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Methodological issues to be address in the preparation of the final document of the M&R WG
Issue 1
How to treat inputs, whether only in physical terms or in both physical and monetary terms

We are convinced that an effort should be made in quantifying the inputs provided to the EUWI and standardizing them in a comprehensible fashion. The most straightforward way of doing so is using monetary figures attached to physical contributions. One might argue that a physical description, say in terms of no. of people involved, travels made, meetings organized, and so on, could be enough for monitoring purposes. Still, this would miss the point of comparing and performing cost-effectiveness analyses. An example could help clarify this argument: all things being equal (say, two dialogues have been launched in two similar countries) what is most cost-effective, two people working 100 days each and traveling twice a year, or four people working 200 days each and traveling nothing? Attaching a monetary figure to such physical inputs would thus discover additional and important information. Assigning the monetary figure to each specific activity, such as a particular country dialogue/process or a specific conference organized, will definitely enrich the explanatory power of input indicators. We are aware of the fact that it may sometimes prove difficult to do so, but we propose standardizing across the WGs the monetary figures for people and meetings, and to split indivisible costs in equal parts to the various activities. Out-of-pocket expenses of the WGs, say for traveling to a country or contracting a consultant, should be more easily detectable and thus would not pose special problems. We see a notable exemption to this rule in the contribution of the Financing WG, which could be measured in terms of provided/not provided. We believe in its importance for EUWI monitoring to account for this contribution, since it is widely expected to be beneficial in terms of streamlined financial instruments devised, and better partners coordination achieved, as the involvement of this WG into the activities of the Africa WG indicates.
Issue 2
How to deal with the existence of outputs which are not relevant to all WGs, and how to deal with the job surrounding and preceding the launch of activities leading to concrete outputs

The issue of different EUWI outputs emerges from two related problems: a) how to consider those outputs that are not reasonably expected to be pursued or attained in the near future; and b) how to consider the job surrounding and preceding the launch of activities leading to concrete outputs. In the proposed methodology, we have tried to suggest one indicator for each conceivable action that could be undertaken by the WGs, in so capturing all the specificities of the EUWI approach. One could nonetheless argue that it is irrelevant for a WG to have an indicator for some activities that will be not performed at all. This problem, of the type a), aroused specifically with reference to pilot project preparation. In turn, one may point that all those preliminary activities of the WGs would not be captured by the proposed indicators. This problem, of the type b), was raised with reference to the activities of organizing the internal structure of the WGs and securing financial resources for their operations.
Our position remains that all conceivable activities that can be carried out by the EUWI through its WGs, and only those that lead to measurable outputs, should be accounted for. The different approach of each WG will arise by comparing the planned and the realized activities. We found this position of the following basis.
As regards the problem a), that of attributing all possible activities to all WGs, recall that outputs are not measured in absolute terms, but in terms of what achieved compared to what envisaged. A WG that follows a specific approach and concentrate to a sub-set of its objectives, will show its advancements only towards the activities it chose to carry out in order to achieve that sub-set of objectives. For instance, a WG can concentrate on country dialogues to prioritize investment to the poor, and then would show a X% of progress and an Y% of completeness of the Z planned dialogues. It would show 0/0 progress in other activities, and this would not mean that the WG had performed less than expected, but would indicate the type of approach currently chosen by its members. In the future this approach may change, indicating that a WG regards some objectives as accomplished and than that could dedicate more time to pursue other objectives. Alternatively, a WG may expand the set of activities as resources increased, this being accounted for in the inputs. The Latin America WG, which has initially concentrated on pilot projects, as opposed to those WGs that have employed the dialogue/process approach, is a clear case for our reasoning.
As regards the problem b), that of including preliminary activities, we are convinced that considering organizational activities as producing relevant outputs, would be at the same time methodologically incorrect and informationally useless. It is incorrect to consider an organization structure designed by a WG, or a package of financial resources secured for its functioning, as relevant outputs, since they are indeed preconditions to its operations, which logically precede the very beginning of WGs’ activities, and without which no further work can be done that would lead to concrete outputs. It is in turn useless to include such phenomena in the EUWI monitoring, since besides the cost and difficulties underlying their measurement, accounting for them will say nothing in terms of the reasonably-expected effect on WGs’ objectives. The mere fact that a WG has only recently managed to reach a consensus on its internal structure, or has secured adequate resources by some EU donors, does not mean that this WG is already producing any outputs. Moreover, recalling always that outputs are assessed in terms of what planned, if a WG does not plan to undertake in a particular year any activity that would lead to concrete outputs, this will again not mean that it is performing poorly, but only that the preconditions for its functioning have not yet been reached.
However, we acknowledge that there could be some other activities which are preliminary and indeed essential to the launch of a specific country dialogue/process, still remained unaccounted for in the proposed indicators. In order to account for those phenomena, we propose to restructure the seven-step process indicator adopted by the Africa WG, by including a further preliminary phase which may be called “country dialogue/process under preparation”. This will include only those tasks accomplished with the specific aim of launching a particular dialogue/process in an identified country, such as securing donor leadership and finance, and stimulating beneficiary participation and political support. Similar process indicators can be devised for all EUWI activities, such as the organization of conferences or the preparation of pilot projects.
Issue 3
Appropriateness of the proposed outcome and impact indicators

