to prepare a short history of the project that can be used by NWGs for fundraising and advocacy purposes. 

· Rotation of international meetings to different Water Dialogues countries is a good idea as those meetings can be used for Public Relations purposes nationally. 

IS SUPPORT TO NWGs

· List IS Secretariat Support to NWGs? YES good idea (see end of document)

	1
	Expert technical backstopping: e.g. writing funding & research proposals; sending to the International Academic panel for their advice and comments.

	2
	Exchanging frameworks as they are being developed between different National Dialogues

	3
	Review on assessment methodology encompassing technical aspects, financial aspects, institutional analysis, socio-political analysis…..

	3
	David’s points, what are the trends amongst the key international actors and policy makers and change in context scenario over the last few years. Thoughts around future trends, projections, International policy trends, past, present and for future.

	4
	Short history of Water Dialogue, and process documentation from beginning to date.

	5
	Strengthening communication between the NWGs and IWG.

	6
	Website. With a private password protected section maybe where dialogues could see what is happening in different places/countries

	7
	When research is underway and results are coming, IS can look at trends, interesting points and issues and share across countries.

	8
	Alternative Financing Models which may exist somewhere. Where investments can come from.

	
	OTHER TASKS

	
	Researching International Financing Institutions and conditionalities on Water and Sanitation projects

	
	Possibility of research tools being exchanged.

	
	Strengthening communication between different sector actors.

	
	Shared financial analysis model.

	
	To look at different institutional frameworks that are in operation in different places. 

	
	2001 to the present. What changes have there been in context

	
	To take the themes from Joburg and develop the cutting age research and work (summary) and few references and sources that could be followed. Latest thinking and trends.


Workshop Objectives
· To strengthen relationships between members of National Working Groups (NWGs), the International Working Group (IWG), International Secretariat (including two new Associate Coordinators) and the International Academic Panel.

· To share and review national level research plans and explore methodological and technical issues with members of the International Academic Panel

· To decide and agree on the timing and subject areas for international level research studies to support national level research  

· To feed back on the lessons learned regarding process recording from the framework piloted in South Africa and Brazil and agree a structure and framework for moving forward

· To review the timetable and agree the milestones to be achieved in order to reach National Working Group (NWG) and International Working Group (IWG) objectives by April 2008

· To provide a space for NWGs to share their progress to date; learn from each other’s experiences; reflect on issues of concern and discuss ways of resolving obstacles to progress in relation to:  fundraising; developing and managing research; communications and  advocacy
· To review what is needed to build strong dialogues

· To reflect on the roles of the IWG, NWGs and the International Secretariat and identify support priorities

DAY ONE

National Working Group Introductions/Updates
The meeting began with updates from each of the National Working Groups so that all participants were familiar with progress in each of the countries so far. In addition, the International Working Group provided a brief history of The Water Dialogues. (See Appendix One for presentations)

Uganda
The Uganda Water and Sanitation Dialogues were established at a stakeholder workshop in August 2005. The National Working Group (NWG) added “Sanitation” to their title to emphasise its importance alongside access to clean water. A 17 member NWG was selected including stakeholders from government, NGOs, trade unions and the private sector. The NWG is in the process of expanding membership to include: Global Water Partnership/Nile Basin Initiative; Local Government amongst others.

The NWG has agreed its ToRs and has formed three subcommittees - Research, Advocacy & Communication, and Finance & Management. A temporary coordinator was recruited on a three months contract but this has not been renewed. Despite considerable time & effort being invested in trying to obtain institutional registration this was impossible. Alternatives to establish an independent organisation are being explored. 

In the area of research, a four person academic panel has been established and inducted and the Research Committee has proposed different modalities for carrying out the research.

Start-up funding was provided by GTZ-Uganda and from the DFID grant. There has been interest amongst other donors including the French Embassy, ADB and GTZ (all of whom attended a “key stakeholders” meetings in August). Political support has also come from the Minister of Water & Environment.

The NWG faces a number of challenges in carrying out its work. In particular, sustaining a high-level of commitment from NWG members has been difficult. The government and donors have also been questioning the added value of the Dialogues in light of other sector reform activities. Resource mobilisation in the absence of a full-time coordinator has been challenging.

The immediate next steps are completing a funding proposal and preparing the calls for tender for the research.

South Africa

The process of establishing the South African Water Dialogues was initiated by EMG and the International Water Dialogues Coordinator with seed funding from the Heinrich Boll Foundation and in-kind support from participants. The SA Water Dialogues were formally established in March 2005. It was decided that the Dialogues would focus on both the public and private sectors’ contributions to more effective public service delivery and that The Water Dialogues would have to be aligned with existing policy processes.

Recently, the SA Water Dialogues obtained funds from Irish Aid, appointed a Coordinator and setup a Management Committee. The Coordinator is working on a research design for consideration by the NWG. 

Next steps in the process will be: identification of case studies; selection and appointment of research team by the NWG, with proposals by Coordinator;  sector-specific discussions to bring civil society groups onto a level playing field; a stakeholder consultative forum. The SA NGW also hopes to engage in exchanges and learning with other National Water Dialogues.

Brazil

The Brazil National Water Dialogues process began in 2003 at the Brazilian Water, Sanitation and Environmental Engineering Congress – a gathering of almost 5000 delegates from across Brazil. Representatives attending a sub-meeting agreed with the review of private sector participation woulb be useful and felt that a National Group should be established. Most importantly, participants agreed that pre-conceived ideas should be left aside. This helped create a new climate between organisations with different perspectives.

The NWG agreed that the Brazil Water Dialogues should focus on private sector participation exclusively. They subsequently developed terms of reference for research to evaluate PSP in Brazil. This coincided with research the Federal Government was planning and a joint process was successfully negotiated. The national government is funding the research through a World Bank loan. An independent working group of four representatives from the national government and the NWG has been established to coordinate the research work. A bidding process is currently underway to recruit the consultants to carry out the research. 

Indonesia

The Indonesia NWG was established on 29 June 2005. Nine meetings have been conducted to date. Progress so far relates to establishing trust between the NWG participants and agreeing a code of conduct. Indonesian representatives have also been active in all The Water Dialogues international meetings. The research process has been initiated through the development of a desktop study. The proposal for this was drafted and revised by NWG members and it is the members themselves who will undertake the research. The study will look at both private sector and non-private sector participation in delivery of water and sanitation services. 

Challenges facing the group include: lack of funding; fragmented and incomplete secondary data for the desktop study and lack of a full-time coordinator. Immediate priorities are to complete the desktop research and disseminate the results to a wider stakeholder group; fundraising; and conducting the “real” research.

The Philippines

The Philippines Dialogues were established in November 2005. The NWG includes representatives from national government, private sector, trade unions and NGOs. The NWG has been divided into a National Steering Group and a Technical Working Group. 
There has been uneven level of engagement and involvement of Steering Group members. Part of this has been due to a lack of clarity regarding membership with an open door policy operating through a mix of self-nomination and invitation. This, and an ambitious research agenda has led to difficulties. Following a review and reflections exercice some changes have been agreed including for example defining the roles and responsibilities within the group need clarifying.

