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Action Points 

SESSION 1

Action points from October IWG meetings that required more attention were:  

Advocacy and Communications

1.  Original Action Point:
The International Secretariat will redraft the Communications Strategy and send it to the Communication and Advocacy sub-group for comments.

Updated Action Point
The IS noted that it had produced an internal communications plan but felt that without research results it was difficult to produce a full external communications strategy until later in the life of the project.  Nevertheless, the IS would continue to build parts of the strategy, identifying potential audiences and communication methods, etc., in liaison with the Advocacy and Communications Sub Group.

2.  Original Action Point:
IWG members were reminded that they should keep their own organisations up-to-date regarding The Water Dialogues.  They will be asked to report back on their activities at the next IWG meeting. 

Updated Action Point

The Advocacy and Communications Sub-Group will assist the International Secretariat in developing key messages about The Water Dialogues and create a ‘crib sheet’ that provides common language, key words to be used, and the most important statements to be made. This will help to create a “common ground” for communications between members of The Water Dialogues and the external world. 

3.  Original Action Point
IWG link members are asked to remind their National Working Groups (NWGs) that the country pages on the website belong to them. The pages can only be updated if they send information to the International Secretariat.
Updated Action Point

This is a “continuous” action point that should be reviewed at each meeting.

Research and Process Recording

4.  Original Action Point:
IWG members will remind NWG members of the importance of using participatory research methods that allow for the active involvement of poor communities and small-scale independent providers in their work.
Updated Action Point

This is a “continuous” action point that should be reviewed at each meeting.

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

Updated Action Point

Each NWG will review progress in developing a national institutional overview and re/confirm decisions on what scoping studies should include. The IS will provide assistance to NWGs regarding general questions to address, what should be covered and how to go about the studies

6.  Original Action Points
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.

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

Updated Action Point

The IS will consider realistic options for a trends paper, given the limited time at its disposal, and will monitor trends and lessons as they emerge from the findings of NWGs to ensure that the IWG and all NWGs are kept up-to-date. 

7.  Original Action Point:
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.

Updated Action Point:

Part of a toolkit of assessment methodologies has been prepared by the IS and a CD-Rom was given to NWG link persons.  Additional information will be developed for circulation among NWGs. The IS will obtain and circulate a copy of the paper on Consensual vs. Confrontative Dialogue from Mary Galvin. 

SESSION 2

Uganda

· Hilary, Ganesh, Helen and Sylvester will meet to discuss recruitment and contract issues, leadership of the NWG, fundraising, and how to address hosting issues.

· To assist incoming coordination staff in Uganda, the International Secretariat will produce examples of financial accounting systems, finance forms and financial management protocols for the NWG. 

· The IS will assist NWG members in creating stronger links with the International Academic Panel.

Brazil  

· Belinda, Timey and Rory will provide Cesar and Antonio with contact details for Brazilian NGOs so that they can be invited to forthcoming stakeholder meetings.
Indonesia

· The IS and IWG are requested to provide assistance to the Indonesia NWG for fundraising including strengthening contacts with the Dutch Embassy and Dutch Government.

South Africa 

· The IS will provide liaison assistance and funding for Richard Franceys’ visit in May.
Philippines update 

· Rory will provide feedback to the group in the Philippines on the discussion at the IWG meeting.

· Hilary will produce a concept note to provide the NWG with a basis for discussing how to proceed with the new approach.  

· The Philippines NWG will arrange a meeting to discuss the concept note and decide how the approach will operate, and how issues raised by the IWG can be addressed.
SESSION 3 

·  NWGs are reminded that there is a small fund to cover local consultancy support held by the International Secretariat.  This fund could be used to seek guidance on participatory research processes since there will be no academic expert on the International Academic Panel. 
· NWGs are invited to approach the International Secretariat to arrange visits by members of the International Academic Panel to provide guidance and support on research methods and research design.

· Ken will act as convenor for the D-Group and will create protocols and guidelines for use of the sight. 
· All IWG members will be invited to join the D-Group.  
· IWG-NWG link members and national Coordinators will be contacted to obtain lists of approved invitees from NWGs (e.g. those that have signed national Codes of Conduct).
· The International Secretariat will create a list-serve for the IWG.

· The International Secretariat will research into the best dates for the Bali International Meeting before emailing IWG and NWG members.

· Indonesia NWG will research venues for the Bali International Meeting and report to the International Secretariat.

· The International Secretariat will organise flights and other logistics for the international meeting in Bali.
SESSION 4 

Stockholm 

· Kate and Hilary will find out about the size of room for the Side Event at Stockholm

· David, Belinda, Mary and Rory have offered to provide support in the development of the Side Event. 

· The International Secretariat will support NWGs in producing updates that can be included in a leaflet to be distributed at Stockholm Water Week.

Research Meeting

In preparation for the Research Meeting:

· A dialogue will be opened on the D-Group framework to discuss developing guidelines for national context analyses, and to what degree convergence is possible. Ken will initiate this after D-Groups are established.

· The International Secretariat will arrange for the circulation of national context analyses, interim reports and research methodologies to IAP members before the Research Meeting.

· The International Secretariat will support IAP members in ensuring they are briefed before the Research Meeting and for on-going support to NWGs.

· The Research sub-group will develop on-going communication and share experiences in preparation for the Research Meeting.

· Mary will draft some initial themes for developing comparability of national contextual analyses. This will be discussed by the Research sub-Group.

SESSION 6 

· The Management Group will have a teleconference to discuss:
· A networking plan and how to resource this.

· How to include other stakeholder perspectives in the deliberations of the project without inviting them to join the governance structure. 

· Whether there should be formal protocols for assessing the different categories of membership of the IWG and for handling further requests for stakeholders to join.

· The possible need for clearer delineation and explanation of decision-making structures between national and international levels

· Hilary will draft a letter on the subject of IWG membership, for approval by the IWG, to be sent to JoWam and APWO.
SESSION 8

· The IWG agreed that The Water Dialogues would extend the project deadline to September 2008. 

· The International Secretariat will discuss the personnel and financial implications, including additional fundraising requirements, arising from an extended deadline with the Management Sub-Group and produce firm proposals for the next IWG meeting. 

