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EUWI Steering Group Meeting
Brussels, 7 February 2007

DRAFT MINUTES

1. Introduction

The EUWI Steering Group met for the seventh time on 7 February 2007 in Brussels. The Commission chaired the meeting. Representatives from EU Member States, civil society and the private sector as well as Working Group chairs were in attendance. The agenda is shown in Annex 1, the list of participants in Annex 2.

These minutes summarize the main items discussed and the consensus reached.

The agenda was adopted without comments. 

The minutes from the previous meeting were adopted.

Presentations made at the meeting as well as all reports distributed are posted on the EUWI CIS.

In his introductory remarks the chair pointed out that this was the first meeting of the SG since May 2006. The important challenge for this meeting was to discuss the draft review report. The Commission was not yet in a position to have a consolidated position on the report, but hopefully many participants had views. 

There were two information items:

1. DG/Development advised that at the Stockholm Water Week in August the EUWI will organize three half-day meetings, one of which will be the annual MSF. The agenda for these meetings are not yet developed, and SG members were invited to contribute ideas.

2. The Commission will have a new budget line for the years 2007-2010 of €9.2 million for the EU water and energy initiatives, half of which will be for the EUWI (about €1 million per year for four years). Part of this money will be used for common purposes, such as the EUWI website and a communication strategy, the rest will be split equally between the four regional components.

In addition, €3 million has been allocated by the European Parliament for transboundary water management activities to be committed during 2007 and 2008.  Since the Commission already has an allocation from the Water Facility to support transboundary water activities in support of the EU-Africa Infrastructure Partnership, the additional money will be allocated in non-ACP countries.
2. Review of the EUWI

The chair asked that the discussion should focus on conclusions and recommendations in the report.  The objective was to explore whether there are common views.  In response to a comment he said that the SG itself cannot address the Council to present the SG position on the EUWI and its possible reform.  The Commission is the only organisation with this right. He then gave the floor to the consultant Terry Lawrence who presented the draft review report.
In the discussion that followed most of the SG members asked for the floor, and there were many interventions. Some are listed below:

· The representative from Germany asked how the country dialogues can be presented as the main implementation tool, since the EUWI is a political initiative, and since they have not been very successful so far.

· France supported this view but agreed with the report that the most important outcome of the EUWI had been the creation of the ACP-EU Water Facility. The main challenge for the EUWI now is to make the regional components deliver added value.
· The Commission (DG/Environment) pointed out that success of the EUWI cannot only be measured in terms of ODA for water and sanitation. The complexity of the political game underlying the EUWI needs to be better recognized in the report.

· Spain expressed deep concern about the treatment of the LA component in the report and handed out a report outlining Spanish-supported actions in LA and progress of the component. 
· The representative from the UK expressed his agreement that the proposed oversight body is probably the best way forward to strengthen accountability but the details need to be worked out. The finance component should not only focus on Africa.
· A Dutch NGO representative said that NGOs would not wish the LA and the EECCA components to disappear. She underlined that the absence of a communication strategy has long been a basic problem with the EUWI.

· The EIB representative felt that the EUWI has several levels of intervention, and focus only on the country dialogues will be misleading. The SG is not well designed and needs reform. What is important now is what the MS are willing to do next.

· The Netherlands opined that the number of unclear meetings must be reduced. He also asked what steering role the SG really had, since most of its members were steered from their capitals.

The chair closed the discussion. He noted that several replies to questions have been given during the discussion by the consultant. Points raised would be taken on board by him in revising the report. Any written comments on the draft should be sent to Terry Lawrence by 16 February. A revised report would be prepared within the next 4 weeks.
3. The Future of the Water Facility under EDF 10
The chair of the Finance Working Group introduced the subject. Some NGOs as well as MS had expressed themselves in favour of a continuation of the Water Facility under EDF 10. However, such a continuation was far from a foregone conclusion, there were different views within many of the MS and also within the Commission. The purpose of the discussion was to give MS representatives arguments for pursuing the case within their respective administrations. 
Following this introduction the paper “Options for extension of the ACP-EU Water Facility under EDF 10” was presented by the consultant Jim Winpenny. The head of the Water Facility Unit within AIDCO, Wiepke van der Goot, participated in the discussion.