Having greater formality in meetings – clear objectives, better documentation, consistent representation, clear ground rules/protocols, and confidentiality. It was also felt that having a strong, unbiased independent facilitator would greatly help the process.

Re-constituing the group to become an effective National Working Group and paying greater attention to having a balanced representation of all key stakeholders.

The NWG has agreed that the main focus for the research should be on how to get water to all – not specifically PSP. Focus for the research could be on both public and private sectors and case studies will be drawn from the whole of the country.

IWG Background History

The concept of The Water Dialogues came out of a series of international meetings between 2000-2004 that created opportunities for organisations and people to network and connect with each other. The issue of privatisation was very strong on the policy agenda at this time. The Bonn Conference on Freshwater in 2001 used a multi-stakeholder dialogue structure and concluded that private sector participation deserved a closer assessment – the German Government supported a global review of Private Sector Participation. 

WaterAid and PSI develop an initial terms of reference for a PSP review and were joined by: Thames Water; ASSEMAE; EMG, Consumers International and APWO, The German Government (BMZ) agreed to fund a scoping study, even without guaranteed results.

Deborah Moore and Penny Urquhart were commissioned to design and carry out the scoping study with over 350 actors across the world. The study demonstrated that greater shared understanding of PSP was necessary and that the vast majority of actors supported the need for multistakeholder dialogues. Key issues raised by interviewees were collected to form the “reframing questions” in the scoping report to better understand how water and sanitation services are delivered at national level.

In 2004, a meeting was held in Berlin with 60 participants from a broad range of stakeholder groups. At the meeting The Water Dialogues international process was born. Participants agreed the focus should be “Whether and how the private sector can play a role” in delivering water and sanitation services to poor people. The process needed to be sufficiently flexible to reflect national priorities whilst maintaining some global consistency and methodology. International Group could help get National Working Groups started. The initial membership of what has become the International Working Group was also agreed at this meeting.

DAY TWO

Day two of the meeting focussed on research.  The day began with a welcome by Manfred Konukiewitz from BMZ. Each NWG gave a presentation on how in the research was progressing. Further presentations were made by the International Coordinator and members of the Academic Panel to stimulate thinking on how to improve research methodologies.

Introduction and welcome by Manfred Konukiewitz, BMZ

Introductory remarks were given by Manfred Konukiewitz from the BMZ Ministry of the German Government. Dr. Konukiewitz reminded participants of the importance of improving water and sanitation services for the world’s poor. The task of meeting the MDGs by 2015 is enormous, and will require the participation of all stakeholders. The Water Dialogues have helped bring a rational perspective to these issues. Dr. Konukiewitz suggested that The Water Dialogues should look at how to maximise the impact of its work – creating a product document that captures the consensus emerging out of the Dialogues could have an impact on the thinking of local authorities around the world.

National Dialogues Research Programmes (See Appendix One for presentations)
Brazil

The development of the Brazil National Working Group research coincided with the Federal Government’s own plans to conduct research on private sector participation (PSP). A decision was made to merge the two plans based on the proposal of the NWG. Despite scepticism on both sides, a process was agreed and a committee of four people was established to oversee the research process. 

The research is focused on three main questions:

· What is the impact of PSP on the performance of utilities in the delivery of water and sanitation services? 

· What is the impact of PSP on households and their access to and the quality of water and sanitation services?

· What is the fiscal impact of PSP for states and municipalities? 

The scope of the research was easily agreed because of the previous work that took place within the NWG. The Committee that was established with the Federal Government was also essential for ensuring that the research conforms with NWG guidelines. The Committee is working well.

Lessons from the process so far include: 

(a) A strong NWG was important for negotiating with the funder (World Bank) – the multi-stakeholder nature of the group and the consensus that has developed are powerful negotiating tools. 

(b) The unique nature of The Water Dialogues process is attractive to funders. Consensus is dynamic by nature so it requires a lot of work to maintain. 

Uganda

A three-member Research Committee has been established to steer the research. A four-person Academic Panel has also been established to enhance the credibility of the research process.
The NWG has agreed five themes that the research should focus on: financing of water and sanitation services; regulation; pro-poor policies and modalities for achieving the MDGs; sector governance, participation, transparency, and accountability; sector management and labour issues; environment, ecology and resource management.

A range of contentious issues have been raised by different stakeholders, including:

· quality of private sector work 

· difficulties of managing private contracts

· lack of rationale for costing/pricing of services

· limited capacity of local authorities to supervise private operators

· lack of stable policy frameworks for private sector engagement 

· restrictions on PSP investment in the systems they manage

· absence of clear performance measurement frameworks

· value for money, corruption and controls that work

· political influence and lack of transparency in the bidding and contract procurement processes

· implications for universal access of inability to pay for services

· role and capacity of user committees

· harmonization of legal and policy frameworks in the region and trans-boundary issues in  water resource management

Significant challenges remain for the Uganda NWG. There is a need for agreed operational guidelines on commissioning research including selection criteria, the application process and how money should be allocated to researchers. A selection panel has not been decided yet. Funding at a level sufficient to attract quality researchers has also not been secured. There is a need to clarify the role of the Academic Panel so that it plays an advisory role and does not try to control the research process. Finally, mobilising sufficient levels of effort and expertise in a timely manner from within the NWG has been difficult.

South Africa

As the presentation given by SA had not been agreed by the NWG prior to the international meeting, its contents should be seen as tentative. 

The research process in SA is being guided by a framework established by the NWG that includes: a problem statement, framing/research questions (not finalised), notes on possible evaluation criteria, and an agreement to use case studies as far as possible.

Several research designs are possible and no research question has been agreed yet. The challenge is in finding a balance between robust coherent research and the separate stakeholder interests within the NWG. The South Africa NWG is currently in the process of identifying case studies through stakeholder recommendations. They are also conducting a literature review to avoid duplication and identify gaps in the current knowledge.

A starting point for the research could be to develop a typology of approaches for delivering water and sanitation services. Case study selection would then be done on the basis of a matrix, but all chosen case studies would have to: 

· Consider the relevance of implementation during time periods identified for sector in terms of changes in the wider socio-political and economic context, 

· Consider changes in implementation once feedback has been received, e.g. press and consumer responses,

· Note factors specific to the local area and history that may be more important than approach in explaining outcomes (alternative explanations).

An important part of the research process is to decide on the outputs as early as possible so the research and write-up can be tailored accordingly. Possible outputs include: communication via a Forum; write-up of individual case studies or approaches; an edited book.

The South Africa Water Dialogues does not have an academic advisory panel, but will look for academics to brainstorm with. The ToR for the working relationship between the Research Coordinator and the NWG are still being worked out. The research will be managed in-house by the Research Coordinator and the NWG.