· The Advocacy and Communications sub-group will discuss at what point all national dialogues will be ready to discuss and agree advocacy messages arising from the research and national and international level.
SESSION 9

· Antonio will send out an update of the work currently ongoing with The Hashimoto Action Plan and WOPs following the UN meeting in May in China.

· The IS will investigate the possibility of conducting an international literature review on bilateral investment agreements relevant to water and sanitation.
SESSION 10

· The International Secretariat will produce a short note on options for exit strategies for discussion by NWGs. 

· The IWG will give further thought to how the work of the project could be carried on in new countries at its next meeting.  
SESSION 13

Management Sub-group
· Discussions were not completed, so the Management Sub-group have agreed to hold a teleconference.

· The International Secretariat will discuss the possibilities of inputting process reporting into DFID’s water report, which will be released at CSD.  

Research Sub-group

· The International Secretariat will develop a timetable of the approvals process necessary for presenting research results (preliminary or final) in public fora.

Advocacy and Communications Sub-group

· The International Secretariat will look into the funding implications and pros and cons of different venues for the final presentation of the research, as well as of having a single versus multi-event approach to The Water Dialogues research launch.
SESSION 12

· The International Secretariat will consider the suggestions made by the IWG and input these into further work on beginning the Guide. 

· The International Secretariat will create a production timetable for getting the Guide ready for CSD.

· Jessica will circulate her presentation on process recording.
Notes of the International Working Group Meeting

16th – 17th April 2007

London

Present

International Working Group Members

· Antonio Cesar da Costa e Silva, ABES, Brazil

· Antonio Miranda Neto, ASSEMAE, Brazil

· Helen Mbabazi, Association of Private Water Operators of Uganda

· Bambang Purwanto, Department of Public Works, Indonesia 

· Jessica Wilson, Environmental Monitoring Group, South Africa

· David Boys, Public Services International, Geneva

· Rory Villaluna, Streams of Knowledge, the Philippines

· Ulrike Ebert, Thames Water, UK

· Richard Aylard, Thames Water, UK

· Sylvester Kugonza, Uganda Management Institute
· Belinda Calaguas, WaterAid, UK

· Timeyin Uwejemamore, WaterAid, UK

· Mary Galvin, Coordinator, The Water Dialogues, South Africa

International Secretariat

· Hilary Coulby

· Ken Bluestone

· Kate Martin 

· Ganesh Pangare

Observer (Day Two)

· Peregrine Swann, Department for International Development, UK

MONDAY 16TH APRIL

SESSION 1

Following a welcome from the International Secretariat (IS) and introductions from members (see Appendix Two), matters arising were reviewed from the last International Working Group (IWG) meeting and the last International Meeting (IM), both of which took place in Berlin October 2006. Action points that required further attention were updated. A complete list of action points for the April 2007 IWG meeting, including updated action points from 2006 appears at the front of this report.   

SESSION 2

Updates from National Dialogues

Uganda
Sylvester Kugonza noted a number of important developments for the Uganda Water and Sanitation Dialogues (UWSD): 

· The National Working Group (NWG) recently conducted interviews to appoint a Research Coordinator and identified two suitable candidates, with support from the International Secretariat.

· Negotiations regarding a financial and physical host for UWSD were continuing with UWASNET. UWASNET were requesting a monthly percentage of Uganda’s budget. The IWG suggested that a fixed monthly cost would be more appropriate and would help reduce any uncertainties for both UWASNET and the UWSD. 

· The French Embassy made a provisional commitment of  $30,000 and WaterAid in Uganda committed $ 5,500 to the first phase of work.

· UWSD still needs to fundraise for the second phase of its work. The budget for this has decreased from US$ 561,579 to US$ 350,000 – partly due to projected human resource costs. The NWG will follow up initial contacts with the National Water & Sewerage Corporation and the water Ministry, as well as with other donors.

· The NWG recognises that it would be valuable to create stronger links between their national academic panel and the International Academic Panel and would like to have participation from the IAP at country level.

	ACTION POINTS:

· Hilary, Ganesh, Helen and Sylvester will meet to discuss recruitment and contract issues, leadership of the NWG, fundraising, and how to address hosting issues.

· To assist incoming coordination staff in Uganda, the International Secretariat will produce examples of financial accounting systems, finance forms and financial management protocols for the NWG. 

· The IS will assist NWG members in creating stronger links with the International Academic Panel.


Brazil  

Antonio Cesar da Costa e Silva made a PowerPoint presentation (see Appendix Two for full text). Important developments regarding the research and membership of the Brazil NWG included: 

· Leonardo Levy (alternate to IWG) and Ana Lia de Castro (ABCON – an Association of Private Operators) are the two link-people from the NWG who will oversee the research together with the Brazilian Government. The Government’s agreement with the NWG stipulates that the NWG has sign-off on all expenditure for the research, thereby increasing the NWG’s control of the process.  Furthermore, the Government’s representatives overseeing the research include Nyedja Marinho, who is also a member of the NWG.

· The research contract was awarded to a consortium of two organisations: INECON, a private consultancy firm based in Chile that works throughout the Latin American region; and Fundação Getulio Vargas, a Brazilian university-linked foundation. The tender for the contract was open internationally.

· The first presentation of the research methodology has been given successfully and on the 26 April there is a stakeholder methodology workshop in Brasilia. Miguel Solanes from the International Academic Panel will participate in this workshop. 
· The ABA – Brazilian association of all regulatory and utilities agencies has been accepted as a new member of the NWG. 

With regard to membership, IWG members expressed some concern about the lack of civil society perspectives in Brazil’s NWG and research. It was noted that the Freshwater Association Network in Brazil had expressed interest in being part of The Water Dialogues process in Brazil. It was also noted that NGOs were given the opportunity to join the process during its early stages, but due to differing priorities and lack of resources they did not become long-term members.  It was explained that initial contacts had been mainly with NGOs interested in water supply and sanitation, rather than those addressing water conservation. In the future, all interested parties will have an opportunity to engage with the process through the stakeholder workshops to be held during the research phase. These workshops should provide a forum for open discussion with wider stakeholder groups. 

ACTION POINTS

· Belinda, Timey and Rory will provide Cesar and Antonio with contact details for Brazilian NGOs so that they can be invited to forthcoming stakeholder meetings.

