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Notes of the International Working Group Meeting

30th April – 2nd May 2008

London

Present

International Working Group Members

· Belinda Calaguas, Actionaid, UK

· Leonardo Levy, AIDIS & ABES, Brazil
· Antonio Miranda Neto, ASSEMAE, Brazil

· Helen Mbabazi, Association of Private Water Operators of Uganda

· Robin Simpson, Consumers International, London

· Jessica Wilson, Environmental Monitoring Group, South Africa

· Jean-Pierre Mas, JOWAM, South Africa

· Steven Bloomfield, Public Services International, London

· Budi Widianarko, Soegijapranata Catholic University, Indonesia 

· Rory Villaluna, Streams of Knowledge, the Philippines

· Timeyin Uwejemamore, WaterAid, UK

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

International Secretariat

· Hilary Coulby

· Kate Martin 

International Secretariat (Day Two only)
· Ken Bluestone

· Ganesh Pangare
International Academic Panel (Day Two only)

· Richard Franceys, Cranfield University, England

· David Hall, University of Greenwich, London 
Facilitator (Day One & Two)

· Jane Esuantsiwa Goldsmith

WEDNESDAY 30TH APRIL

The meeting started with brief introductions from members, and by welcoming Jean-Pierre Mas to the IWG to replace the private sector perspective previously provided by Ulrike Ebert and Richard Aylard from Thames Water.   Hilary conveyed apologies from Gary Wyeth regarding the withdrawal of Ranhill Utilities from the project due to a decision to focus their efforts on regional WSS issues.   Ranhill have requested that they be kept up-to-date on the progress of the Water Dialogues.

Jane Goldsmith provided an initial explanation for her role as facilitator – to keep the meeting focused and on track.   Members were asked to indicate their main objectives at the meeting as well as some ground rules for interactions.  
National Updates

To set the scene for the updates and discussions on the future of the project, Hilary provided a brief presentation on the aims, objectives and activities

agreed at international level and with DFID.  (See Appendix 2a and 2b) 

The Philippines

The Philippines has been reflecting on its process to date in relation to outputs and outcomes.  The Group is quite excited by the progress so far.   Members believe that even if the international level of The Water Dialogues no longer existed, the robust processes for discussion and debate that have been established, both within the National Working Group and via the sector Round Tables, will continue as multistakeholder platforms for advocacy on sector issues. 

The Dialogues in the Philippines are not just about PSP.  They are about the strategy needed to ensure universal coverage nationally and the common goal of wanting to serve unserved communities is what holds the NWG together.   After some difficulties in 2006, Manila Water is a regular member of the Group and Maynilad also is actively engaged.  In addition, the unions and local government play a full part in NWG discussions.   Although there is no direct representation of poor people on the Group, dialogue is taking place between people’s organisations, cooperatives and community groups and this is fed in by the NGO members of the Group.

A draft national context paper has been prepared and circulated amongst NWG members for comments.  Once amendments are made, it will go out to a wider stakeholder group before being finalised.

The NWG has been working closely with the GTZ-Government RoadMap project developing future directions for the sector and the RoadMap will be providing financial support for the production of a study on sector financing to which the NWG will be making substantive contributions.

The NWG currently is engaged in internal discussions regarding national regulation of the water sector as well as the specifics of regulating Metro Manila, with the objective of identifying gaps, key issues and options for addressing these.  Regulation will be the focus of a forthcoming Round Table to gather views from a wider group of stakeholders before a paper is written.

At a recent workshop on regulation, organised by NWG members in conjunction with UNDP, the contentious issues of regulation for small water utilities was discussed and draft guidelines were produced for adoption by national agencies.

The National Association of Water Providers that was established following a Philippines Water Dialogues Round Table last year has begun advocacy on issues affecting small companies and utilities.

The processes that have been used by in the Philippines require further documentation and the NWG requests that a case study should be made of its unique style of work.
South Africa

South Africa expect to be extending their timeline to at least March 2009, but the exact timetable will depend on whether expected funding is received for additional activities.  Revision of pilot studies and adjusting the ToRs for the next phase of research in line with findings to date has taken more time than expected, while work has been disrupted by daily interruptions in the electricity supply.   

So far South Africa has completed three pilot studies, and findings and cross-cutting themes were discussed in two mutlistakeholder dialogues, each lasting three days.  The dialogues have been recorded and the comments made will become part of the final research reports.   Five more case studies have now been agreed and researchers are being recruited Mary noted that finding qualified researchers who are acceptable to all stakeholders is difficult and time consuming. 

One of the case studies will look at Johannesburg.  Discussions regarding the current management contract are contentious due to the court case against the City of Johannesburg.
  The National Working Group convened a round table on the City’s proposal on Free Basic Water that involved a wide range of stakeholders and further discussions are likely as the court’s ruling is being appealed. 
South Africa’s national context analysis is still being developed, based on extensive comments provided by NWG members. 

In terms of advocacy and communications, an advocacy sub-group has been established and has held its first teleconference.   It is difficult to develop a strategy at this stage when the findings are not yet available.   South Africa’s website was recently revamped.  (See Appendix 3 for the presentation of guidelines for revising and updating websites.) 

South Africa have been keeping detailed records of their process with the help of an external facilitator who has participated at all National Working Group meetings.  The final report on South Africa’s process is likely to be written by Penny Urquhart. 

Mary reported as work continues, some organisations on the NWG are having to change their representatives due to staff leaving or changing posts.  This creates difficulties as new relationships of trust and respect have to be built.  Nonetheless, the process has had a discernible impact on stakeholders’ perspectives and all members are still very passionate about the debates. 

Engagement with poor communities will be increased through a series of “local dialogues” which are being planned to report back on case study findings to the relevant communities, local water service providers and municipalities.  These are expected to affect positively relationships amongst local stakeholders and provide a foundation for improved communications and improved service delivery.  

(See Appendix 5 for the presentation given by Mary.)

Discussion

Interest was expressed about local dialogues and how they will work.  It was explained that the original funding proposal in South Africa had included an element of civil society engagement but this was not developed to the extent that it was formalised in the process.   South Africa currently is developing the objectives and methodology for local dialogues, and reflecting on how to organise them in order to have the most positive effect on interactions between communities and providers.  Thinking is also in progress around how the proceedings and results of local dialogues could be included in case studies. 