Indonesia

Uncertainties regarding funding led to the NWG members carrying out a desktop study themselves to review existing literature. This study will act as a stepping-stone for securing the funding necessary for carrying out the full research. The results of the desktop study will be presented to a Multi-Stakeholder Workshop.

Following discussions in a NWG meeting in September 2006, the case study parameters were broadened to include a wider range of approaches. As a result, the research scope and main issues needed to be modified.

Lessons learned from the Indonesian NWG experience so far include:

· A strong leader is required to run the process. They have no such leader at present in Indonesia.

· It is common that very different perspectives from all NWG members arise in every step of multi-stakeholder research.

· The research should be as neutral as possible. Where there are conflicting analyses of agreed data results among the NWG members, it is important to publish the account agreed by the majority and to put the alternative views alongside it. 

· When developing the case-studies, researchers also need to:

· Look at efficiency, prices and regulations

· Consider that interviews may represent an important source of information,

· Consider a less structured approach for interviewing stakeholders

· Combine interviews with official and un-official data and have a similar framework for each case-study

· Look at actors and factors in the process while providing an analytical narrative of what happened and why.
Reflections from the July IAP Research Meeting

Presentation (See Appendix Two for full presentation)
The International Coordinator offered some reflections from the July IAP research meeting to stimulate discussion during the meeting (See presentations attached).

Since the research will reflect a consensus of the national stakeholders, it is inevitable that research agendas will differ acrossNational Dialogues. It is essential that the research is relevant to national contexts and agendas – specifics are important. The end result does not depend on finding commonalities across countries.

Research should build on the strengths of the multi-stakeholder group. Formal participatory processes that use NWG members as resources for defining research parameters are important. Participation of named NWG members is important. 

The research process should stay meaningful to all NWG members: retain and reveal differences and comment on what they might mean instead of always trying to achieve consensus. Don’t go for the lowest common denominator to achieve consensus. Even with strong data, arriving at conclusions is complex.

Case studies should be balanced politically and geographically. They should be interesting whether describing success or failure. It is important to stay focused on service delivery to the poor. Case studies are not valid sample surveys. Always need to ask how you know that PSP is the significant variable in determining outcomes.

Discussion of Participants

There is a need to understand why consumers make choices: e.g. poor people use small-scale independent providers because their income is daily and cannot pay monthly. The needs of poor people must come through strongly in the research – part of the project is to find out from poor people how they would prefer to pay for their services.

We shouldn’t generalise too much, but there is also a need to understand how PSP works in wealthier countries. Having case studies is not enough – we need to be able to draw lessons that can be applied in other places. It is possible to generalise in specific bounded ways. We need to describe the process in such a way that readers can draw their own conclusions.

Contextual Analysis – Presentation by David Hall

Presentation (See Appendix Two for full presentation)
Reality is often contested – this is just human nature and is one reason why context is important to discuss. The context in which we are all operating has changed dramatically since Berlin in 2001, both nationally but especially internationally. How much are these changes reflected in the work and approach of The Water Dialogues? How do we expect the future to differ from the past?

Data that is rarely collected is business strategies (at all scales) – we shouldn’t make too many assumptions about what business strategies might be over the next five years – looking at business strategies might help develop a deeper analysis of the context.

Three types of contextual analysis are particularly helpful for The Water Dialogues: History, Economics and Politics (HEP). The City of Berlin provides a good example:

Berlin’s PPP was not driven by most effective delivery of water services, but by the debt of the City Council. The process has been contested over its impact on consumers. What policy conclusions can be drawn? – Strong contract with guaranteed rate of return and employment levels are good for both the private company and labour unions, and the municipality reduced debt burden. But did consumers receive better services?

Recent histories in each of the Water Dialogues countries are relevant to understanding what has happened as well as predicting what might be best for the future. Effective individual leadership can play a significant role – is there some general lesson to be learned about how to encourage more effective leadership even if one can not “create” leaders?

Politics: Brazil and Bolivia are examples of how changes in politics affect contexts.

How do you expect multi-stakeholder processes to relate to political processes: should they avoid controversy? How does the research input into national and global policy processes? 

It could be helpful to test results of the research with sensitivity analysis: what-if analyses in different contexts. 

Discussion & Buzz Group Feedback

Responding to a question of how to conduct research without explicitly comparing public and private sectors, it is possible to conduct a vertical study looking at what happened before and after privatisation in a specific context. Drawing generalised conclusions may not be as easy as a result.

Changes in the international context since 2001 include: dramatic changes in business strategies – international private sector companies have been withdrawing from developing countries; World Bank has been changing its policy position; and there has been a lot of international conflict on PSP. It was noted, however, that the rates of change of the private sector was not the same at international and local levels.

More questions of how to arrive at generalised conclusions between NWG research processes were raised, but it was agreed that it would be addressed later on in the meeting.

Researching Water Utilities: Investigating Why Organisations Work – Presentation by Richard Franceys (See Appendix Two for full presentation)
During this session, a range of analytical tools and academic perspectives were presented that could be useful in carrying out an institutional analysis. Among them, emphasis was placed on an “Activity Responsibility Matrix” that might link well with the previous power-mapping work of the NWGs. The full presentation has been made available in the annexes section of this report. 

Report-back from Buzz-Group Discussion

A wide-ranging discussion took place in which a number of common themes emerged:

· How can we achieve comparability between the different NWG research results?

· In order to achieve the MDGs, there is a need to understand better the role of the private sector as well as public sector. How can performance in both areas improve?

· Need for greater contextual analysis and an awareness that the global context has changed since the start of the project.

Reflection Session on Research

Four groups discussed the day’s presentations and developed questions and issues that still needed to be answered.

· Do we need to find anything in common between countries?

· If Yes…

· Is it contextual?

· Methodological?

· Based on a common research question?

· Can we use common tools: e.g. those proposed by Richard for institutional analysis
· What are the most important questions that public sector shall address (as they are the majority of providers)?

· Is contracting out (outsourcing) still a solution to be used?

· Have countries considered/developed a regulatory framework? Limited to private/public?

· How to regulate small-scale (and community) providers: what is the framework to address this?
· How to conduct the research? Applicability of research tools like PRA tools

· Should we look at commonalities on terms of research methods/questions/areas of research for international comparison.

· Validation of data from different sources.

· Process can be a commonality.
· How research will be used at an international level?

· International advocacy: who?

· Participatory process of dialogue

· Donor community

· Other countries stakeholders in them who would like to do something similar

· Make learning and sharing proactive – need to think about how to do exchanges

· So what else are donors interested in? Things that can come from national research:

· Public utility: what factors constrain and enable public utilities to deliver effectively and deal/relate with the private sector and tap its potential.

· The domestic private sector: how is this different to the public sector? How does it relate to the public sector? How can its potential be tapped. Need to distinguish between small scale private providers and larger private sector companies (where they exist).