Indonesia

Pak Bambang Purwanto provided an update on the context in Indonesia as well on issues for the NWG. 

· Recently, a number of Government organisations have established a long-term process aimed at investing sufficient resources to achieve 40% W&S coverage throughout the country by 2009. The MDG goal for 2015 is 80% coverage in urban areas and 60% in rural areas. 

· The first large PPPs in Indonesia awarded under the previous regime were adversely affected by nepotism and favouritism. This has created hostility and scepticism towards PPPs, especially within the NGO sector. 

· Thames Water has ended its investment in Jakarta and is selling its assets to Aquatica.

· Regarding NWG membership, the Indonesia Dialogue is discussing inviting a new member from the board of BPP-SPAM – the government body set up to promote PPPs. 

· Regarding fundraising, NGO members of the NWG are not willing to receiving funding from the ADB or World Bank.  But since bilateral donors no longer require their grants to be channelled through the World Bank trust fund, there are new opportunities for fundraising. Currently the Indonesia NWG is targeting AusAid and GTZ.  The Dutch could also be a possible funder. 

	ACTION POINTS

· The IS and IWG are requested to provide assistance to the Indonesia NWG for fundraising including strengthening contacts with the Dutch Embassy and  Dutch Government.


South Africa 

Mary Galvin outlined progress in South Africa. 

· Mary participated in the World Social Forum in February and gleaned many ideas to share with the NWG.  

· Three members of the NWG were on a panel at the Municipal Services Project conference where they presented their experiences.  Their accounts were met with an enthusiastic response.

· The NWG are in the process of recruiting researchers and have already recruited two new part-time Project Officers. The NWG will hire individual researchers on short-term contracts rather than employ a consulting group. About 14 researchers will be used.

· The research design has been established through a series of NWG meetings, consultations between Mary, individual stakeholders and academics, and through a Forum Meeting in early April that brought together sixty-eight representatives from a wide range of stakeholder groups.  The Forum Meeting was a success and provided new impetus to move the research forward. 

· The NWG have identified a total of twenty-four case studies to be carried out, although this number may have to be reduced after the pilot study if there are insufficient funds to cover this wide range of cases.

· Richard Franceys from the IAP will be visiting the South Africa NWG in May.

· Not all members of the NWG have signed the Code of Conduct and continuing efforts are being made to secure their commitment.  

	ACTION POINT

· The IS will provide liaison assistance and funding for Richard Franceys’ visit in May.


Philippines update 

NOTE:  This account includes the second round of discussions on the Philippines that took place on Day Two of the IWG meeting.

Rory Villaluna gave an extended account of some of the dramatic changes and new approach to the dialogues in the Philippines.  
· After failing to meet in November and December, the NWG accepted an offer from Hilary to arrange their next meeting from London. A date was fixed in February, but the meeting had to be cancelled at the last minute due to competing commitments of some key members.  

· A second meeting was being planned for March, but had to deferred due to difficulties in organizing schedules for the steering committee. A small core group meeting composed of Manila Water, IPD, NWRB and STREAMS was then organized in February 15, 2007 to discuss the possible way forward for the Philippines Water Dialogues. This meeting went ahead but at the last minute Rory was unable to attend. During this small meeting, Perry Rivera of Manila Water expressed a desire to back out because Manila Water is engaged in a time consuming rate-rebasing exercise.  In addition, Jude Esguerra from IPD had expressed difficulty in continuing because his duties in his new role as IPD’s Director put huge pressure on his time, and Dondi Alikpala had indicated that NWRB is currently undergoing a crisis (due to proposals of abolishing NWRB) and that he is actually considering to move from NWRB to the Asian Development Bank. This meant that three of the four NWG members who had been the driving force behind the Philippines Dialogues could be lost. The International Secretariat was informed about the situation and Hilary proposed that the NWG explore other possible avenues to continue the dialogue.  

· Under the circumstances, it was decided that it would be more efficient to have a short meeting of NWG members at a forthcoming GTZ Roadmap meeting to test the waters and decide whether the Philippines Dialogues should continue.  
· The GTZ Roadmap Process has helped to formulate some clear common principles for the W&S sector amongst stakeholders and thus promoted discussion and agreement within the Philippines Dialogue regarding basic human rights in relation to W&S and what the state’s responsibility is towards provision of W&S.  As a result the NWG wishes to address the question of how universal access to W&S can be achieved in the Philippines – what models and options exist – rather than the more narrow question of whether and how the private sector should be involved in W&S service delivery. 

· Agreeing this broader question inspired a foundation for the Philippines Dialogues and provided a new impetus for advocacy aimed at government and other stakeholders. 

· Given the ASEAN commitment to meeting the MDGs on W&S by 2010 (instead of 2015), it is vital that stakeholders in the Philippines find common objectives and it is hoped that through the End Water Poverty Campaign, the Roadmap process and the Dialogues, this can be achieved.

· Through a consultative process, and with support from Hilary, the PNWG has decided to adopt a “Focused Group Discussion” format with invited audiences from a wide range of sector stakeholders. All types of models for Private Sector Participation will be looked  at in these discussions.

· Making this process robust enough to contribute to achieving the 2010 targets will require further discussion and agreement amongst PNWG members.  

· Rory stressed that, although the Philippines group have come to a consensus on adopting the discussion forum format, they are willing to pull out of The Water Dialogues if the new approach is deemed to deviate too much from the IWG’s agreed process. 

Following Rory’s presentation a number of questions and concerns were raised. 

On a point of information, it was noted that the term “focus group” might be confusing. Marxists use the term to describe an ad hoc, diverse group formed either to resolve a problem or, more often, to identify the spread of opinions on an issue (but not to make policy decisions).  But the term “focus group” is also used to describe a common market research tool in which the opinions and emotional responses to products, concepts or issues are tested through facilitator-led discussions with a small group. 
IWG members were worried about the implications of Manila Water’s withdrawal – did this mean they no longer supported The Water Dialogues?  Rory reassured the IWG that in addition to some impatience with the slow development of the dialogues in the Philippines, Manila Water were experiencing genuine difficulties due to the rate-rebasing exercise.  However the company was not hostile to the Dialogues and may re-join at a later date.   Meanwhile, staff of Maynilad and small-scale water providers had attended the first discussion forum and expressed interest in becoming regular participants. 