Regarding the round table on Free Basic Water, IWG members were surprised that there was still such a level of conflict amongst NWG members in South Africa.  Mary corrected this notion, pointing out that the round table was not limited to NWG members but involved many external stakeholders.  In fact, the trust among NWG members was palpable and distinctly different from relations between non-members.  Nonetheless, it was felt that “too much trust is not necessarily a good thing” as it could lead to complacency around the reason for participating in the Dialogues in the first place. 

Indonesia

Budi informed the IWG about the recent appointment of Alizar Anwar as Coordinator of the Indonesia National Working Group.  The Coordinator’s costs and the research will be funded over the next twelve months by a grant from IDRC.  

The NWG held a second residential meeting in Bogor on 18th and 19th April at which members discussed expected outputs including the White Book, national context analysis (expected to be completed in June).  They also made plans for conducting the pilot case studies and the proposed round-table discussions that will bring in a wider range of stakeholders. 

For the round-table discussions a timeline has been specified, coordinators for the events have been appointed, and topics have been chosen, including financing, politics of budget, public service obligations, and service for the poor – to be coordinated by Hamong, Nila, Alizar and Budi respectively.  

The pilot case studies in 2008 - 2009 will look at two cities comparing the outcomes for consumers in a public sector utility and one involving PSP.  The cities will be Batam as the PSP example and either Bogor or Pontianak for the public utility.  The selection of case study sites has been made to ensure a similarity in terms of raw water supply.  However, it is proving difficult to find any city without any PSP involvement.   An investigation into the level of PSP involvement, number of connections, and city size will determine the choice between  Bogor or Pontianak.  The case studies will focus on financing, management and technical aspects and will compare timeframes and impacts with the emergence of PSP. 

A timeline for recruiting the research leaders has already been decided.  As the IDRC grant is only a year, up to April 2009, the production of these case studies will need to run strictly and to deadlines.  There will be a NWG meeting on 10th May to discuss the White Book and agree the areas to be covered in the next chapter.  Nila Ardhanie has taken responsibility for finalising the contextual analysis and the NWG hopes to complete this by the end of July. 

Discussion

Members suggested that the Indonesian NWG needed to be realistic about the time it can take to recruit researchers.  South Africa’s experience has been that this is very time-consuming.  It is very important in terms of final outcomes to ensure that both the researchers and the ToRs are of a high quality.  

Members asked about the purpose of the round-table discussions.  Budi explained that these fora will provide the opportunity to strengthen and augment Indonesia’s case studies with missing information and the perspectives of key stakeholders.

 (See Appendix 6 for a record of the presentation given by Budi Widianarko.)

Brazil

The Brazil National Working Group started work in late 2003, had developed terms of reference for its activities by 2004 and received funding from the Brazilian Government in 2005 (using a loan from the World Bank).    The Group has experience both expected and unexpected delays. 

A twelve-month research study will end in May 2008 and a wider stakeholder meeting to present the findings will be held in June.  Private operators have been collaborating with the research process – a factor that makes this study unique. 

This meeting will focus on an evaluation of private operators looking at both successful and unsuccessful cases and lessons.  From this the NWG will draw up guidelines for the best role for the private sector in relation to achieving the MDGs and universal access.

There have been some difficulties in the research caused by the fact that only partial information is available regarding utilities’ operations prior to PSP.  However, some preliminary findings seem to be that the duration of a PSP operation is an important variable in determining success; that concession processes are made difficult due to poor conceptualisation and weak contracts as well as lack of regulation; and that there is no difference in fiscal impact on local governments between PSP and public services.

The Brazil group needs to develop a strategy for advocacy on key findings arising from the research and decide on the best way to communicate the research results, including via the website.  A first step will be to develop the national guidelines on PSP and lessons learned from past experiences.  This will be done after the June meeting.  
(See Appendix 7 for the presentation given by Leonardo Levy.)

Uganda

A brief summary of current activities in Uganda was first outlined by Helen who explained that Ganesh had recently visited the country and an NWG meeting had been held.  

The desk top research “Water and Sanitation – Modes of Supply in Uganda” was complete but the final draft still needed to be endorsed by the Group.  During Ganesh’s visit the NWG had identified three topics arising from the research on which they would like to write position papers:  financing; regulation; and small-scale water vendors.  The Group would also like to bring in an expert to edit the desk top study and ensure it is directed at the right audiences.  Current plans include an evaluation workshop in June to mark the end of the NWG and to endorse research produced. 

Helen raised concern about sector representation on the NWG, in particular the fact that the public sector was not fully involved.

Discussion

Members noted that Uganda Water and Sanitation Corporation, the largest public utility in the country was an active member of the NWG but agreed with Helen that it would be good if local government could be more engaged in the process.  The issue of active membership was an important concern and IWG members asked that strategies should be developed to ensure members were able to attend.  For example, organising meetings around busiest members, calling members regularly to chase up, and ensuring the appointment of fixed alternates. 

It was thought that June was a very optimistic end date for the proposed papers.  Ganesh had advised Warren to consider bringing a new timeline to the group for consideration. 

Members decided that a number of important decisions were needed regarding Uganda’s status and agreed to hold further discussions on Friday. 

Review of International Work 

This session provided an opportunity for Hilary to outline potential options for the future of the project.   She began by saying that at national level there were many exciting things happening and everyone was making progress.  Despite the different approaches being taken to research in each country, there should be useful lessons and messages to be taken to regional and international policy makers. 

She expressed concerns, however, about the international level.  The problems experienced in attempting to develop consensus for the terms of reference for the financing paper demonstrated that a “shared perspective” at international level was difficult to find.  Given the tight timing of the project and the widespread locations of IWG members that prevents face to face discussions, it could be a struggle to agree messages for policy advocacy. 

Hilary noted that the Secretariat has no authority and is only able to influence project members by persuasion and advice.  This can lead to frustrations when the Secretariat knows from experience that the course of action being pursued is very unlikely to be successful but is unable to convince members that this is the case.  Watching while things you know will go wrong, do go wrong;  or that will take longer, do take longer;  is painful.   

These issues were magnified by the tension between meeting project deadlines in line with donor commitments and allowing national dialogues to take their time and pursue their own directions.    She felt it would be very important to take the opportunity provided by this meeting to clarify what deliverables could be expected within the project timetable.  

Hilary told the Group that she would be resigning from her role at the end of her current contract but hoped to continue her involvement in another role, writing the practical guide to multistakeholder work.   She felt that having a new person take over the role and bring fresh ideas, energy and enthusiasm to the project would be best for all concerned. 