· Difficult to discuss how to use international findings when we don’t know what the results are, but we need more communication on process that is currently taking place – on-going exchange and dialogue between National Working Groups.

DAY 3

Day 3 continued the focus on strengthening research. The Academic Panel responded to issues that were raised in Day 2 and more in depth discussion was held on research methodologies. Ideas were also generated as to what research the International Secretariat could carry out on behalf of The Water Dialogues. The afternoon was mostly spent understanding the role of Process Recording and how it could be done most effectively. Day 3 finished with some reflections on the part of the International Coordinator on how strong dialogues could be built.

Academic Panel Comments on Research Questions and Issues Raised in Day 2

Several questions and issues came out of the Day 2 discussions that the Academic Panel wished to reflect back to the group:

· What is the best international framework for the research?

· How far is the research constrained by the original central question around PSP?

· We need to be aware of the changing context, looking back and looking forward: 2001-2006-2036

· How far do people want to have/need to have common questions & methodology?

· There is a need to articulate which policy issues are to be influenced.

· Is the research element a vehicle for supporting the dialogues, or do we need to have strong robust research that stands on its own? If research is the focus, there probably is a need to harmonise the research methodology.

Discussion

· The lack of common questions does not mean that we do not need rigorous research.

· In-depth commonalities are not necessary, but a general over-arching topic is essential.

· Whether & how the private sector should be involved is a policy question, but not a research question – not specific enough. A number of research questions could lead off from there.

· The reframing questions in the Scoping Report were the result of a lot of gruelling work that should not be avoided and ignored

· The effort to develop commonalities perhaps lies with tying one’s research process to the Reframing Questions – how does one’s research relate to these questions. 

· 31 questions cannot be described as a “commonality”, it would be extremely ambitious to cover them all.

· Commonality is already there through the reframing questions and the support from the International Secretariat: each National Working Group could develop a profile of what the sector looks like in each country: an institutional overview. The International Secretariat could provide guidance as to what that scoping study should cover. Could support from Ken & Ganesh be available in carrying out the study?

· 3 commonalities:

· Reframing questions

· Typology of what exists in countries

· Common analysis per country: social, economic, political, institutional.

· During the Johannesburg International Meeting, commonalities were identified between the Brazilian and the South African research questions; six common themes were addressed (e.g. taxes and finance). 

· There is a need to look at multiple levels of PSP (multinational, national, regional, local).

Research Methodologies and Processes

Two parallel group discussions took place:

· Performance Assessment (institutional)

· Investment and financing for the sector

Richard Franceys – Performance Assessment

Performance assessment starts with an existing situation and puts it into an historical context. Three questions can be asked:

1. What is the existing situation (including historical context)?

How do we assess an institutional framework – existing situation?

Power maps that already exist are a good starting point.

Activities and Responsibility matrix also offers a good tool of analysis:

· Assessing organisational performance

· Public spectrum/private sector

· What has happened? Why? Technical? Social? Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities

· Performance Trends

2. Where do we want to get to? 

We have goals: 

· EESERT [Effective, Equitable, Sustainable, Efficient, Replicable, Transparent]

· Universal Coverage – MDGs at a minimum.

3. How do we get there?

a. Replace, Reform, Reorganise, Renew?

b. Fitness for purpose?

Analysis of performance is done on the basis of trends.

Other practical tools:

Activity Responsibility Matrix, including power relations 

Organisational Performance can be assessed using Key Performance Indicators (KPIs):

· Effective (customer surveys)

· Equitable

· Transparent

· Sustainable

· Efficient

· (Replicable)

· Qualitative: Subjective Performance Descriptions (e.g. McKinsey’s 7 S’s)

Outputs: balanced score card?

Ensure coverage of all consumers – segmentation necessary.

David Hall – Investment and Financing for the Sector
1) Financing - increased access

What data do we need to collect? 

a) Needs

· Numbers connected/to be connected

· Costs of connection

b) Sources of revenue

· Actual/possible

· Cash flow: charges, (surplus) taxes/grants/aids

· Finance

	
	Rate of return/ risk
	Local
	National
	International

	Equity
	
	
	
	

	Bonds
	
	
	
	

	Loans
	
	
	
	

	Development Banks
	
	
	
	


Equity is always private companies. Public utilities never have equity.

DATA Collection: Further notes

NEED  (can be used/discussed in a participatory way)

· Numbers to be connected

· Consider population growth, demand forecasts

· Use DHSS (demographic and Household Surveys) , other statistics, census etc.

· Based on locality

· Independent research, e.g. Slum un-served

Costs of Connection

· should include differences of technology: rural, urban, piped etc.

· Water + Sanitation

· Include cost of “producing” water – developing new water sources.

· Sources: regulator, national investment plans

Get Local (depending on case study site)

Get National

2) Adequacy of Tariffs

Tariff income/operating costs

Subsidies

Operating Profits- Tariffs are covering operating costs and providing something for future potential investments. 

Capital maintenance/depreciation

3) Fair Tariffs/affordability

Charges as percentage of total household income.

4) Profitability

ROR ( rate of return)  local/sector/international

COC  - government bonds, credit ratings

Crucial that the utility has the capacity to do some of the above points.

Wrap-up of Morning Session (by Ulrike Ebert)
During the Johannesburg workshop in 2005, the following common themes were identified between the SA and the Brazilian questions:

· Financing

· Tariffs

· Impacts on the Poor

· Participation

· Regulation

· Contracts

· Environment

Commonalities in 2006:

· Reframing Questions as framework for research

· Focus on different forms of PSP

· Common Analysis for each country: historic, economic, political, etc.

· Common process and principles
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Research Workplan
1. Produce context paper for each country

2. Spell out common objectives & common themes

3. Tools & techniques

a. 5 key questions

b. Research model

c. Power maps

d. Responsibility/activity matrix

e. Key indicators?

f. Key sources of information?

International Research Agenda

The purpose of this session was to brainstorm what an international research agenda carried out by the International Secretariat could look like.

Two main issues were outlined at the beginning of this session by the International Coordinator: 

1. Use of research at international level – International Working Group/Secretariat will not use any of the national research without the explicit agreement of the NWG. 

2. International Secretariat will not comment on PSP until the research has been finalised and policy positions agreed by NWGs. For the moment the IS only talks publicly about the process of multistakeholder dialogues.

The International Secretariat has small budget for research conducting international level and needs advice from NWGs regarding which issues should be addressed and when research should be carried out.

Buzz-Group Feedback
A need was identified for understanding global policy trends and envisioning future international scenarios. This could be in the form of a global contextual analysis, mapping the thinking and policy of key international actors and institutions. A narrower area of focus was looking at IFIs and the conditionalities they put on their loans. It was suggested that David might be able to write up what he viewed were the broad international contextual changes that have taken place since 2001.