Concerns were expressed about whether the discussion forums would be sufficiently rigorous for the reports produced to withstand the inevitable criticisms.   And whether the forum reports would prove to be adequate outputs on which policy advocacy could be based.  It was felt that it would be important to include inputs on the socio-economic and political context, including existing policies, rather than focus only on case studies. Rory agreed to discuss these issues with the NWG. 

Another issue was whether the Philippines was now focusing on how the private sector should be involved in W&S service delivery rather than whether the private sector should be involved.  Rory noted that there was an issue regarding whether non-profit organisations (e.g. cooperatives) should be considered as part of the private sector but that, for the Philippines, small scale independent providers were counted as private sector and there were few questions regarding their involvement. It was clarified that the framework for a Dialogue is essentially rested upon the ‘reframing questions’ and that the autonomy of each national project component relies upon the different approaches they take to answering these questions.

A question of the funding for this process was also raised. The support of the Philippines Water Partnership and the willingness of NWG members to host discussion forums was appreciated.  Nevertheless, to ensure forums are organised regularly, to lessen the pressure on NWG members and to draw in stakeholders from outside Manila, it seems inevitable that funds will have to be raised.   JBIC and USAID could be possible donors. 

It was felt that the group in the Philippines has an opportunity to marry their process with the GTZ Roadmap.  This should be relatively straightforward since several members of the Philippines NWG are also members of the Roadmap process. 

The Philippines will need patience and help to progress from now – there must be a balance between what the NWG can realistically achieve and the requirements of The Water Dialogues. 

Rory welcomed the discussion and agreed to talk to the Philippines NWG about the issues raised.  The IWG is not necessarily in opposition to the new approach proposed, however, the focused group discussion format will need to be looked at further. The IWG may also have to clarify what constitutes a Dialogue and how a Dialogue is defined in light of this new approach. 

	ACTION POINTS

· Rory will provide feedback to the group in the Philippines on the discussion at the IWG meeting.

· Hilary will produce a concept note to provide the NWG with a basis for  discussing how to proceed with the new approach.  

· The Philippines NWG will arrange a meeting to discuss the concept note and decide how the approach will operate, and how issues raised by the IWG can be addressed.


SESSION 3 

Business Session

Update on Financial Reports 

Hilary drew attention to a letter from GTZ confirming receipt of the final financial report on the GTZ grant to The Water Dialogues, and providing authorisation of expenditure. This officially completes all spending on the GTZ grant to the Project and the final remaining budget has been successfully transferred to the Water Dialogues accounts. 

Ken and Hilary provided an overview of the financial documentation produced for DFID outlining the budget and detailed expenditure for the third quarter (December 2006 to March 2007) of the DFID grant to The Water Dialogues. The IWG were updated on reasons for under-spending and the forecasted budget and expenditure for April – June 2007.  

Terms of Reference for International Working Group and International Secretariat 

The final versions of both the IWG and IS TORs were presented to the meeting and approved by all members (see Appendix Three).

International Academic Panel 

The International Secretariat proposed that no fourth member for the International Academic Panel should be sought. The current IAP members are not over-stretched and some national dialogues are drawing upon local academics or forming national academic panels to provide support. The IS said that it might be more useful to use the  £3500 honorarium set aside for a fourth IAP member to fund extra visits by current IAP members to national dialogues, or for research visits between national dialogues. The proposal was approved by the IWG.

	ACTION POINTS

· NWGs are reminded that there is a small fund to cover local consultancy support held by the International Secretariat. This fund could be used to seek guidance on participatory research processes since there will be no academic expert on the International Academic Panel. 
· NWGs are invited to approach the International Secretariat to arrange visits by members of the International Academic Panel to provide guidance and support on research methods and research design.


Internal Communications Plan

Ken gave a presentation about D-Groups. It was explained that following the Berlin 2006 International Meeting mandate to improve communications among all The Water Dialogues participants, D-Groups was identified as the most appropriate tool to use. 

Ken outlined the origin of D-Groups and explained that creating a D-Group for The Water Dialogues would meet the following needs:  access to documents, greater person-to-person links, and more responsive communication.  Of course, any network communications forum is only as good as its participants’ involvement and the strength of the D-Group will depend on people using the site regularly.  

To access the D-Group, IWG and NWG members will be invited by the IS, acting as the D-Group administrator. Members will choose their own password. It was emphasised that it is the responsibility of NWG and IWG members to maintain the confidentiality of materials shared. Regarding whom NWGs should select to join the D-Group, it was agreed that the length of time members have been with the NWG could be used as a criteria for inclusion.  Protocols for using the D-Group will be provided by the International Secretariat – these can be updated to meet changing needs in the future. 

Creating a list-serve for IWG email correspondence was also discussed as being very helpful for some IWG members.

	ACTION POINTS

· Ken will act as convenor for the D-Group and will create protocols and guidelines for the use of the site. 
· All IWG members will be invited to join the D-Group.  
· IWG-NWG link members and national Coordinators will be contacted to obtain lists of approved invitees from NWGs (e.g. those that have signed national Codes of Conduct).
· The International Secretariat will create a list-serve for the IWG


Revised dates for Bali meeting

Following discussions with IWG members, a date range of 23rd November - 5th December 2007 was agreed for the next International Meeting to be held in Bali. 

	ACTION POINTS

· The International Secretariat will research the best dates for the Bali International Meeting before emailing IWG and NWG members.

· Indonesia NWG will research venues for the Bali International Meeting and report to the International Secretariat.

· The International Secretariat will organise flights and other logistics.


SESSION 4 

Small Group Work

1. Side Event at Stockholm Water Week 

Group: Antonio, Belinda, Cesar, David, Helen, Hilary, Jessica, Kate, Rory and Ulrike
The group discussed the format and content of the project’s Side Event at Stockholm Water Week, which will take place from 5.15 – 6.45pm on Tuesday 14th August 2007.  

It was felt that it would be good to have a more interactive, less traditional format. Ideas centred on role-play or a fish bowl exercise. Some members expressed concern about the very technical Stockholm audience and whether participatory events would really grab their interest and respect. Furthermore, given that fifty to eighty people are likely to attend there were concerns that the room may not be large enough for an interactive approach. It could be necessary to limit numbers or have an invitation-only event. 