Hilary outlined two possible options:

1. Collapse the international level of the project and give part of the DFID money and all of the WaterAid funding back.  Admit that there is nothing necessarily new to offer at international level, even though at national level there are clear, positive achievements and results.  This would mean there is no necessity for a final conference or international meetings and any future interaction between IWG members could be virtual.  The International Academic Panel could continue to offer support and guidance by phone and email.  Some DFID money would be kept aside for the process and evaluation of the project and for closing down activities.  IWG members in London could continue to provide mentorship to national groups and could also provide a front for the project.  Any meeting of NWGs, however, would be done later and on the basis of independent funds.  

2. Identify guaranteed deliverable that emphasise the work of NWGs and celebrate the differences emerging at that level.  There would be no expectation that the project would have an international level influence but support would continue to be provided for national groups, including for advocacy.  Thus, money for international advocacy would be given back and a smaller final meeting of IWG members and international stakeholders could be held in London or Germany.  The Secretariat would focus on continued support to the countries and reporting to DFID.  The process guide would still be produced and a small final conference held to outline the strengths and weaknesses of multistakeholder work and national findings.  An international paper drawing together similar lessons from national work could be put together at IWG level.  Perhaps there could also be a paper on PSP, financing, regulation, but grounded in the national experience.  

Jessica then presented some other alternatives for the future of the project – see Appendix 8.

Based on the above information, the group were keen to express their own disagreement with some points raised and explore further the issues outlined. It was decided that intensive time should be devoted to this on Thursday morning. 

THURSDAY 1ST MAY
IWG Discussion of the Next Phase of the Project

IWG members requested that the International Secretariat be absent for discussions between members over the next phase of the project.  The outline below of the outcomes of the discussion has been captured by Robin Simpson.

It was emphasised by the IWG in discussions that followed that although the issues raised by Hilary were taken very seriously and members were disappointed at some of the barriers to the Secretariat’s work, a positive outlook had emerged during discussion. The IWG felt that the morning’s session had provided a definite progressive impetus towards approaching a new phase of the project and ensuring the success of the process, and international deliverables. Members recognised that a third phase of the project had begun - the first phase had been international (scoping research, articulation of project structure, etc.), and the second phase sought to set up and support national processes. In the third phase, the group are renewing the international component and the national processes will provide lessons to amalgamate for international advocacy and information dissemination.

 Moving into Phase 3
National dialogues

Brazil:

· Research workshop June 08: consultant + academic panel

· Research report July 08: consultant
· Communication & advocacy strategy: consultant 
· Process report Dec 08: consultant + NWG + IS
· Achievements report Dec 08: consultant + NWG
· International cooperation: IWG + IS + NWG
 Indonesia:

Products: 

· White book of PSP in WSS in Indonesia: Sept 08

· National context paper: Sept 08

· Reports: case study, round table discussion April 09+ MSH conference+ policy advocacy

Support needed:

· Process recording: consultant
· Support for learning resources & information exchange: IS 
· Assuring funder: IWG
· Academic research/advice: (IAP) academic panel
 South Africa:

Products:

· Case study reports phase 1 pilots

· Local dialogues

· Case study reports phase 2

· Round table discussions, contextual analysis

· Forum to review findings & cross cutting issues 

· Final synthesis report of case studies & cross-cutting issues; SA process report 

· Final SA forum and advocacy

· Advocacy directed to DWAF

Support needed:

· Website updates-IS
· Exchange with other countries: NWGs and IS
· Incorporation of SA process into international report: IWG and consultant
· Key questions for process recording: IWG
· Review and incorporate findings to international report: IAP, IS, consultant
· Amplify findings internationally: IWG
Philippines

Products:

· Round table discussion (RTD) to finalise country context paper

· National context paper

· Case study documentation of process 

· RTD on financing

· Paper on financing

· Documentation of case studies of advocacy activities

· RTD on regulating WPs(?)

· Issue paper on regulatory issues and recommendations

· National multi-stakeholder dialogue/conference

Support needed:

· Process documentation: consultant

· IAP inputs into papers: IAP
 Uganda

Products:

· Re-engagement of stakeholders: NWG
· Endorsement of desk top report by stakeholders: NWG
· Policy papers: consultants
· Advocacy (national and international) : NWG
· Fundraising: NWG
· Roundtable discussions?

 Support needed:

· fundraising; IWG/IS:

· recruitment IWG/IS
· international forums IWG/IS
· website IWG/IS
· Contacting stakeholders IWG/IS
NOTE:  The IWG needs to discuss how to provide support to Uganda in the final stages of its work. 

IWG 

3.1 Products & resources input
· Story & guide to process; IS & consultant
· Process report guidelines: IWG and consultant
· Toolkit: IWG & consultant
· Compiled cases of NWDs and lessons learnt: IWG, consultant, IAP
· Case studies of MSH good practices: consultant
· Thematic papers: IWG, consultant, IAP.
· Project members meeting to exchange results: IS 

· International context report: consultant and IWG
· Presentations at international meetings: NWGs, IS, IWG
· Communication materials: IS, IWG
· Advocacy strategies: NWGs.  IWG
· Final conference: IWG, IS
3.2 Messages & Advocacy & resources input

Broadly divided into process and substance:

· Advocacy with IFIs /donors: IWG
· Report to Berlin stakeholders/mandate: IS
· Advice to countries considering dialogue (roll-out); IWG
· Political report on wider participation in policy making (can it be done?; what is required to make it happen?; messages/spirit of the project; built in advocacy; results in support of advocacy): IWG, IAP
· Amplification of results to international audience: IWG, IAP
· Advocacy: IWG, IAP
· Answers to original reframing questions: IWG, IAP
· Role of regulation

· Role of small service providers: IWG
· Privatisation –v-PSP/PPPs : IWG
3.3 Management & resources input

· Finances : admin.  & reporting to donors: IS, IWG
· Staff: admin.: IWG
· Managing consultants: IS,IWG
· IWG management: IWG, IS
· Meetings of IWG: IS
· Inter-country cooperation/sharing

· Donor relations: IS
· Fundraising if needed: IS
· Communication function: IS, NWGs
· Website management; IS + NWGs
· Provision & distribution of learning resources: IS, IAP

· Coordination around deadlines

3.4 Leadership & resource input

IS: 

· Donor relations

· Response to donor counter-messages

· Identify opportunities for advocacy & donor counter-messages

· Doing advocacy and mobilising NWGs

· Keeping to project principles (including MSH balance) 

IWG

· Co-chairs?