On a related theme, it was felt that the International Secretariat could support the NWGs work by finding trends and interesting issues in the research results and methodologies emerging from the different NWGs. This work would begin with interim results to enable NWGs to learn from the experience of each other. Specific areas that this research could cover are: analysing the institutional contextual research coming out of each country’s studies; taking the themes that came out of the Johannesburg meeting and summarising the main cutting-edge work under each heading, with references and sources; identifying alternative financing models that go beyond user and taxpayer revenues.

Technical support from the International Secretariat the Academic Panel was also requested to help strengthen the research methodology. In particular, the following was identified as being useful: making available a review or a toolkit of assessment methodologies; and developing a shared financial analysis model. 

Finally, the need for strengthening communications  between all levels of The Water Dialogues was clearly stated. People expressed a desire to have more communication between NWGs, as well as within and across sectors. Greater sharing of work between the different NWGs as it is being developed was also specifically mentioned. Developing a secure, members-only zone on the website was proposed as one possible solution. It was also felt that having a short history of The Water Dialogues would help communication and understanding both internally and externally. 

Process Recording (See Appendix Two for full presentation)
Presentation by Antonella Mancini and Emily Huc

The purpose of Process Recording is to produce a guide for others who may want to run a multi-stakeholder dialogue process. Process Recording serves the following objectives:

· Capturing the essence of a MSH process

· Recording tools used at national & international levels

· Drawing operational lessons and providing tools for implementation

· Sharing and learning purposes between countries participating in the project

· Accountability purposes (donors & other stakeholders)

The International Secretariat organised a brainstorming session with members of the International Working Group and two external consultants to begin the development of a framework, define and confirm the purpose of recording the process of multistakeholder dialogues, explore which areas could and should be recorded and elaborate a draft set of questions that needed to be answered. As a result of this session, a questionnaire was drafted to capture the essence of starting a multi stakeholder process, understand the social interactions within NWGs, strategic challenges and the dynamics of the process. (See presentation for detail of the framework)
Broad lessons emerging from the framework piloted in Brazil and South Africa

Each dialogue process is unique & has its own dynamic: as a result, it is important to understand the context in which the process takes place (familiarity with participative forms of democracy; the current state of the discussions and the policy in the water sector in a given country).

Continuity: creation of a core Working Group + fixed alternates are essential.
The issue of continuity is important – many respondents felt that group members have to be sufficiently confident, experienced and senior to take part and that other groups/stakeholders can be involved at critical moments in the dialogue process through other appropriate forums. Being realistic about the size of the core group – a large group will make it difficult to build and establish trust. Consistency is a key success factor and linked to trust/relationship building. Also establishing roles and responsibilities to group members eg sub groups/committees to take on tasks.

Broad representation of views:  But sufficiently senior and experienced

Commitment – trust building process: A commitment for the process and desire to find solutions which will contribute to improving water service provision to poor people – this is key driver and what motivates people to take part in this process.

The process, whilst slow has been an important factor in building trust and respect amongst the core group members. This has been an important success factor in maintaining the momentum of the initiative and the continued commitment and support from the working group members.
Developing the rules of engagement - Establishing the rules of engagement from the beginning is another important part of the process – this sets the parameters and scope for the process and helps group to understand that it is not about having to agree to a position or consensus that might force withdrawal from the dialogue process itself. It is more effective when the group develops the rules of engagement itself, it helps to create a sense of ownership, what works for a group might is not automatically adapted to another group. 

Securing funding at the right time - There is a need to find the right balance; the group needs to be quite strong when it receives funding as it becomes jointly responsible for the money. The process of working together to raise funding is seen to be an important element in establishing the commitment of the group – yet at the same time have to recognise that the process takes time, requires certain skills and if goes on for too long can lead to frustration and disengagement from the process.
Central role of Facilitation - The facilitator should be someone accepted by all as legitimate, someone seen as neutral and with enough time to follow up between meetings. Requires skilled facilitation to manage the tensions and issues arising, also sufficiently flexible to enable the reopening of agreed positions and discussions.  

All of this takes time – the process cannot be rushed! - It is important to recognise that investing in building the trust and commitment of the group in the initial phase of MSP is critical.  At each stage, negotiating positions and statements, protocols, research questions, job descriptions, ToRs for research etc people are having to engage in a range of perspectives and ideologies, it is almost an rehearsal process for when the ‘real’ dialogue begins.

Lessons on process recording:

· There is a value in having someone from outside the group asking the questions

· It is important to establish confidentiality to enable people interviewed to talk openly about issues and challenges and that no quote will be attributed or attributable to individuals.

· The pilot process captured past reflections and learning on process, this “snapshot” still needs to be completed by another dimension to document NWGs dynamics on a regular basis. 

Buzz-Group Discussion on Two Key Questions

· Do the lessons accurately reflect your experience of the initial phase of the dialogue?

· What additional key lessons or thoughts do you have regarding the pilot process recording framework

Discussion:

· How do we capture shifts in perspective?

· It is difficult to keep the levels of motivation high over time:

The international level has a role to play to keep energy levels high.

How do others – who are not participating at international meetings – benefit from the motivation gained during those meetings?

· There are different levels of interest in process at the level of NWGs.

· It is important to have continuity (the same people involved)

· What does neutral facilitation mean? A wrong person can do a lot of damage.

· Issue of funding: what impact has fundraising on the process and on the group’s dynamics?

· There are different aspect and roles to play for the coordinator: chair, facilitation and coordination. It is also possible to find different people for different levels….

· There is a balance to seek between having a core group and the level of engagement of as many stakeholders as possible.

· Each dialogue is unique but some commonalities are emerging. 

Process Recording Group Work

The participants were divided into three groups to discuss which themes should be captured and when for the following areas: fundraising, research and the IWG.

1. Fundraising

· Finding acceptable donor (s): how consensus has been reached? How have donor requirements been managed without compromising the work of the group?

· What is the minimum agreement necessary to start fundraising? 

· What are the different phases of fundraising? Are there different fundraising activities for the process and for the research?

· How has the process of seeking funds affected the group? 

· What impact did getting funding have on the group?

· Who in the group does the fundraising?

· How have the legal requirements of accepting funding been resolved? (Trust and confidence within the group).

· How do you sustain motivation to continue fundraising?

2. Research

The group identified different stages during which the process should be recorded:

· Research design – concept stage

Development of a methodology for the research

Development of key research questions

What would different stakeholders like to have in the research?

How are compromises reached?

· Practicalities

What is the process of choosing researchers?

How are case studies chosen?

How are the details of sub research questions discussed and framed?

· Maintaining stakeholder engagement through the research process

· Contextual study: desktop research

· Implementing research: supervising it/monitoring it

· Analysing findings

· Agreeing on the findings

· Presenting the outputs
The process recording should look at whether the research process is in line with the following criteria and what tools were used to ensure: 

· Participation

· Transparency 

· Good Communication

· Consensus

· Accountability to sector stakeholders

Some questions:

· Is your process formal or informal?

· How has the attention to process influenced the robustness of the research?

