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EU WATER INITIATIVE
STEERING GROUP DISCUSSION PAPER 2005/013
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STRATEGY FOR DEVELOPMENT OF THE EUWI: KEY ISSUES RAISED BY THE MSF

Purpose
This paper presents five clusters of issues raised by several speakers at the MSF in August 2005. The purposes of the paper are to highlight how they may be dealt with and to seek guidance from the Steering Group.

While this is not an action plan for implementation of the EUWI strategy, it is evident that progress in the five areas discussed below is essential for achievement of the EUWI objectives. Support and active participation of SG members will be necessary to ensure such progress.

1. Raising the Political Commitment to the EUWI of the EU MS

The EU launches many political initiatives, the EUWI being one of them. There is a need to renew the EU’ commitment (EC, MS) to those of the initiatives that remain valid.  Progress in the water and sanitation sector since the EUWI was launched in 2002 has not been spectacular, and achievement of the water-related MDGs remains elusive in many partner countries. In 2004 the ACP-EU Water Facility was launched to provide additional finance for the sector. Support to the water and sanitation sector remains as high a priority as when the EUWI was launched in 2002.

Current trends within the EU suggest a political consensus on the need for increased levels of ODA but with no accompanying increase in transaction costs, i.e. the administrative budgets of aid agencies. This leads to an agenda that calls for better harmonisation and alignment in line with the 2005 Paris Declaration, as mentioned in the strategy, and the EUWI is an instrument  to implement that agenda.

In a political environment abuzz with new priorities the challenge is for the EUWI to sustain a claim to its relevance three years after it was first conceived. It can build its case on the renewed political interest in poverty eradication and harmonised ODA delivery, but it will only be successful if it can raise its political visibility by operating in new and innovative ways. Steps in that direction will include the following:

1. The EUWI must raise the level of its game. It must involve those in the Commission and in the MS who are in a position to influence agendas in the Council, notably CODEV. It must ensure that EUWI is raised at the recurring meetings with the EU MS’ Director Generals for development and for water (as said in the strategy above). Precisely how that should be done should be discussed within the EUWI Secretariat and reported back to the SG.

2. A strategy should be designed on how to approach the EU Presidency. A specific issue is how the Presidency could be convinced to serve as the ‘public face’ for the EUWI, not only centrally but more importantly in the partner countries. The aim should be to make this a permanent feature of the Presidency to avoid a need to renegotiate this task every six months with every incoming Presidency. Design and implementation of this strategy will need careful consideration by all the EC directorates involved in the EUWI. Again, the Secretariat should report back to the SG on progress.

3. Some of this will entail breaking new ground and may run into bureaucratic resistance along the way. It is therefore unlikely to succeed unless there is both a push and a pull factor. If the push is generated from inside the Commission by the directorates involved, the pull must come from the MS. It may be suggested that some of the MS most closely involved form a lobbying group (“friends of the EUWI”) to argue for greater political visibility of the EUWI within their own administrations.

For consideration of the SG: What can be done to raise the political visibility of the EUWI?

2. The Communications Strategy
It is envisaged that work on developing a communications strategy for the EUWI would proceed as follows:

1. Compilation by the Secretariat of a background paper highlighting the following aspects:

· The problem: lack of visibility of the EUWI

· Purposes of improved communication

· Target audiences

· Suitable communication tools

· An action plan

2. Preparation of Terms of Reference for a consultancy on the basis of the background paper, following its approval by the SG. 

3. Tendering for the consultant

4. Implementation of the consultancy. 

The consultancy would likely commence with a scoping study to define the problem and make proposals for further action. Implementation would proceed on the basis of an approved report from the scoping study. The total time frame for the consultancy is estimated at eight weeks, four for the scoping study and four for the implementation phase. This would place the total cost for the consultancy in the €40-50,000 range. The EU MS would be invited to contribute to this project in whatever ways they may chose.

For consideration of the SG: What guidance may be provided to the Secretariat?

3. Monitoring and Reporting: Targets and Indicators
At the 2005 MSF there were calls for measurable targets and indicators of progress of the EUWI. This is envisaged in the Monitoring and Reporting system that is now being developed by the EUWI M/R Working Group. At its meeting on 26 August this Working Group suggested a monitoring model along four lines:

· Financial: provide a picture of how EUWI resources are spent and how much has been leveraged

· Procedural: feedback on administrative status and the procedural steps undertaken by EUWI branches

· Physical: account for the implementation phase of the EUWI in its different outputs and outcomes

· Qualitative: describe the opinions of EUWI partners about the attributes of its implementation. 

The model will first be tested on the EUWI Africa component. The SG will be asked to examine the model and eventually endorse its extension to other EUWI components. The following deliverables are planned for March 2006:

· A description of the proposed monitoring tools

· A set of recommendations for EUWI monitoring

· Results from the monitoring case study

The EUWI M/R system is expected to be launched on the CIS by March 2006. A first public presentation of the system will be made in connection with the Fourth World Water Forum.