· Re-engaging IWG member organisations 

· Making national international links

· Concluding the international project

Review of Phase 3 discussions 

The Secretariat rejoined the meeting and brief summaries were provided of the above outcomes.  Belinda noted the objectives of national dialogue and the support they would require to undertake these activities.  Overall it was highlighted that national dialogues would work to a timeframe ending in 2009.  It was indicated that in the case of Uganda some decision-making was needed and it was proposed that the IWG discuss a proposal to proceed or shut down the country Dialogue. 

Following this a summary of the management and leadership aspects of the project were outlined (as above) with concurrent IS, IWG and IAP responsibilities.  The importance of separating management from leadership was felt to be integral in drawing out the differences between running of the project versus the strategic thinking, advocacy and maintenance of donor relations required at another level.  A proposal was put forward here for the appointment of chairs/co-chairs.

Some of the messages that were felt to be emerging included the process of national dialogues (advocacy issues regarding donors and IFIs), report-back on the original mandate from Berlin 2004 and the themes identified there, and advice to other countries wanting to establish their own dialogues.  

Concern was expressed at the very high level of IAP involvement, which was not necessarily sustainable.  It was felt this should be carefully considered before formalising some of the potential inputs required from IAP members over the next year.

It was felt that more clarity was required from the IWG on what would be necessary to ensure that outputs could be achieved – ensuring that members drew upon their own histories of involvement and the real levels of commitment they are able to offer.  It was also clarified that NWGs have their own ‘life’ but that for international products to come out national dialogues will need to commit input, and thus there is an issue of leadership here.  

Presentation of Draft Papers on Substantive Issues
Financing Paper – Presentation and Discussion

A presentation was given by Robin Simpson (refer to Appendix 9).  

Robin reviewed the origins of the paper as well as the need to decide next steps on the purpose of such a paper.  It was highlighted that the Financing Paper is not a definitive document on sector financing but does include plenty of good analysis on the topic.  It is hoped that the paper will contribute to building understanding on the international context and the impact this has on national dialogues.  Robin explained that the original terms of reference were not coherent and thus an attempt was made to improve flow by addressing finance at international, to national, to local government level.  Robin felt that the reframing questions did not fit in neatly with the ToRs and the structure, and that this will require more thought in a second draft, if the paper is progressed further.  

During his presentation, Robin outlined some additional thoughts on PSP, explaining first his affiliation with PPIAF, his ‘vote in favour’ of sub-sovereign lending, and his belief that PSP is not in retreat but that a new way of PSP is emerging in the form of specialised contracts e.g. in Bombay.  One of the major geographical shifts is towards East Asia, and the role of the “Big Four” (three French and Thames) is diminishing and being overtaken by other players.  There is increasing recognition of the role of SSIPs, and the Financing Paper includes a summary of levels of coverage, as provided by a variety of groups (including CBOs, NGOs, and co-operatives).  

Discussion

Robin highlighted three important elements for discussion:

1. Any clarification on the paper/presentation

2. Stakeholder perspectives 

3. What happens now with this paper?

Clarification was requested on views expressed about connection subsidies, which are traditionally thought to be a good way of targeting the poor.  In South Africa the question is what happens after people get connected? There is evidence that little research has been done on payment methods and maintenance of connections.  Robin highlighted his “poor-pay-more” theory, showing that if 50% of a population are connected these tend to be the better off and this they are essentially subsidised by the poorest.  Conversely, however, there is a class of consumers used to paying high prices for a service – so if this revenue can be channelled into rates charged for initial connection the benefits would be high.  

A point was raised on the need for a historical overview of how water and sanitation services were paid for in the developed world and whether the developing world is now being asked to adopt very different approaches.  And if so, why? In the developed world water and sanitation was funded through progressive systems of taxation because the population at the time was living in poverty, similar to many developing countries now.  So why is we are now talking of full cost recovery?

There was a clarification point on the meaning of sub-sovereign lending, which is institutional lending to local instead of national authorities.  In this case the public buy their way into local government (as was also done in much of nineteenth century Europe).  Microcredit is the autonomous funding of private systems, and is sometimes illegal.

A question was raised on the viability of securing payment from water users, with evidence highlighted that poor people have been proven to be “good consumers” as long as the right methods of payment are adopted e.g.  small, regular, instead of irregular, large payments.  It was made clear that in South Africa the issue of cost recovery is a lot more contentious and linked strongly to difficulties in securing payment from users, especially the poor. 

In the Philippines there is a lot of available financing for water and sanitation but the terms and conditions, for instance of the World Bank, consistently link specific municipalities with utilities so that spending on construction of roads and bridges etc can take priority i.e. the conditionality and design of project funding can limit flows to water and sanitation connectivity drives etc.

Recently, Mynilad asked for assistance in reviewing their approaches within communities and found that where good connections used to go hand-in-hand with good collection of payment, this has now decreased to a 10% rate of collection.  It is very difficult for Mynilad to cut the connections, often mainly due to political reasons, but they are already 8 million pesos in arrears for only an eight month period.

In many Asian economies foreign-currency adjustments and an environmental charge both contribute to 50% of the components of a water bill.  Furthermore, IBTs are often very complex, e.g. in Manila there are 160 steps separating the types of buildings being serviced for example, plus a large number of other types of categories.  It was established that this system is actually anti-poor in the Philippines and thus a pilot is now being conducted to challenge the use of IBTs and instead a proposal is being formulated for bulk water at average community rates. 

The issue of credit ratings was raised in relation to local authorities.  It was highlighted that there are issues around who the investors are and hence who is interested in the ratings of local authorities.  There are also interesting dynamics regarding the different parties with an interest in how local authorities receive ratings.

It was felt that the paper should include the issue of corruption and its impact on finance.  For instance, in Uganda donors have met to discuss how to finance the sector given that decentralisation has led to a lack of resources and capacity and ultimately also to corruption, which in turn contributes to waste of resources at local government level.  Furthermore, the suggestion that in Africa taxation could be used and systems reformed is a very difficult one.  In addition, there should also be some addressing of the question – who is the poor?

One member highlighted that there is a bigger debate at hand on user payment systems versus taxation.  It was felt that the user-payment principle has been pushed very far in one direction, but it was also pointed out that not everything should be paid by tax.  If there is no way to value the service received (water) then it becomes difficult to monitor decisions made at individual level i.e. the layman doesn’t know the implications of his own usage. 

A presentation (see Appendix 10a & 10b) was recently made to the South Africa NWG on private sector which highlighted that it is very important to know the differences between various forms of PSP and also between different issues.  Financing, PSP, regulation – these issues are not to be mixed.  