The focus of the Side Event would be lessons learned from being part of The Water Dialogues and from the process recording, which demonstrate the benefits of the project’s approach and methods.   It would be important to focus on real issues and real experiences and be honest about the challenges faced.  

It was noted that not all participants would be supporters of The Dialogues.  If an interactive format were chosen it would be important to focus on a real sector issue and do some genuine problem solving. 

The Secretariat has limited funds but could support up to one person to from each NWG, plus one from the IWG, and two members of the International Secretariat or seven to eight persons in total. David Boys expects to attend independently. Decisions will be made once the side event format has been finalised.

We need to demonstrate that PSP is still an issue and that this is a special type of dialogue that requires confidence building.  

The group also discussed publicity and information materials needed for the Event. It was suggested that each NWG should produce an update that could be included in a leaflet for distribution during the event.

	ACTION POINTS

· Kate and Hilary will find out about the size of the room for the Side Event at Stockholm

· David, Belinda, Mary and Rory have offered to provide support in the development of the Side Event. 

· The International Secretariat will support NWGs in producing updates that can be included in a leaflet to be distributed at Stockholm Water Week. 


2. International Research Meeting

Group:  Bambang, Cesar, Ganesh, Ken, Mary, Sylvester, Timeyin
An international Research Meeting will be held from the 5th to 7th of September 2007.

It was noted and appreciated that the Research Meeting would happen after the second progress report from Brazil.

Ideas for the content of the meeting included:

· Sharing lessons between NWGs

· Enabling sharing between peers

· Learning lessons from national context analyses – can we ask the same questions?

· How can we make research questions and methodologies as comparable as possible both in research and national contextual analyses?

· Peer sharing & mentoring support from IAP

· Addressing the next steps of research: advocacy and communication.  What are the questions that are going to lead us from research to advocacy: what is the story that is emerging from the data; how do we begin turning the data into advocacy messages?

	ACTION POINTS

In preparation for the Research Meeting:

· A dialogue will be opened on the D-Group framework to discuss developing guidelines for national context analyses, and to what degree convergence is possible. Ken will initiate this after D-Groups are established.

· The International Secretariat will arrange for the circulation of national context analyses, interim reports and research methodologies to IAP members before the Research Meeting.

· The International Secretariat will support IAP members in ensuring they are briefed before the Research Meeting and for on-going support to NWGs.

· The Research sub-group will develop on-going communication and share experiences in preparation for the Research Meeting.

· Mary will draft some initial themes for developing comparability of national contextual analyses. This will be discussed by the Research sub-Group.


SESSION 5 

Research Design

Presentation on research methodologies from Brazil 

Cesar made a presentation (see Appendix Five) about the research methodology that will be adopted in Brazil. 

It was suggested that the Brazil researchers should seek ways of conducting participative research with poor communities to ensure their views and aspirations inform the research findings. Also, it was not clear whether the research design covered the most marginalised communities who had no access to formal water and sanitation services. Linked to this, a question was asked whether the NWG in Brazil was going to look at informal service arrangements.  

Cesar responded that the Brazilian NWG believed the research design encompassed a poverty focus but that informal service arrangements and small water providers are not really an element in Brazil’s W&S sector.

It was observed that as Brazil is not looking at the public sector it would be important to explore how to assess the role of e.g. employee-management relationships.  Another interesting area to look at could be the percentage private sector operators spend of their budgets on marketing and improving their image with the public and politicians. 

Finally it was noted that the degree of political control over private utilities could be a key factor and this needed to be assessed. 

Presentation on research methodologies from South Africa
Mary made a presentation (see Appendix Six), outlining South Africa’s recent discussions regarding research design and methods. It was stressed that the research aims to focus on universal delivery and will look not only at the poorest service recipients but those groups that have no services. Furthermore, in five of the case study areas the intention is to create local dialogues between stakeholders. 

IWG members suggested that twenty-four case studies was an ambitious target and that it would be good to take a step-by-step approach.  Mary assured the Group that a phased approach had been adopted. The first three case studies to be undertaken are on less controversial utilities. Three teams of two researchers, supervised by an expert team, will carry out the research. Not only will subsequent case studies be informed by the lessons learned during this phase but it will also be easier to assess how many case studies will be possible.   

It was observed that the research design seems to cover what works but would deliver less information about why certain models work and how they work.  Perhaps this could be built into the capacity indicators, so that institutional capacity is covered?

Other advice from IWG members included a need to consider the politics of water and the political pressure on water authorities; the need to disaggregate the household in order to capture different perspectives of e.g. women and men; young people and old; the healthy and the unwell, etc.; and a need to factor in user/consumer satisfaction independently of “hard” criteria like water quality and price. 

In addition, it was noted that the relationship between employee and management may be very important in terms of efficient delivery of service and it would be useful to explore the rights of workers to influence decisions. 

Finally, as for Brazil, the IWG recommended that the research should take into account the relative operational autonomy of both public and private utilities as political control and the politics of water may have a significant influence on their ability to deliver a good service.

SESSION 6 

Membership of the International Working Group
Requests from APWO and JoWam that Aquafed be considered for membership on the IWG prompted a wide-ranging discussion by the Group on the issue of membership of the International Working Group.

As a starting point, it was noted that IWG members are not direct representatives of stakeholder groups, but are chosen to represent stakeholder perspectives.  

Further, it was noted that a review of IWG membership at the October 2006 Berlin International Meeting concluded that the IWG should not be further expanded. The only exception would be if it was possible to include someone who could represent a local government perspective. 

In discussing the possibility of expanding membership, IWG members observed that if a narrow view of “perspective” was drawn, a number of stakeholder perspectives could be said to be missing from the Group.  Regarding an international private sector perspective, some members suggested that this could be strengthened but others believed that it was captured adequately in the current membership of the IWG.   

The IWG observed that there would be technical difficulties in expanding its membership, as no guidelines exist for this.  New protocols would have to be created and approved by NWGs to enable new members to be integrated into the IWG.   If an expansion were to take place, rules on the nomination and selection of new members would be needed. It was felt that, in the first instance, an appropriate method for nominations could be for these to be generated by consensus decision-making in NWGs.   