3. IWG

The framework should capture relationships between international and national dimensions of a global initiative: has the engagement between IWG-IS and IS-NWG changed?

1. How to capture the lessons?

· In South Africa we felt it was better if process recording was done by someone from outside

· Should funders be interviewed as well? GTZ ? DFID ?

· To do ASAP.

· External facilitator

· NWG - their reflections

· Include ex members - Eric - Ed Mitchell - Richard Aylard?

· Involve previous coordinators - Penny, Deborah, Marick

· Do it once a year

· IWG +International Secreatriat

2. What to record?

· INTEREST - COMMITMENT - WHO ?

· Sustianing interest and sustaining action - how ?

· Sustainability of Commitment

· Aims and objectives of the IWG 

· Selection criteria for IWG members

· Choosing partners and participants: Legitimacy, accountability - how to deal with these?

· Defined Roles and responsibilities

· Interests,  Motivations, Objectives-Sector Represantation, Roles and responsibilties

· Composition of the IWG ?

· ORIGINS

· Initiation of an international initiative, how was it formed, how was it financed, what global platforms to use ?

· What have you learnt from similar processes? Any research findings?

· GOVERNANCE

· What is the role of the IWG?

· Legitimacy with the NWG

· Where does the decision lie and who is accountable to whom?

· How does it view its role with various NWG’s and does it reflect on the processes.

· The role of the secretariat/IWG - who is the champion? and why?

· RELATIONSHIPS OVER TIME

· Who/where/when/why/how ...... over time

·  How has the group changed since initial inception.

· CONFLICT

· How are tensions/differences mediated - what bearing has it had on NWG’s /IWG/IS

· Tensions/Conflicts. Change of : behaviour, attitude ? Balance of interest

· How are conflcits resolved? (consensus only?)

· Most exciting aspects and vice versa

· What has not worked well/challenges?

· MANAGEMENT & COMMUNICATION

· Funding management

· Recruiting of IS

· Outreach internally (NWG) and externally (funders, international organisations, policy discussions).

· How often does process recording take place? 

· Challenges of getting donor support and of neutarlising donor opposition.

· Communciations across the network of participants in the global initiative : challenges and responses - factors for success.

Building a Strong Dialogue – Reflections from International Coordinator (See Appendix Two for full presentation)
The International Coordinator gave a presentation on some practical advice for strengthening the dialogue process. Based on the experience of NWGs in all five countries to date, the presentation offers helpful tips in a variety of areas from one’s own individual experience, to how to strengthen the dialogue and research process.

The participants identified the following points as important lessons:

· Commitment

· Team spirit

· Regular visits of the IWG or IS to NWGs

· Acceptable place to meet (acceptable food, importance of punctuality)

· Good external skilled facilitator for meetings (needs to be contracted for more efficiency)

· Coordinator should act as “glue” for members of NWG/IWG

· Give feedback to and engage with your own stakeholders

· Assume that you are going to spend time on this project

· Make sure that all members are invited and motivated

· Clear goals and objectives for the project should be developed collectively prior to starting the dialogue

· ToRs: Roles and responsibilities for various components of IWG (management, finance etc…)

· The technical tips are easier to implement but the more personal/ideological tips are difficult to put into practice

· The tone of voice, the manner of speaking to each other are very important

· It is not necessary to always try to reach agreement, recognising and recording disagreement is also important.

· Build trust

· Focus on goals

· Be patient

· Identify possible tensions, and then work on them straight away (is there a natural facilitator in the group?)

· Respect each other

· Don’t let frustration become contagious to other members

DAY 4

Breakout Group Discussions

A. Fundraising: what makes successful fundraising?
1. Success Factors
Be clear and get consensus from NWG members 

· Discussion on the details of the project should take place before fundraising starts

· Decisions should be made on scope, workplan, ToR

· How to defend your proposal, prepare the details

· Agree on what/when to say NO! to donors (there are ways of doing it: ask the donors what they want to change in the project and why they would like to change it)

· It is important to build trust within the group first

Be confident in your project!

Clarify representativity and legitimacy of the group – who are the members of NWGs, what is the reputation of the organisations but also of the individuals on the group? 

Identify good negotiators within the group + use the contacts and networks of the members of NWGs.

Build strong relationships with donors: visit them with the “right” people (with a multi stakeholder representation, with people they will trust or already know).

Understand the donor’s agenda.

Write the proposal in a language understood by the donors, clarify the language.
Have different strategies for different donors.

There is a danger in having funds too early as the members of the NWG become accountable for the funds.
Tell donors who else is funding the project:

· Include in kind contribution as well as the money spent by NWG members on the project

· Speak about other donors approached or considering funding

· List ALL donors that currently fund the project worldwide

Be TENACIOUS, PERSEVERE: Lobby, lobby, lobby
Be opportunistic; choose the right timing
2. Proposal development

Phase 1: Produce a concept note with indicative budget (pre-proposal)

· Use this as a base for discussions with donors

· The concept note should be agreed by NWGs (e.g.: through a workshop)

Phase 2: Write the proposal

· Understand donor’s format/logframe

· It is better if the proposal is written by an experienced fundraiser

· It is useful to get a professional to help write the proposal

· Do not mention the problems or weaknesses of the project: SPEAK UP

Work with the donor to ensure:

· The words used are acceptable 

· What words “push buttons” (key words)

· To turn the ideas into a language that the donor will understand

Remember: donors need to spend money, help them do this!

Work to donor’s timeframe

· Mind the deadlines – comply with them!

· Manage NWG concerns this may raise

NWG members should UNDERSTAND FULLY:

· The ToR/ concept note

· The proposal submitted

So there needs to be a formal mechanism to agree those documents (no email, more formal process).

3. Which donors can be approached?

Research donors who fund:

WSS; your country (or region); private sector engagement; governance

Focus on BILATERALS + MULTILATERALS + GOVERNMENTS for large funding

Have a balance of donors; address NWG concerns about certain donors

Determine Institutional home for the funds (for accounting; financial reporting etc) – this needs to be agreed by NWGs

The donors should not participate in NWG, organise other forums for the donors…

4. What type of support is needed from IS, IWG and other NWGs?

Information on donors, how to fundraise, who are the current funders worldwide

Resource person to help facilitate process/draft proposal

B. Developing & Managing Research

Relations with Funders

· NWGs are in different stages of the research process. Having financing makes a big difference in getting research started. Managing donors’ influence on the research is also a significant issue.
· Establishing ground-rules with funders is important. Before entering negotiations, it helps to agree a baseline within the NWG. If necessary, be prepared to seek funding from other sources if a negotiated settlement isn’t possible.

· Funding from the private sector can be sought, but the NWG must be satisfied with the neutrality of the process.

Managing Research

· Research can be managed in different ways:

· Putting bids out to competitive tender. 

· NWG managing and developing research methodology

· Research committees or working group managing research on behalf of NWG

· NWG interested in research, but implementation managed by Coordinator.