Some clarification was requested on figures presented regarding Suez.  David Hall indicated that in two months time Suez will be owned 30% by the French government and 10% by state-owned funds, which essentially equates to legitimate conclusions that Suez is state-owned.  However, this conclusion will depend on what happens with share ownership – after the spin-off floating shares will be available and we must wait to see what happens with these before being certain about Suez ownership.  

Richard Franceys clarified that the use of municipal bonds and taxation in richer countries was directly correlated with economic growth, thus growth was supported by capacity to pay.  The difficulty arises where services are now being put in place before the revenue is available to sustain this.  In the UK 42% of income is channelled into tax, whereas in poor countries this often only reaches 10 to 15%.  Thus, Richard concluded that if international standards and perceptions are to be imposed then this must be concurrent international taxation.

It was explained that there must be a distinction between capital versus revenue subsidies.  There is a continuous need for subsidy but these must have an accurate fit with the context of poverty.  Many examples in European history show that the poor subsidised the rich  (through a regressive pattern of welfare provision).

Robin noted that the paper was mainly focused on the ToRs and the issues that were outlined here, rather than the broad spectrum of other issues such as corruption and history.  

Budi indicated that in Indonesia there is a big difference between the peoples’ discipline in paying for their electricity service versus paying for water.  Due to the availability of alternative water supplies as well as the poor water service provided, individuals are not strict in paying for their usage.  

As regards local government in Indonesia, Budi explained that of the 350 utilities most are in debt and only 20 are ‘healthy’.  This is due to problems of tariffs and political intervention (whereby funding is channelled into more popular ends).  There are issues of a disconnect between national policies on cost recovery versus local government ability to subsidise utilities to meet with national standards.  Currently, there is a plan being developed to “bail out” the 300+ utilities in debt by ensuring they are only provided with help if they meet certain conditions – thus incentivising local government to step in.

Levy indicated that more figures were needed to show what governments are investing in financing the Wastsan sector, and pointed out that the politics of financing institutions are very difficult to study but that this too would be useful research to have on the table.

A point was made about the actual wording of the paper – it was suggested that a less definite tone be adopted and that certain aspects be qualified rather than stated as affirmative.  It was also requested that there be more explanation on municipal bonds.  

David Hall highlighted that the political policy in France was to avoid foreign control and that although Suez is not majority owned by the French government its ownership is nonetheless entirely ‘French’.  

David went on to suggest that whilst global figures are all well and good it is worth breaking down finances questions in terms of actors.  How much are countries / donors / aid development banks / private sector delivering? These figures would help to frame things differently by potentially showing that countries have the primary financing role, whilst aid and private sector etc play an ancillary role.  

David suggested dropping the heading ‘subsidy’ and instead use “Tax” in terms of investment, otherwise tax is treated as a subsidiary to subsidy rather than as the core source of revenue.  More should be said on the taxation capacity of countries.

David promised to send his comments on credit ratings by email, regarding the summary provided as too abstract.  He has looked systematically at ratings and found that even where major MNCs were involved it was the rating of the government that held most weight i.e. this is not such an issue at international level but more a contextual problem among national markets where institutions require a rating if they don’t have any government guarantees.  

David was less convinced about the value of municipal bonds, which he felt were not worth the transaction costs if the national government can do the borrowing and build up national infrastructure at that level.  

Finally, it was noted that the fall of PSP has probably been exaggerated and needs to be put into perspective.  Nonetheless, the significance of the concession model has decreased where contracting the private sector with the purpose of achieving definitive tasks is not equivalent to using them to develop water policy.  Even in China where business involvement appears very high, it is actually very low in the context of China’s own figures.  

A final word from Richard noted that recent discussions at an OECD conference in Paris on financing produced a table on sources of financing. The question emerged whether we are paying for water (related by some as equivalent to PSP) or financing it?

Richard noted that sub-sovereign lending by states can overwhelm the national capacity to pay back on debt.  In the US tax-free municipal bonds are used as an impetus for the public sector to retain control and improve their efficiency.  

Regulation was mentioned as a major part of financing.  Essentially the sector has limited effective demand, much less than might be thought, which is integral to understanding financing.  

PSP Paper – Presentation and Discussion

Hilary gave a brief run-through of her presentation/paper focusing on the decline of concessions, an overall decrease in average investment, new actors on the scene and the involvement of private equity firms.  The presentation can be found in Appendix 11.
Discussion

Members suggested that the paper should include some of the following elements:

· Information on the performance and dispute around PSP

· The introduction of new players e.g. public companies of the west operating as cooperatives e.g. in India and Ghana

· The political nature of perspectives on PSP and justifications for why political resistance to PSP was raised 

· The evolution of PSP and trends to solve the water crisis – why political resistance was stronger at certain times, and the mistakes that have been made already (potentially being re-made now)

· Pragmatic reasons for PSP as well as the need for some returns on capital investment

· Issues of control over the sector e.g. motives for introducing management contracts allowing governments to share responsibility for the sector with the private sector

· Clarity on terminology (Hilary indicated that the chart on business models provided may help with this clarification) 

· The public sector – what activity is going on here? Why are they reluctant to get involved? What are their financial constraints?

Discussion – what to do with the papers?

There was a short round of discussion on the purpose of these papers and how to move them forward.  The main focus was on whether these papers are for internal use only or will eventually be published for an external audience.  It was emphasised by some that these papers are only one part of the larger context and history that must be written.  Members agreed that currently the papers, as they are, will be for internal use as a springboard for NWG discussions and context analysis.  Once comments/experiences at national and international level have been added and incorporated into the papers then there can be further decisions about what to do with the products.  Refer to minutes for Friday below – final decisions were made regarding the future of these papers.  
FRIDAY 2ND MAY
Session 1: The future of UWSD

Following brief discussions on Thursday around the future of the Uganda NWG, and questions asked of Ganesh Pangare, main liaison to the Uganda NWG, it was decided that the group would hold a session to make decisions around UWSD.  Helen Mbabazi was asked to leave the room to ensure that members could ignore personal interests and deal directly with the issues at hand.

Members agreed to communicate the following:

IWG members were happy to see the positive attitude being taken by Uganda regarding the work to be done in the closing stages of the UWSD, including preparing three more desk studies, holding a wider stakeholder meeting and presenting at the September/October Joint Sector Review.

However, there have been difficulties in organising and ensuring good attendance at NWG meetings.  For the planned research to be a genuine multistakeholder product it will be necessary for all NWG members to be involved both in finalising the ToRs and discussing the findings.

With no support available from the International Secretariat in the coming months and given the uneven progress made by the UWSD in the past, some concerns were raised about the capacity of the National Working Group to deliver a fully multistakeholder research and analysis process.