More generally, it was thought that proposals for changes in the governance structures of The Water Dialogues should arise from discussions and endorsements made by NWGs or the IWG collectively, rather than by individuals.  

Expanding the membership of the IWG was also considered in light of the IWG’s processes as a multistakeholder group. In this type of multistakeholder dialogue, it takes time and energy to build trust and confidence between people and it was felt that any further expansion of the group could disrupt and undermine the confidence building already achieved.  For some IWG members it was of critical importance that the stability should be maintained because of the short amount of time remaining before the project was completed. 

On the other hand, the IWG recognised the need to do more to engage with a wider stakeholder group at international and national levels, and the importance of improving dialogue with organisations such as Aquafed.   The management group would discuss the development of a networking plan with the Secretariat including the additional resources that this would require. 

Regarding communication with the international private sector, Thames Water reiterated its openness to liaise with international private companies and confirmed that it would respond positively to any requests for such a dialogue. As in Berlin, Thames thought it would be good to have a specific person in Aquafed to liaise with and requested that IWG/NWG members suggest a name.  The International Secretariat also reiterated its own willingness to provide information to a wider stakeholder group, although it noted communications were constrained by protocols that prevented the IS sharing or discussing details of process or substance until NWGs had agreed that these could be made public. 

In addition, in relation to Aquafed more specifically, it was noted that the organisations of three NWG members (in South Africa, Uganda and Brazil) and one IWG member (Uganda) were members of Aquafed and there were opportunities for specific Aquafed perspectives to be channelled through these members.   

In conclusion, it was agreed that the IWG would not expand to include new members. However, other stakeholder views and perspectives need to be gathered and captured in wider discussions and meetings. It was also recognised that this is the role and responsibility of all NWGs and significant efforts should take place to ensure that a broad range of stakeholders are included.

	ACTION POINTS

The Management Group will have a teleconference to discuss:
· A networking plan and how to resource this.

· How to include other stakeholder perspectives in the deliberations of the project without inviting them to join the governance structure. 

· Whether there should be formal protocols for assessing the different categories of membership of the IWG and for handling further requests for stakeholders to join.

· The possible need for clearer delineation and explanation of decision-making structures between national and international levels

Hilary will draft a letter on the subject of IWG membership, for approval by the IWG, to be sent to JoWam and APWO.


TUESDAY 17TH APRIL

SESSION 7 

Empty Chair Exercise

The day began with an introduction to the agenda followed by the ‘Empty Chair Exercise’, directed by Ken Caplan. The purpose of the exercise was to engage the entire group in thinking about problem solving, teamwork, leadership and joint responsibility.

A note on the exercise can be found in Appendix Seven.

SESSION 8

Review and amendment of project timetables/Berlin calendars

The purpose of this session was to discuss the implications of changes of timetables on: the overall timetable and finances; major events; reports and publications; the International Secretariat and exit strategies.

Each Dialogue outlined the amendments they predicted for their country timetables.

Indonesia:

· Current work is underway on the White Paper and the whole process will hopefully be completed by August.

· The fundraising and research design element of the timetable should both now sit in June.

· The process of recruiting researchers is now predicted to start in September, not July.

· In November/December the International Meeting will take place.

· A Multistakeholder Workshop will be scheduled for the end of February 2008, not April 2008.

· Indonesia has no full-time coordinator and needs assistance from the IS in fundraising, particularly for contacting the Netherlands Government to seek their donor support.

South Africa:

· South Africa expect to have Phase One of their pilot research completed in June/July 2007. 

· In August 2007 the NWG will assess the pilot. 

· Phase Two of the research will commence from September 2007. 

· The first draft of the research report should be done in April 2008. 

· A review of the report by NWG members is scheduled for May 2008.

· In June 2008 the final edit will take place.

· This phase of the SA dialogues should end in July/August 2008.

Brazil:

Brazil’s timetable is the same as was laid out in the presentation given by Cesar in Session 5 (see Appendix Five).

There will be an opportunity for different stakeholders (including civil society) to express their views at the workshops the Brazil NWG will be holding as part of the research process – these are scheduled for April, July, October and December.

IWG members suggested that Brazil consider holding a large multistakeholder forum towards the end of the project, aimed at providing an opportunity for stakeholders to give their feedback on the research. 

It was noted that the advocacy and communications work required to ensure the research has an impact on policy processes cannot be planned until a larger body of research and findings are available.

Uganda:

· The desktop research has been re-scheduled and should be completed by the end of September.

· Fundraising is a top priority. IWG members noted that bi-lateral donors are slow to make decisions and slow to release funds and the development of a full proposal including a draft research design should start immediately, so that funds are in place by October for the second phase of the project.    

· If research begins in October, Uganda should have preliminary findings in March 2008.

· The NWG and wider stakeholder group will review findings in April 2008. 

· Final research reports should be completed by May/June 2008

· Publication of reports will happen in July/August 2008.

The Philippines:

At this stage more discussions are required, but provisionally it was agreed during the meeting that the Philippines would draft a new concept note by the end of May/beginning of June. A scoping study may be undertaken to provide an overview of the current situation. The Philippines Dialogues will complement other policy and reform processes occurring in the country (GTZ’s Roadmap process).

A new facilitator and researcher will be employed in July to bring together the group and keep the momentum of research going, as well as to ensure a robust process. 

The Philippines time frame will have to be reviewed to judge how the proposed new approach will fit in to the overall international timetable, e.g. a final product from the Philippines is needed by May 2008 so that it can contribute to the international overview paper. 

Impact on the overall timetable for The Water Dialogues Project:

The important questions emerging from the discussion were:

1. How will new countries benefit from The Water Dialogues’ work beyond the project completion? How will it be agreed what is to be said?

2. How will the Project be terminated to ensure that current participants (especially those less advanced in their process) are not left ‘high and dry’ i.e. what exit strategies will be adopted? What are the implications if Brazil and South Africa complete their work much earlier than other Dialogues?

3. Is there a way that the research timings can be designed to align preliminary findings?

4. What are the implications for the log-frame and existing donors of the differing rates of research output and the possibility of extending the project time frame?

5. What are the budgetary implications of continuing beyond the original project deadline on national and international levels?