· Hiring a consultancy firm through competitive tender enables you to buy-in the necessary expertise. Because it is a contractual agreement, it is also easier to control the quality and consistency of the results.

· A logframe can help to ensure that the research delivers what the NWG is looking for.

· The research does not have to be looked at as one whole project – it can be broken up into parts.

· Understanding that all research and researchers have inherent biases is very important for managing the research.

Getting Support for the Research
· Coordinators can be recruited that have specific research expertise.

· Drawing on other stakeholders’ experience outside of the NWG can help stimulate creativity.

· Where research is complicated, it may require contracting in someone specialised to accompany the process.

· Academic panels, advisors or resource people can be helpful to the process and can even help develop detailed research methodology. Academic advisors must be clear, however, that they are acting in an advisory role.

· The International Academic Panel could play a mentoring role and help strengthen comparability of research results across countries.

Finding Researchers
· Being flexible in finding researchers is helpful.

· Some capacity for research can be found within the NWG.

· Using MSc students in some circumstances may be helpful, providing they are well supervised. 

· Inclusion of student academics may produce more interesting results.

· The opportunity to be involved in international research may be compensation enough.

· MSc students may even be able to attract funding for the research.

· Creating a research competition could draw in a wider range of students.

· Students could do micro-level case studies cheaper.

· This approach may not lend itself to larger research projects, however, and issues of bias and quality control need to be looked at carefully.

· When choosing researchers, NWGs need clear criteria to maintain neutrality of process.

Preparing for Results
· A lot of communication is necessary within the NWG so that all participants are willing to accept the results.

· Conflicts are inevitable. The important thing is recognising this fact and working through them.

C. Communication & Advocacy

It was noted that no country dialogue has approved a formal communication strategy. Brazil is communicating to externals but not in a structured way.

There is a grey area between communication and advocacy: where does one start and the other end?

Advocacy & Communication can be internal: within the WG, within member organizations, with stakeholders; but it also has an external dimension: to wider public and to policy makers. 

IWG members have an important role to play in terms of advocacy and communication at the level of NWGs including advocating the advantages of the project to reticent stakeholders; and liaising with different NWG members and stakeholders when necessary.  

In order to build a coherent and effective communication strategy, you need to: 

· Build a strong group where members trust each other, with agreed objectives, a common vision and identity, unity of purpose, some consensus for moving ahead;

· Agree communication lines about the process, the dialogue itself.  If nothing else, the process needs to be advocated to external audiences (including stakeholders not represented on the group) but also to the organisations of NWG members.  The reality often is that people attend as individuals but it is crucial to have a communication strategy to feedback to the organisations represented on the group.

· Identify and agree on spokespersons.  Different spokespersons may be chosen  depending on the audience and context – not just the coordinator but other  members of NWGs

· Key messages need to be identified and agreed by NWGs 

· External communication tools  need to be developed

· International communication tools need to be upgraded - website, newsletter etc.

· Once research findings are agreed another type of communication and advocacy work will begin.  NWGs should prepare by developing power maps of who needs to be influenced and a written strategy for influencing them.  NOTE:  It will be easier to convey recommendations from research to decision-makers if you have already established a relationship with them by talking to them about the work of the project.  Once research findings are agreed, NWGs should develop final messages for promotion with media and advocacy targets. 

· Always keep in touch with IS to ensure coherence of communications across countries 

Advocacy

“We are all ambassadors of The Water Dialogues project”. If it is not possible to advocate policy positions before research findings are agreed, it is necessary to advocate constantly the process of multistakeholder dialogues. 

Establishing a Timeline from Now to 2008

In plenary, the group designed the timeline for the international level of the project, then NWGs delegations discussed timelines at national level.

	Timeline - International level

	2006
	2007
	2008

	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May
	June
	July
	August
	Sept.
	October
	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May

	Process Recorded for the IWG
	Research starts
	 
	WB Water Week
	 
	Fundraising (process recorded)
	International meeting in Bali
	Interim process recording report
	Stockholm WWW
	IAP meeting?
	Interim research findings
	Advocacy (process recorded)
	Research (process recorded)
	Final research findings
	Process guide
	CSD
	Speakers tour

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	International meeting in Brazil?
	 

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Timeline - Uganda

	2006
	2007
	2008

	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May
	June
	July
	August
	Sept.
	October
	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May

	Finalise research documents
	Wider Stakeholder forum
	Conduct desktop research
	Launch research
	Research
	Preliminary research findings
	Wider Stakeholder forum
	Revision of preliminary findings
	Final research findings
	Wider Stakeholder forum
	Dissemination of research findings

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fundraising 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IS visit
	
	Secure funding
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Timeline - South Africa

	2006
	2007
	2008

	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May
	June
	July
	August
	Sept.
	October
	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May

	Working group meeting
	 
 
	Desktop research
	Forum meeting 1
	 
 
 
Primary research 
 
 
	Research outputs
	Develop outputs
	 
 
 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Advocacy
	

	Civil Society support
	
	Case studies
	
	
	Forum meeting 2
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Timeline - Philippines

	2006
	2007
	2008

	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May
	June
	July
	August
	Sept.
	Oct.
	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May

	Reconstitution meetings
	Hire facilitator
	Develop and agree on ToR and concept note
	Identify funders
	 
	Funding secured
	Hire researchers
	Research begins
	Research
	National road show
	 
	 FINAL REPORT

?

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Identify Academic panel
	Form Academic panel
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Timeline – Indonesia

	2006
	2007
	2008

	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May
	June
	July
	August
	Sept.
	Oct.
	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May

	Desktop study
	Fundraising
	Stakeholder workshop
	Development of ToRs
	Start process of recruiting researcher
	 
	Research commissioned
	 
	Research (process recorded)
	 
	Evaluation of research results
	MSH workshop
	Advocacy (process recorded)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NWG consolidation (retreat) to discuss coordination, Secretariat, ground rules
	IS visit
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	How to get started (process recorded)
	Fundraising (process recorded)
	Development of research design
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Dissemination (research findings, policy recommendations

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Timeline – Brazil

	2006
	2007
	2008

	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May
	June
	July
	August
	Sept.
	Oct.
	Nov.
	Dec.
	Jan.
	Feb.
	March
	April
	May

	Technical agreement between NWG and government
	 
	Research starts
 
	ASSEMAE workshop
	 Research
	ABES congress
	 
	Final results (draft)
	 
	Report published
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	Workshop on preliminary findings
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Review of Project Governance at National and International Levels

International Coordinator gave a presentation on the Structure and Governance of The Water Dialogues and the role of the IWG. She also presented a diagram giving the structure, advocacy and accountability between the various members of The Water Dialogues.