In order to provide a constructive resolution to these concerns, the IWG suggested the following procedures are put in place:

· The IWG provides mentoring support to the UWSD.   Timeyin Uwejamomere from WaterAid would  be the lead mentor, with additional support on process issues being provided by Mary Galvin, the Coordinator in South Africa.   Robin Simpson from Consumers’ International would act as the peer reviewer for the first and final drafts of the research papers.  

· The UWSD national working group members, in liaison with the IWG mentors, develop a plan of action for the delivery of the research and the meeting of the wider multistakeholder group.  The plan should identify all the necessary steps to be taken, include a detailed timetable and identify which people will be responsible for them.

· Strong financial procedures are put in place that will enable rigorous accounting and reporting to the French Embassy.

· The Uganda National Working Group  - or a coordinator acting on behalf of the NWG – should provide a narrative and financial report to the IWG mentor on a monthly basis, so that the IWG can monitor progress.

There was a strong recommendation that the timetable for the research papers should be revised to allow time for National Working Group meetings to agree ToRs and who the consultants should be, and to discuss and agree the content of the papers.

Proposals for International Deliverables

Members were split into three groups to deal with:

1. Process report and guidelines (Chair - Hilary)

2. Context papers, thematic papers, and other publications (Chair – Mary) 

3. International and external meetings (Chair - Toninho)

Each group was tasked with producing:

1. A proposal that could be discussed and decided upon – including what the product is, what it is for, the contents and methodology

2. A budget overview – proposing options based on ‘ideal’ or lesser funding

3. A risk analysis

4. A timeline for production


Group 1 – Process Recording


The national dialogues and the IWG agreed that the project should produce a guide for externals who want to run multistakeholder dialogues that captures the essence of MSH processes, draws operational lessons, allows readers to understand the social interactions, strategic challenges and dynamics of the process.

It was also decided that there should be two companion texts:
1) Critical Story of The Water Dialogues (including history)

2) Practical Guide for people interested in starting up (including detailed resources in appendices)

Purpose 

The purpose of both the critical story and the practical guide are the same.   They will provide a resource for: 


Documenting process will also allow The Water Dialogues to demonstrate to outsiders that it involves a broad range of stakeholders, is inclusive, participative, consultative, transparent and accountable.  

Shared Risks

The risks are the same for both documents:

· Disagreements regarding content and how to handle differences of opinion

· Lack of quality control of content

· Need to establish and Editorial Board made up of IWG members  with a mandate to 
made executive decisions regarding final content.  

COMPANION TEXTS

1.  Critical Story

Audiences

External:  Governments, donors, UN bodies, IFIs, project’s wider stakeholder groups

Internal:  National and International Working Group members, NWG and IWG members’ organisations, donors to the project, national and international secretariats

Content

Telling the Story –Draft Narrative Thread

1. A Chat in the Bar – begin with the human face, the group of people that first got together to try to solve personal and policy differences and get past a stalemate.  Discuss why this was so unusual and surprising a meeting.  Possible content – the story of the first three members and their sectoral perspectives – personalities and organisations.  The key role of GTZ/BMZ (Manfred) as a supportive donor.  Bonn meeting and the Minister’s statement on multistakeholder work.   Key foci – external context - passion, stalemate, ideology, dead-ends   
2. Small group – the introduction of a few more people to develop the idea of some sort of dialogue – personalities and organisations.   What the dialogue was intended to achieve at this stage of the project.   An emerging belief in the potential importance of a multistakeholder approach and the possibility that new solutions existed.   Key foci – Risk, Caution, Exploration.
3. Expansion – when and how was a wider group brought on board; what was the motivation for expansion; what limitations were there on capacity and why was progress slow? (slow movement from one phase to another is a continuing theme throughout all the phases of project development – why change takes time and quick fixes not possible).    Include note on donors trying to stop the project happening (speak to Belinda Calaguas).   BOXES – BOX – Brazil takes off;   basic timeline; the structure and governance of TWD; initial meetings
4. Exploration of ideas – getting funds and commissioning staff to do a scoping report;  assessing the level of support for work on the issue;  making the decision to approach a wider stakeholder body to establish this support and seeking a mandate (Berlin) and why this was necessary/important.  

5. Take Off – a shift in focus to the national level and movement into countries.  Joining of South Africa, then Uganda, Indonesia, the Philippines.  Formation of the International Secretariat.  The major shift brings challenges in terms of the size of the group, structure, and range of people involved.  Key focus – Complexity 

Further brainstorming may need to take place to establish how the narrative works beyond this point.  While the narrative thread is strong up to this point, a shift in focus to include national level dialogues may require a re-vamp of the suggested threads.  

Suggestion from IWG members






Sections 5 - 8



Sections 9 – 10


6. Case study of Indonesia to illustrate a national story.  


Consultants should comment in a separate note on what key points should be 
included regarding the national stories  using Indonesia as an example, e.g. the development of groups, the formulation of ToRs for research etc.  


Consultants should also recommend in a separate note whether all five countries should be include in the main narrative rather than using other countries to illustrate specific points, in order not to make the story over-complicated

7. What it takes – time, money, motivation – to begin a process, raise funds and begin research at national level:  clarification of aims and what to do, building relationships, getting funding – donor difficulties.  Repeat of the initial beginning phases of the international project.  BOX – South Africa as an illustration of the time it can take to get kick-started.  BOX – the penalties of rushing – Philippines, what happened?
8. Second expansion of the IWG (addition of two members, then a further three to represent national dialogues) – shifting dynamics within the group, a formalisation of structure and changing roles of IWG members with the introduction of both NWG-link members as well as the IS.  Increasing duties of project management.  Introduction of large-scale funding and the implications of this.  Key focus – Role shifts, Funding.  BOX – IS perspectives
9. Diversities of approach – the reasons why countries adopted different approaches and the challenges/benefits of this.  Introduction of Academic Panel.  Key Focus – Increasing Complexity
10. Capture real achievements of NWGs.   (Track international meeting & research meeting reports and DFID progress reports)

11. A new phase of the project – an extra year to deliver results, an increased role for IWG members, etc.  Is the project working?   How long will the project take? How to keep people motivated, and why didn’t people give up? Elements of personal risk.  Has anything happened – important to illustrate that it has.  Key Focus – Are we still relevant? External Shifts and changing debate over time.
Critical Story Methodology – phase one

Two consultants to prepare initial critical story.  The consultants will be expected to read key project documents and produce a zero draft of the story for discussion with the International Secretariat.  This story will then be further developed through further reading and interviewing by telephone key project personnel and a final draft submitted.   This draft will be sent by the International Secretariat to National Working Groups and the International Working Group for comment.  Comments and amendments will be integrated into the text and a final version will be ready by 21st July (see timetable below).  