Hilary and Ken gave an explanation of the overall budget in terms of predicted expenditure for the remainder of the project. This included an overview of expected activities, their cost and any remaining funds that are likely to be left over under given budget heads. This, it was noted, is assuming that fundraising at the international level is employed to raise the £38,761 needed to cover the current budget. According to this estimate the project will need to raise an additional £61,000. 

 

Initially, some members expressed concerns over whether national Dialogues would be able to raise necessary funds. The International Secretariat noted that it could not deploy significant funds directly to NWGs, nor raise funds on behalf of NWGs as it would not be possible to take financial responsibility for funds over which they had no management control. . 

 

It was suggested that re-defining what constitutes a dialogue at national level could help countries to meet existing timetables as they would be able to produce a range of different outputs. The International Secretariat felt that this would mean moving too far from the original project objectives and it was important that, as far as possible, levels of academic rigour as well as effective impacts on policy and practice were maintained. 

	ACTION POINTS

· The IWG agreed that The Water Dialogues would extend the project deadline to September 2008. 

· The International Secretariat will discuss the personnel and financial implications, including additional fundraising requirements, arising from an extended deadline with the Management Sub-Group and produce firm proposals for the next IWG meeting. 

· The Advocacy and Communications sub-group will discuss at what point all national dialogues will be ready to discuss and agree advocacy messages arising from the research and national and international level.


SESSION 9

Emerging trends, new policies and processes at international level

Private equity pension fund investors are becoming interested in water portfolios. Their approach is long-term investment, not the usual “buy and flip” strategy of investors wishing to maximise short-term profits.  When companies are privately owned, they no longer appear on the stock market and no longer have to publish financial information.  As private equity owners monopolise the operations of companies, it is hoped they will behave responsibly.  Currently, multinational water companies are stepping back from international contracts requiring major investment in infrastructure and are more interested in BOTs and management contracts.  Meanwhile, domestic/local firms and investors are gaining prominence, especially in South East Asia. 

Antonio outlined his recent work with the Annan Water Board on the Hashimoto Action Plan. The plan aims to promote partnerships between all types of public water operators through the setting up of the Water Operators Partnership (WOPS) for non-profit organisations. The plan seeks mutual cooperation, a willingness to help partners and a view towards sustainability. Institutional reforms are at the top of the priorities for WOPS. 

Those involved in generating the plan are concerned about whether one body alone should be responsible for hosting WOPS, particularly as visibility and credibility are so important to the Plan. In China, a meeting will take place next month at which improvements on initial proposals may emerge – currently UNHABITAT is proposed as host.  IWG members requested that Antonio send out further information following this meeting.
Hilary drew attention to a paper written by Robin about GATS that was circulated as part of the papers for the IWG meeting. Robin suggested that the introduction and conclusions would be helpful to get an overview of the issues.

This prompted questions and discussion about bilateral trade agreements and investment treaties. Peregrine noted that changes in UK law allowed UK-owned companies with operations in other countries to be taken to court in the UK if it is felt that suitable results cannot be found in the countries where their operations are taking place. This will have a significant impact on the way companies are held to account for their actions. IWG members asked if the International Secretariat could conduct a literature review. It was noted that the volume of bi-lateral agreements makes research on this topic quite difficult but the IS would try to gather relevant information.
	ACTION POINTS

· Antonio will send out an update of the work currently ongoing with The Hashimoto Action Plan and WOPs following the UN meeting in May in China.

· The IS will investigate the possibility of conducting an international literature review on bilateral investment agreements relevant to water and sanitation.


SESSION 10

New countries and new approaches

Hilary presented her note outlining the advantages and disadvantages of new countries joining The Water Dialogues given the current context and characteristics of the project (see Appendix Eight).   Correspondence from Ghana and Bangladesh provided the original impetus for considering new countries joining the project. Unfortunately, for a variety of reasons, both countries were unable to pursue their membership. Since then, in response to the December project update, groups in Rwanda and Nigeria made speculative approaches.

In discussion, the following points emerged:

· With the change of approach in the Philippines, it is very important to establish more clearly the criteria for qualification as a Dialogue. The IWG TORs and the project principles should influence these criteria. These criteria have the potential to create space for greater sharing and the emergence of new lessons. 

· The Water Dialogues should not simply close its doors to the chance to further ‘spread its message’. However, there does need to be a decision over the level of support that The Water Dialogues can reasonably offer non-members. 

· It might be a good idea to create criteria for joining the project to ensure that new countries will bring something useful to The Water Dialogues.   If these criteria are met, then there should be a clear statement of what the new member expects from The Water Dialogues and what the project expects from them. 

· For the project to be truly successful, all member countries of The Water Dialogues will need to be involved in taking what we have learned and presenting this to new countries in a way that is useful for them in terms of assessing whether they wish to start a dialogue of their own. 

· The current national dialogues have not just ‘sprung up’; they have required a lot of effort and work.  New countries would require support in terms of IS time, IWG time and IAP time, as well as money.  

· Since a new country would not finish by the time the IS disbands, it would be necessary to find it a new support organisation. At present it is not clear who could continue to house and promote The Water Dialogues.

· It was felt inappropriate to start new dialogues before we have had time to learn all the lessons involved in the current project and can determine the best practice for any new dialogues that may proliferate. 

· It is important to consolidate what we have at the moment. 

· It is very important to think strategically and ensure that whatever action is taken it does not dampen the interest of other countries from beginning their own processes. This relates to the exit strategy that will be employed and is likely to be considered further in November.

The IWG concluded that no new countries should join the project yet but the IWG should think about how the work of The Water Dialogues could be carried on in new countries in the future. 

	ACTION POINTS 

· The International Secretariat will produce a short note on options for exit strategies for discussion by NWGs. 

· The IWG will give further thought to how the work of the project could be carried on in new countries at its next meeting.  


SESSION 11

REPORT-BACK

1. From IWG members on outreach within their own organisations

2. From NWG on outreach to a wider range of national stakeholders

3. From founding members on outreach to a wider range of international stakeholders

Hilary apologised to the group for the delay in producing a basic PowerPoint presentation on The Water Dialogues that eventually had been sent to members the previous week.  No doubt, this had hindered members’ outreach efforts. 

The discussion focussed on specific groups that The Water Dialogues should be aware of at both international and national levels.