As expected, those kinds of indicators are the most susceptible to critics and comments. One could be able to devise many indicators for outcomes and impacts; still someone else could argue these are not the best possible phenomena to look at. In the proposed methodology, we have tried to maintain the logical consistency between what is reasonable to expect from the EUWI activities, and what the global goals seek to achieve. Moreover, we have considered widely-used indicators, most of which can be calculated by using data already available through international organizations. Hence, we have focused on access, investment, aid, statistical capacity, and physical water trends. We nonetheless encourage a general brainstorming on this point, along the logical lines traced in the proposed methodology, since it is important to consider the many ways the EUWI could contribute to the global goals, still retain the consistency between what could be done and what the results could possibly be.
A different point is raised by those who argue that it is useless to include impact indicators at all, since the relative contribution of the EUWI is not distinguishable or, at best, very weakly linked to global goals. We believe it is still important to account for those macro phenomena upon which the EUWI could possibly have an effect. The reason is that the EUWI itself aims at producing such long-term effects, so it is relevant to measure what happens to the corresponding parameters, even if the relative contribution is not separable from other contributions or from general trends that would have occurred anyway. An example may further clarify this point: a development project aiming at reducing child mortality in a particular area could not be viewed as solely responsible for attaining, or failing to attain, this overall goal. The project would be assessed in terms of the delivered outputs and the attained outcomes, yet child mortality in the targeted area would still be measured, since it is what the project ultimately aims to achieve. The problem of disentangling the relative contribution of the project to child mortality is a matter of evaluation, not monitoring. Evaluation measures what happened to assisted beneficiaries, against pertinent counterfactuals such as unassisted population or estimated trends without project assistance, and by taking into account external and internal factors that may have peculiarly influenced the response to the project. Monitoring could only record such relevant phenomena; evaluation will use collected figures to draw assessments and conclusions.

We receive favorably the comment that impacts should be considered in terms of each country’s situation and targets, and not measured in absolute values. This was implicitly considered by the methodology at some points, such as the access targets, and explicitly remarked at some other, such as the investment gap. We will make this point very clear in the final version of the document.
Issue 4

Relative strength to be given to qualitative versus quantitative monitoring
It should be evident that in the proposed methodology we have made a clear choice in favor of quantitative monitoring, giving only few guidelines for designing qualitative surveys. One could instead argue that, due to the nature of the EUWI, qualitative indicators are indeed more important than quantitative ones. Qualitative indicators may be thought to give evidence to the way vision / consensus / action are built on, and are turned to tangible results with concrete interventions, the latter not been done by the EUWI itself, but through the actions of the country partners with the support of donors and often with domestic resources. We disagree with this opinion on two grounds. First, it is the EUWI the subject of monitoring: hence, we should not focus on the efforts undertaken by donors and partners per se, or on how the situation is evolving in general, but rather on the way the EUWI contributed to stimulating such efforts and changes. Second, evaluative opinions about the EUWI could be very subjective and could be biased by a sort of “participation effect”: those asked about the EUWI effects are indeed the same people who are involved in it, so they may overstate their positive answers in order to keep the initiative going, or may understate their scores as a means of opposing the EUWI. A way of sorting out this last issue would be expanding the number of people asked about the EUWI, especially by including those who are not directly involved. But this will be very expensive, besides the possibility to get no answers because of the very restricted number of people who know about the EUWI.
We believe therefore that evaluative opinions are not that much useful. This is why the proposed methodology confines qualitative monitoring to measuring beneficiary response to the EUWI, i.e. their degree of understanding its functioning and the benefits they derive from its activities. We do not believe in a qualitative monitoring for the EUWI that would ask questions about the degree of attainment of broad goals. In particular, we are against the idea of posing to EUWI partners such questions as “has EUWI contributed to … reducing poverty?”, or “strengthen capacity”, or “improve aid coordination”. It has proven extremely difficult for monitoring professionals to reconstruct the EUWI logic of intervention, and to disentangle the possible ways the EUWI could make a contribution to such broad goals. We then guess that a subjective opinion given by non-technical staff or politicians will be so weakly founded on clear and objective reasoning about the EUWI functioning, that the explicative power provided by their evaluative qualitative monitoring would indeed be very poor.
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