Timetable

3rd June – submission of zero draft

4th June – meeting with International Secretariat to discuss zero draft and identify gaps and way forward

5th – 11th June – telephone interviews with national and international working group members

15th June – first draft sent to International Coordinator

20th June – first draft sent by IS to national and international working group members for comment

11th July – comments received from national and international working group members

12th July – comments forwarded to consultants

21st July – final draft to national and international working group members

After 21st July, IWG members will hold a teleconference to decide on whether further work is needed. 

Budget – phase one

£5,400 in consultancy fees + £150 telephone expenses (maximum) to finish phase one. 

Critical Story – phase two

If the IWG decides that work to develop the Story further would be a good idea, a second draft will be produced including the results from focus group discussions in three countries.   It would make sense to combine the FDGs with work on the country case studies for the practical guide (see below) but in case this is not possible a full budget for the work is provided below.  

Timetable – phase two 

August and September - Country based focus group discussions

October – revised critical story to national and international groups for comment

1 – 7th November – rewrite with comments from NWGs and IWG

7th November - revised draft to editor for audience (style not content)

20th  November – final draft to IWG (editorial board?)

15th December – rewriting completed and approved by IWG editorial board

10th January – Design to Print 

Budget – phase two

3 x focus group discussions in country: £3,000 x 3 = £9000

writing up of focus group discussions:  £1500 x 3 = £4500

editing for audience (style): £1500

final draft editing:  £1500

Design to Print: £4500

2. Practical Guide
Audiences

External:  Governments, donors, UN bodies,  people who want to run multistakeholder dialogues – both water sector and general, CSOs, civil servants,  project’s wider stakeholder groups

Internal:  National and International Working Group members, NWG and IWG members’ organisations, donors to the project, national and international secretariats

Draft Content

· Comparison of different types of multistakeholder dialogues

· Multistakeholder dialogues as advocacy processes and tools to improve policy making

· Getting started – first meeting methodology, role of champions, etc.

· Inclusion and exclusion – issues regarding which stakeholders are involved and not involved

· Tensions between being a project and a dialogue – funding,  management and governance, roles and responsibilities, voluntary vs paid participants, national and/or international bodies

· Sustaining a dialogue – context and culture, motivation, meeting/dialogue methodologies and functions;  conflict management;  maintaining trust and creating safe spaces

· Multistakeholder research processes and/or other evidence gathering

· Turning dialogues and research into policy and communicating messages

Methodology

One or more consultants to prepare and finalise a series of drafts of the guide by reviewing external literature on multistakeholder dialogues, reviewing project literature, identifying gaps, carrying out country case studies to fill gaps and introduce new information that include focus group discussions and interviews with project personnel and others.   The exact form to be taken – CD-rom, workbook, website pages, etc – and the design and layout of the guide will be critical elements on which early decisions need to be taken.

Drafts of the guide will be circulated to international and national working group members for comment and amendment in line with the timetable below.  

Timetable

28th  May - ToRs for consultants produced

12th June – Consultants recruited and contracted

20th July – zero draft to IWG members

28th July – responses from IWG members

August, September, October – visits to NWGs for country case studies possibly:



Uganda August



Philippines and Indonesia September



Brazil August or September



South Africa - October

30th October -  first full draft to international and national working group members for 


comment 

30th November – comments received from international and national working group 


members

15th December – final draft to IWG editorial board for final review

10th January – Design to Print stage

February – publication

Budget

Review of literature, writing, re-writes, editing – approx 30 days @ £300 = £9,000

5 x country case studies x 7 days x £300 = £10,500

Plus travel, etc. @ £1,500 x 5 = £7,500

Additional editing = £2,000

DTP =  £6,000  

TOTAL:  £35,000


Group 2 – Publications

Audiences

These publications will provide:

· Assistance to members – both as information but also as the basis for dialogue

· Foundation for country findings – informing research and dialogue

· Information for reporting to donors

· A basis for advocacy

NB.  It is not yet clear whether all these reports will all be published or not

It was highlighted that the above publications would essentially work as “living” documents and that they would remain internal until everything is ready for external publishing. Good communication between national and international groups will be essential. Some members did suggest that thematic working papers be made available for wider dissemination before the final product (not with fancy DTP or editing) so that members have something to advocate.  

Products

· A final report (a book / folder) comprising an international context overview, summaries of thematic analyses, summaries of country reports, and conclusions and messages

· Stand-alone country reports outlining context, research results, and the outcomes of ‘MHS treatment’ of findings

· Stand-alone thematic papers, which will be put through a process involving production of a basic working paper (topics include financing, regulation & governance, PSP, decentralisation), discussion among NWGs and feedback on relevant national findings, synthesis of outcomes into final paper

Risks

· Delays in delivery

· Inability to deliver at all

· Poor quality/unusable products – what if the IWG thinks a national report isn’t good enough or vice-versa.   It was proposed that a protocol is established by which papers/research findings are shared in draft form so that any difficulties can be addressed early on

· Internal contradictions in substance

· Different viewpoints and difficulty in gaining consensus on acceptance of products

Notes:

· The group proposed that each working paper will require 7 to 10 days to produce. 

· It was agreed that the countries could potentially provide feedback on each paper by August (assuming they receive these papers by June). 

· It was felt that 20 days would be required for production of a synthesis report on thematic findings – meaning a draft could be ready for the General Assembly in February 2009. 

· Obviously there will be certain difficulties in hiring a consultant as they will need to be aware that each country could be providing feedback at different stages. 

For further consideration and decision-making

· Quality control – a process must be put in place for ‘quality control’ and managing the products that emerge

· TORs – detailed TORs will be required both for commissioning the research for Thematic Papers and for discussions that will need to take place among NWGs in order to glean good examples of relevant experience under each topic

· Editorial Committee – it was proposed that an Editorial Committee be established – when will this be done and what is the process for this?

· Timetable – a careful plan taking into account rounds of writing, MSH discussion, and editing will need to be formulated

· Hiring consultants – researchers must be contracted immediately to produce the first drafts of thematic papers

· Precedents – there must be clarity on the process for getting MSH feedback on topic papers and summary reports.  For instance, when NWGs are sent working papers on financing, regulation etc, if they do not all meet with the August deadline for feedback, should the consultant proceed with only given information or will they be contracted to chase up country members?