DFID noted that the EU water initiative has set up some country dialogues, which it explained exist in eleven countries, including Ethiopia and Rwanda. In Ethiopia, the multistakeholder process has helped to catalyse the improvement of the water and sanitation sector and has encouraged the signing of a universal access plan within the government. 

There was further discussion about engaging with Global Water Partnerships, at both national and international levels. Linking with GWP could strengthen The Water Dialogues outreach to resource-management focussed organisations.

The IWG confirmed its commitment to strengthening The Water Dialogues’ outreach within IWG members’ own organisations, as well as with a wider range of stakeholders at international and national levels.
Before moving on to Session 12 it was decided that Session 13 should be shifted forward to allow the separate IWG groups time to discuss their plans.

SESSION 13

IWG SUB-GROUP DISCUSSIONS

Management Sub-group

The discussion centred on potential opportunities for presenting the results of the research and process. Information from Peregrine about CSD helped to solidify this as a possibility for the launch of the process guidelines. In DFID’s annual water report, it may be possible to input something about multistakeholder processes.

There was additional discussion about the UNDP as a possible locus for The Water Dialogues exit strategy. UNDP are supposed to prepare plans for the UN on a country-by-country basis and are equipped, therefore, to handle the Dialogues. 

	ACTION POINTS

· Discussions were not completed, so the Management Sub-group have agreed to hold a teleconference.

· The International Secretariat will discuss the possibilities of inputting process reporting into DFID’s water report, which will be released at CSD. 


Research Sub-group

The group discussed whether the research could be timed so that preliminary findings for all countries could be ready in March for CSD. Even though setting a deadline not linked to the research process itself might be considered somewhat artificial, it was acknowledged that CSD could involve a more influential group of stakeholders for launching the preliminary research findings.

It is possible that there will be preliminary research findings before CSD, but in order for these to be used publicly a formal  approval process would need to take place. This would involve, at a minimum, the following steps: 1) Approval of preliminary findings by NWGs; 2) International Meeting of The Water Dialogues to look at all preliminary findings approved by NWGs and agree how to present them internationally; 3) Approval by NWGs of proposals put forward by the International Meeting. This process needs to be timetabled.

The group also looked at whether Brazil and South Africa’s finishing before the other NWGs (and making their results public) could undermine the credibility of the results from the other countries – the suggestion being that one group’s results could influence another’s.  This was considered to be a minor threat, as we cannot hold back research results when they are ready, nor do we want to isolate one NWG from another. Besides, there has been a constant flow of communication between the NWGs all along and we can suitably demonstrate the independence of each NWG should any questions arise. 

Brazil and South Africa finishing before the others did raise the question, however, of how to present the results so that each country’s experience is valued equally. There is thus a need to look at what would be presented to CSD.

ACTION POINTS

· The International Secretariat will develop a timetable of the approvals process necessary for presenting research results (preliminary or final) in public fora.

Advocacy and Communications Sub-group

It was initially re-stated that internal communications are an important consideration of all Dialogues. 

The Sub-group discussed venues for the final launch of the research reports. CSD was thought to be too early and expensive for presentation of the research. However, some members highlighted that CSD will be used by DFID and the UN as an opportunity to present their annual reports and that it is a forum providing the right spectrum of stakeholders for the Water Dialogues’ target audiences. 

Stockholm 2008 was suggested as an alternative site for the final big meeting of The Water Dialogues. Although some members expressed concern that Stockholm might be too technical a forum. 

Further to the discussion, it was suggested that perhaps a single big meeting is not the best means for presenting the project’s findings and outputs. August/September was viewed as a possible time for launching the Dialogues research, followed by other smaller events to follow. The World Water Forum in Istanbul in March 2009 was suggested as one such follow-up event.

The Sub-group also discussed what audiences will be targeted by The Water Dialogues, what specific messages are appropriate for these audiences, and how The Water Dialogues members should engage with them. There is a need to remain accountable to all the wider stakeholders involved in The Water Dialogues since its first stages, including all those involved in the Berlin meeting. Planning of the exit strategy should include considerations of communications to wider stakeholder groups.

	ACTION POINTS

· The International Secretariat will look into the funding implications and pros and cons of different venues for the final presentation of the research, as well as of having a single versus multi-event approach to The Water Dialogues research launch.


SESSION 12

PROCESS RECORDING

A presentation was given by Ganesh (see Appendix Nine) and the IWG were asked for feedback on the rough suggestions for how the ‘How-To Guide’ could develop (Slide 5).

The distinction was made between the ‘story’ of the Dialogues, i.e. a narrative and critical account of the emergence and history of the process, versus the Practical Guide (which was the purpose of Slide 5). IWG members felt it was important that the research process not be cut out of the ‘story’ and that the formation of NWGs not be viewed as an end point for the narrative. Essentially, it was felt that the critical narrative of the Dialogues and the practical guide should be separate and complementary, but also that the guide should contain a short account of the narrative. It is important that the multistakeholder process is highlighted to display the uniqueness and difficulty of establishing such a process.

IWG members suggested some specific alterations to the presentation and to the ‘How-To Guide’. Many suggestions reflected concerns over the language and phrasing used. There was a desire to ensure that the Guide should not include absolutes in its language. For example, members requested that ‘stakeholders’ (Slide 3) not be referred to as single group in terms of their stance and reactions. Some members also highlighted that having a ‘paid coordinator’ (Slide 4) was not essential, as Brazil has functioned without one. There were questions about the accuracy of grouping together the ‘important features’ of all the Dialogues. It was felt this could be misleading and may not take into account cultural and political differences between Dialogues. This could lead to the Guide becoming too prescriptive.

The need for getting across the unique aspects of The Water Dialogues, in contrast to other multistakeholder dialogues, was emphasised. The reasons for choosing a multistakeholder process should be explained as well. It was felt that the guide should include descriptions of the process of managing inter-group relations, relationships between staff (paid and voluntary) and NWGs, and the work itself. The financial and logistical arrangements created in the hosting packages adopted by individual NWGs was also felt to be of importance to the Guide.

IWG members requested more information on the timing for the production of the guide. 

	ACTION POINTS

· The International Secretariat will consider the suggestions made by the IWG and input these into further work on beginning the Guide. 

· The International Secretariat will create a production timetable for getting the Guide ready for CSD.
· Jessica will circulate her presentation on process recording.
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