For consideration of the SG: What guidance may be provided to the M/R Working Group?

4. Links between the EUWI, the ACP-EU Water Facility and other sources of finance
The Water Facility (WF) is approaching its half-way mark in the sense that its first call for proposals is being completed, while the second will be launched later this year. Following the second call the resources of the WF will be exhausted, and no decision has yet been taken on any follow-up. Issues relating to a closer linkage between the EUWI and the WF would therefore have to be addressed in the shaping of the second call for proposals. Several points should be made in this context:

· Links between the EUWI and the WF have not mattered much to date, since the country dialogues had not taken off when the first call for proposals was launched in late 2004. Now that the dialogues are beginning to gain momentum these links are becoming an issue.

· A request for support from the technical assistance component of the WF to facilitate the country dialogues in three countries, where the EU MS lead country is not clear, was sent in early September and should be operational by October. More support of this nature is conceivable but will be decided by the Commission on a case-by-case basis. For tendering reasons this technical assistance should be in the form of a so-called framework consultancy which is subject to a number of formal restrictions.

· The shape of the WF second call for proposals is guided by the Informal Advisory Group (IAG) where the Commission meets with representatives of the EU MS. The IAG is the forum for discussion of some issues raised by the MSF, e.g. micro-finance mechanisms, funding of small scale (<€5M) projects, and how to deal with good but unsuccessful proposals to the WF.
· The WF allocates its resources on a fully competitive basis (one exception being small technical assistance projects). Countries therefore cannot be given any guarantees of support from the WF, even if they have been subject to an EUWI-initiated dialogue process.

· EUWI action at partner country level will include all financial resources, particularly ODA, provided by EU MS and the Commission for water development. This will happen within the framework of a process initiated by EUWI and cannot be at the stroke of a pen, in any country.  The essence of harmonisation is that EU donors will adapt their support to a common framework resulting from a process well aligned with partner country government priorities. But for that to happen it will be necessary to raise the EU MS’ awareness and understanding of the EUWI and enhance their sense of ownership, as discussed in the strategy paper.

For consideration of the SG: How can links of the EUWI with the Water Facility and the bilateral programmes of the EU MS be strengthened?

The Informal Advisory Group of the Water Facility met on 26 September, and information on that meeting will be provided to the SG. 

 5. Stakeholder Involvement
From the outset the close involvement of civil society stakeholders has been one of the hallmarks of the EUWI, as illustrated by the following quotations from the underlying documents referenced in the footnote on page 1:

· “Evaluation findings have pointed to the need for certain key elements to be considered, if water-related projects and programmes are to succeed: … Stakeholder involvement, at all levels of responsibility and at all stages of project conception and implementation (to allow project design to take account of local practices and experience, and preferences for different types of solutions; it also includes women’s participation and attention to gender aspects in design, management and monitoring; … “(EC document SEC(2002)288, page 8)

· “The evidence above suggests that partnerships between public, private and civil society actors are the most adequate way to ensure improved efficiency and effectiveness of water management. Such partnerships have to be promoted, ensuring that they remain equitable, transparent, safeguard consumers’ and investors’ interests and maintain high standards of environmental protection.”(Water for Life, page 22)

At issue is not the intention of stakeholder involvement but the means to bring it about. As the EUWI has evolved since the two cited documents were written, this would happen operationally in connection with the country dialogues in partner countries. The EU is committed to ensuring that partner country governments engage civil society stakeholders in these dialogues, be they international or national NGOs, local community organizations, religious organizations, professional associations, trade unions, academic representatives and others with an interest and role in water resources management. There may be cases where national laws or customs preclude some actors, such as local authorities at sub-sovereign level or political party representatives, from taking active part. In doubtful cases the EU MS in the lead in consultation with the EC Delegation in the country concerned will determine what the EU position should be.

The civil society stakeholders participating in and affected by the national dialogues are not necessarily linked to those represented on the EUWI governing bodies and Working Groups. The EUWI should ensure that this linkage is made, and that views from stakeholder representatives in the field are heard at EUWI central level. This could be done by facilitating communications and by the stakeholders themselves working through their representatives on e.g. the EUWI SG.

Stakeholder involvement will be one of the areas where the eventual success or failure of the EUWI will be assessed. It will be the subject of several of the indicators mentioned under Monitoring/Reporting in the strategy. At the same time there will be country situations where the degree of stakeholder involvement is subject to a host of factors beyond the control of the EUWI, such as the posture of the partner country government, institutional infrastructure, local traditions and culture, and legal framework. The emphasis of assessing stakeholder involvement will likely be on relative change rather than absolutes, and there will be situations where progress is slow. But the central feature of stakeholder involvement in the EUWI should not be in doubt.
For consideration of the SG: How can stakeholder involvement in EUWI-initiated processes be strengthened?