It was explained by the Commission that any extension of the Water Facility would be financed from so-called intra-ACP funds allocated within EDF 10. Allocation of these resources was now in the hands of DG/Development which had several competing options to consider. An evaluation would be carried out of the Water Facility, and Mr. van der Goot explained that he was hoping to have the report by July 2007. It was not clear from the discussion whether allocation of the intra-ACP could await the outcome of the evaluation.
All MS representatives who took the floor pronounced themselves in favour of an extension of the Water Facility. However, several of them said that they would wish to see the outcome of the evaluation before any decision was taken. The German representative distributed a statement from the Federal Ministry of Economic Cooperation & Development that made this point.

NGO representatives also expressed themselves in favour, stressing that there is no equivalent elsewhere to Component C of the Water Facility.  The concept of involving ACP representatives in the identification of priority areas for future calls for proposals was suggested.
During the discussion the importance of a stance by AMCOW on the Water Facility was underlined. No formal contacts had been taken with AMCOW, but the Africa Working Group would raise the issue at a meeting in Nairobi the following week.

4. Working Group Reports

Brief presentations followed by each of the seven Working Group chairs. 
a) Research WG. A presentation was made by DG/RTD. The EUWI-ERA.net was now active, it is being coordinated by DFID using a grant from DG/RTD of €2.8 million over four years, 11 MS have signed up. Priority will continue to be given to water in FP7, the River Twinning Initiative initiated under FP6 will also continue under FP7.
b) Monitoring WG. The Italian representative explained that his government was ready to continue to support the WG to implement the methodology developed in 2006. But a commitment was needed from the Commission and the MS. Additional resources would be required to take this forward. 

c) Finance WG. Since the last WG meeting in August in Stockholm the water financing strategy in Ethiopia had been completed, while work was progressing in Mozambique and Moldova. A series of workshops on water sector finance was going to be organized in cooperation with GWPO. A workshop to reconcile different technical approaches to water sector finance simulation models would be held at OECD later in the spring. A progress report was distributed.

d)  Africa WG. France had now taken over the chair from Germany. A work plan for 2007 was available. It foresees mapping EU ODA to WSS and IWRM in Africa, the facilitation of Africa-Europe dialogue on water, and the organization of a high-level meeting later in the year. The WG had not met formally since May 2006, and the dialogue with African partners had not been close during the second half of 2006, but a joint EU-AMCOW meeting would now take place in the following week.
e) EECCA WG. The WG had met in Bonn in November to agree a work plan for 2007. A country dialogue was launched in Molodova in September, another in Armenia in December, and others were under consideration. Russia had now renewed its interest in the WG and participated in the Bonn meeting. The search for an MS to take over as chair from DG/Environment after 2007 was continuing. A progress report was made available.
f) LA WG. The last meeting of the WG was in Costa Rica in February 2006, the next was planned for Guatemala in April 2007. The plan was to initiate country dialogues in four countries in 2007. A progress report was distributed.

g) MED WG. Greece was not represented at the meeting, but a comprehensive progress report from the WG was available. The WG met in Athens in November and agreed on a work plan for 2007. A country dialogue was launched in Egypt in November 2006 with active involvement of the OECD on the finance side. Efforts were ongoing to revive the dialogue process in Lebanon with a new focus on reconstruction. The joint process with the EU Water Framework Directive was making progress, and new working parties had been created at the Athens meeting. 
5. Any other business

No further issues were raised.

It was proposed that the next SG meeting would be held in Brussels towards the end of April. The main item on the agenda then would be to adopt a position on the review report. The date would later be confirmed. (Subsequently set for 26 April 2007)
The meeting closed at 1715 hours.
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