IWG Responsibilities

· Delivering on DFID and other grant proposals and ensuring financial integrity of the International Secretariat

· Managing International Secretariat staff

· Providing strategic direction to the project

· Promoting The Water Dialogues in national and international fora

· Ensuring project principles are followed

Key Principles
· Genuine participation of a wide range of stakeholders
· A key role for national governments

· National assessments firmly grounded in evidence generated by holistic research based on robust methodologies

· Flexibility for countries to adapt research questions to national realities, while maintaining some global commonalities 

· Emphasis on building in-country capacity and robust consultative structures  

· Finite international process with small secretariat to be disbanded in 2008 
Questions

· What role do founding members play at the IWG, beyond being representative of a sector’s perspective and representing the views of their organisation? 

· As national dialogues develop, the focus and activities of The Water Dialogues changes in line with their discussions and decisions.  Is there a risk that the founding members will lose touch?

· Each National Working Group is now represented on the IWG but how has this impacted on the balance between different sector actors?  What process is needed to maintain this balance?

· If a sector representation is envisaged what should the minimum requirements for the sector representative be in terms of liaison and feedback with the sector members?
Plenary Discussion
The plenary discussion focussed mainly on the makeup of the IWG, the roles that members of the IWG play, the role of the IWG as a whole, and ways of strengthening the IWG’s work.

In terms of the makeup of the IWG, it is important to bear in mind the balance of the group, not just having the right numbers. A balance of sectors should be represented on the group, NWGs should consider this when selecting link people to participate in the group. For example, local government perspective may still be needed on the IWG. The issue of chemistry is also important and may outweigh a perceived need to expand the group. 

Legitimacy of the IWG comes from the mandate given by the 62 organisations participating in the Berlin meeting in 2004. The aim of the original founding group was to have the broadest range of perspectives represented on IWG: a collegiate approach rather than a mechanistic mandate. It is important not to formalise things too much or we risk ending up in a CSD-like caucus process.

The role of founding members is to bring different perspectives into the debate: being outside NWG processes is a plus. At the same time, NWG link people add a richer balance to the group. Maintaining continuity on the IWG is also necessary for accountability to donors and institutional memory – founding members play an important role in this. It is important to clarify how the IWG members are representing the perspectives of their sectors. Informal sector-wide briefings would be helpful by IWG members. 

There is also a risk of founding members losing touch with the process – this is a sign of real growth of The Water Dialogues. It is a responsibility of IWG members to stay in touch and all Water Dialogues participants to let the IWG know if they think they are getting out of touch. However, the multiple roles of the IWG (advocacy at international forums, fundraising, technical guidance) means the risk of losing touch is minimal.

A review of the IWG’s role and mandate, including how representative it is of the different stakeholder groups, would be useful. No changes may be necessary, but a review could be constructive. Improved communication between the IWG, NWGs and the International Secretariat would also be helpful.

The IWG agreed to develop its ToR and circulate them to all NWGs.

Current Make-up of IWG:

To date, the following people are members of the IWG (alternates are listed in [ ]):

	Name
	Organisation
	Sector
	Role
	Country

	Antonio Miranda Neto
	ASSEMAE
	Municipal public water operators
	Founding Member
	Brazil

	Belinda Calaguas [Timeyin Uwejamomere]
	WaterAid
	International development NGO – WSS
	Founding Member
	

	Budi Widianarko
	UNIKA
	Academic
	NWG  link
	Indonesia

	César Costa e Silva
	ABES
	Professional Association
	NWG link
	Brazil

	David Boys
	Public Services International (PSI)
	Trade Union
	Founding Member
	

	Helen Mbabazi
	APWO
	Domestic private water operators
	Founding Member
	Uganda

	Jessica Wilson
	Environment Management Group (EMG)
	National environment  advocacy NGO
	Founding Member and NWG link
	South Africa

	Ramon Alikpala
	National Water Resources Board
	Government
	NWG link
	The Philippines

	Robin Simpson
	Consumers International
	NGO – consumers
	Founding Member
	

	Ulrike Ebert [Richard Aylard]
	Thames Water
	International private water operator
	Founding Member
	

	Warren Nyamugasira
	NGO Forum
	NGO network
	NWG link
	Uganda


Open Session: Issues Arising

Participants were divided into three breakout groups to identify and discuss any issues that they did not feel were covered during the meeting, but needed attention.

Feedback from Groups
Group 1:

· Budget allocation: international/national

· Newsletter/update to each other and for e.g. public information (or to donors)

· Support from IS/IWG to establish and strengthen NWG

· Stronger links between NWGs – some concrete suggestions: e.g. invite representatives to each other’s NWGs, exchange visits

· Share proposals with each other (examples to each other)

Group 2:

· List of possible topics/issues for research at the international level

· Communication between secretariat and IWG, NWG, Secretariat

· Define outputs from NWG for the next 6 months – how to share it with the IS

Group 3:

· International Academic Panel members – need for them to have time to get more background on TWD process and what we are looking for so when they engage with us they can help us move forward. 

· Role of the IWG in relation to IS: would be good if IWG had time to explain to everyone how the IWG roles were constituted. All IWG members are also organised into committees and they have responsibilities and they do work like a Board and are called upon to provide support to certain national processes.

· International Private sector is concerned that it has raised the issue of adequate representation on the IWG and yet nothing has happened.

· In Johannesburg everyone was too isolated from everything and therefore the experience was too intensive. Here in Berlin, it is more pleasant and there is more space. It is also clear that NWGs are advancing with their work so the focus on research is good.

· Rotation of international meetings is a good idea.

International Secretariat Support to National Working Groups

Participants were asked to prioritise what kind of support they most wanted from the International Secretariat. The following list was taken from a brainstorm discussion earlier in the meeting – the ranking reflects the amount of votes participants gave each item.

Buzz-work Feedback

	1
	Expert technical backstopping: e.g. writing funding & research proposals; sending to the International Academic panel for their advice and comments.

	2
	Exchanging frameworks as they are being developed between different National Dialogues

	3
	Review on assessment methodology encompassing technical aspects, financial aspects, institutional analysis, socio-political analysis…..

	3
	David’s points, what are the trends amongst the key international actors and policy makers and change in context scenario over the last few years. Thoughts around future trends, projections, International policy trends, past, present and for future.

	4
	Short history of Water Dialogue, and process documentation from beginning to date.

	5
	Strengthening communication between the NWGs and IWG.

	6
	Website. With a private password protected section maybe where dialogues could see what is happening in different places/countries

	7
	When research is underway and results are coming, IS can look at trends, interesting points and issues and share across countries.

	8
	Alternative Financing Models which may exist somewhere. Where investments can come from.

	
	

	
	Researching International Financing Institutions and conditionalities on Water and Sanitation projects

	
	Possibility of research tools being exchanged.

	
	Strengthening communication between different sector actors.

	
	Shared financial analysis model.

	
	To look at different institutional frameworks that are in operation in different places. 

	
	2001 to the present. What changes have there been in context

	
	To take the themes from Joburg and develop the cutting age research and work (summary) and few references and sources that could be followed. Latest thinking and trends.
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