· Budgets – for each paper including consultancy fees, associated expenses and design and print costs, etc.

Recommendations and timetabling

For clarity it may be best to separate the above products and consider them as follows:

1. Stand-alone thematic papers (PSP, regulation & governance, financing, decentralisation)

2. Stand-alone primary research reports (produced by countries)

3. Overall synthesis report – incorporating summaries of thematic papers (international context) and summaries of country reports (not more than 6/7 pages), as well as conclusions and lessons

In the production of thematic papers the following timeline may be considered:

	Activity
	Dates

	Contraction of consultants and confirmation of TORs for individual topic papers
	ASAP – NOW!

	Completion of first draft of working papers (10 days)
	Thursday 12th June 

Completion by Wednesday 25th June (assuming 10 days full-time work)

	Circulation of draft papers and confirmed TORs for dialogue (to NWGs and editorial committee)
	Friday 27th June

	Feedback deadline from NWGs
	Friday 22nd August (8 weeks)

	Second round of writing (10 days) – synthesis of NWG information into completed product
	Monday 25th August

Completion by Friday 5th September (assuming 10 days full-time work)

	Circulation of second draft (to NWGs, editorial committee and IWG members)
	Monday 8th September

	Feedback deadline
	Friday 31st October (8 weeks)

	Third round of writing (2 days) – final synthesis
	Monday 3rd
Completion 4th November (assuming 2 days full-time work)

	Circulation for editing
	Wednesday 5th November

Completion by 14th November (7 working days)

	Final circulation for last-minute comments and sign-off
	Friday 14th November

Completion by Friday 12th December (4 weeks)

	Contraction of designers and printers – commence with publication
	Deadline for DTP Friday 30th January 2009


It was highlighted that the above publications would essentially work as “living” documents and that they would remain internal until everything is ready for external publishing.  Good communication between national and international groups will be essential.  Some members did suggest that thematic working papers be made available for wider dissemination before the final product (not with fancy DTP or editing) so that members have something to advocate.  


Group 3 – Meetings
The group outlined the following proposal:

	Date
	Type of meeting
	Notes
	Budget

	August 2008
	Teleconference or video conference
	
	£2,000

	October/November 2008
	Face-to-face IWG meeting
	
	£12,000

	January 2009
	Teleconference or video conference
	
	£2,000

	February 2009
	Face-to-face IWG meeting combined with a ‘General Assembly’ meeting
	· Proposed dates 4 – 6th February 2009

· Inviting 65 participants – 50 from NWGs, 10 IWG, 5 external

· Aiming to discuss context, cross-cutting themes, lessons learned, key messages, advocacy, & launch of Process guidelines
	£86,000

	May 2009
	Teleconference or video conference
	
	£2,000

	May/June 2009
	“Back to Berlin” & IWG Meeting
	Aiming to invite 60 people, 40 covered by TWD

To involve IFIs, donors, government, Berlin MSH group
	£62,000

	TOTAL
	£166,000


It was noted that the above proposal does not include the cost of hiring an organiser for these separate meetings.  It was also noted that if DFID funding was not spent by April 2009 it would have to be returned.  

DFID could be invited to attend the General Assembly.

Hashimoto Action Plan

A presentation was provided by Antonio Mirandaneto (see Appendix 12 for full presentation), which included some of the following information:

Issues Outstanding

A variety of issues were “parked” for decision at the end of the meeting.  The following decisions were made:
	Decision
	Action
	Who 
	When

	Uganda
	Letter to be written to NWG

Support arrangements
	Hilary / Belinda

Manco
	9 May

	Manco / Co-chairs (IWG governance)
	Transition strategy and proposal for governance
	Manco+ JP, Robin)
	

	Write up flip charts including 

· vision for phase 3

· TORs for IS, consultants, IWG
	Size of tasks elaborated
	Robin  
	19 May

	Clarify phase 3 products

· context paper

· thematic papers (finance etc)

· other publications (e.g. final report)

· international meetings – internal and external

· process report & guidelines

· advocacy strategy

· key messages


	Manco + to put into time plan and budget including concerns re workload and timing implications for IWG/NWG members
	
	9 May

	Next steps for finance, PSP, regulation papers
	Update finance paper
	Robin
	End May

	WWF – yes or no
	No side event, members will be there 
	
	

	Future of the secretariat, staffing
	Communication re Hilary’s position

Staffing needs
	Bel/Hilary

Manco
	Immediate

	International quality control on national reports and international products
	Need to discuss and write up
	Research sub-gp to recommend (robin liaise with timey)
	16 May

	PPIAF fundraising
	Yes
	Manco 
	end May

	Funding requirements / budget
	Based on time line 
	Manco+
	


Other decisions:

· The current management sub-group agreed to unpack the functions of management, research and advocacy roles and then to propose roles for IWG members

· It was agreed that Jean-Pierre Mas should appoint a private sector alternate for himself to ensure there is always this perspective at IWG meetings.  The group also agreed that Toninho should do the same.  

· A proposal for WaterAid to fund a case study of small-scale independent providers in the Philippines was discussed.  Many members expressed the view that such a case study would need to be published by TWD before being used elsewhere under any other banner.  Rory explained that their work is not TWD funded and they have many links at national level with their own interests.  Budi felt it very important to specify certain principles at this stage.  Hilary emphasised that whilst partner organisations at national level might choose to take a case study further, in this case TWD work would be show-cased under a different name and thus this is a different situation and should not be taken further.  The group agreed that this was an issue of timing – in principle funding from a member organisation and use of TWD material was fine as long as TWD had published findings first 

· The group discussed the issue of reporting back to national working groups on matters raised at the meeting.  Jessica suggested that initially financing discussions be promoted among NWGs until a clear status on staffing, the transition, governance and Uganda had been established.  

Issues to be resolved in the future
· A definite decision on the role and future of the Secretariat

· Resources from WaterAid and Timey’s own time availability for the project

· The role of management members

· Fundraising and financing the project – dealing with the deficit in budget

Philippines





Brazil





International story








Monitoring & Evaluation 





Internal Learning





Advocacy (about the process)





Guide for Externals





Uganda





Indonesia





South Africa





Int Secretariat





Expanded IWG





Shared International Story including IAP, research meetings, international meetings, etc.  And NWG achievements to date.








� On 30th April the media reported that The South African High Court ruled that it is illegal to forcibly install prepaid water meters. See Appendix 4 for the full story as reported by the BBC 
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