SUPPORT GROUP TO DGIS FOR THE EUWI WORKING GROUP WATER & SANITATION 

SUMMARY OF JOINT MEETING EUWI WG WSS WITH IWRM

Date:


26 August 2005

Time:

09.30 – 12.30 hr.

Location:

Norra Latin Building, Stockholm, Sweden

Participants:
(see list attached)

1. Opening and Welcome (09:30 hr)

· Welcome by Mr. Francis Bougaïre from Burkina Faso

· In his speech, he stresses that he would like to achieve concrete results for Africa. He wishes that the many discussions will lead to concrete decisions

· Paul van Koppen mentions that this is an historical meeting. 

· This joint meeting with IWRM and EUWI WG WSS has never been done before.

· There is a small introduction of the co-chairs of the IWRM and the WG WSS

· A very short round of introduction by all participants (+/- 50 people)

· Agenda setting: introduction by Paul van Koppen

· Clarification of day’s programme

2. Conclusions and Feedback

A. Feedback from MSF & other EUWI sessions

There have been many EUWI sessions during the week in Stockholm. 

· EUWI Finance Group (Monday, August 22)

· EUWI: How to mobilize local demand & increase Aid efficiency to achieve MDG’s (Tuesday, August 23)

· Water Facility Session (Wednesday, August 24)

· Multistakeholder Forum (Thursday, August 25)

Many of the people present have probably attended one or more of these sessions in the last couple of days. Paul van Koppen has opened the floor to participants to give feedback over these sessions. 

Many participants mentioned the lack of commitment coming from different actors and that the government should become more active. To let the roadmap approach move forward and succeed, there should be strong political support. The European Union needs to motivate the African partners into action; the African countries themselves need to be more involved. Lastly, the communication across Africa and the EU should be maximized.  There are many countries and governments that are not aware of the EUWI and its benefits.

MSF
There will be feedback available on the Internet over the MSF, which was held on Thursday. The main goal of the forum was to collect feedback for the Steering Group meeting that will be held in October. Furthermore, there was also feedback from the draft strategy paper. In this, the plans and the ambitions of the next few years have been mentioned. Moreover, the intent to merge the 2 WG’s has been touched on.

Dick van Ginhoven was at an early morning EUWI monitoring WG session on Friday. He found this quite constructive. There was a clear proposal from the meeting to the AMCOW. They proposed to apply or test a new monitoring system in Ghana, Mozambique, Cape Verde, Ethiopia and Zambia to measure the indicators within each land. At the moment, there are 10 golden indicators used in Ghana. The problem that EU and Africa faces is that the indicators in Africa differ from the EU indicators. Therefore, there cannot be a correct measurement made. 

The suggestion was made that AMCOW-TAC should review the developments of the indicators. This fits well in the Capacity Building and the Road Mapping exercise.  

WaterAid adds that civil society has resource problems in participating in the SG.

Action Point:

We need to work with AMCOW-TAC and let them help us with the indicators, to make them wider.

B. Feedback from the other working groups
There also has been feedback made on the other working groups.

John Hodge’s reaction is positive on the recent meeting of the Finance WG. He stresses that the financial working group works closely with in the Country Dialogue process for 3 countries (MOZ, ZA, GH). The complete report on the previous meetings and outputs are located on the website for reading. Furthermore, he suggests that Ethiopia should be added to the work plan and should be allowed to more forward in the Country Dialogue.

C. Feedback from AMCOW-TAC

In the next AMCOW-TAC meeting, 2 points should be addressed:
1. How to involve more AMCOW-TAC members in WG Meetings?

At the moment, there are few members who attend the WG meetings. It is of importance that members attend the WG meetings to know and understand the progress AMCOW-TAC is making. Furthermore, the members that do attend so be made aware to communicate to their non-active colleagues.

2. The progress of the process of Country Dialogue (CD)
It is of importance that other countries share with each other their experiences and/ or problems they have faced with the CD. Therefore, countries can learn from each other. To achieve that, there needs to be more open communication between countries.

Reaction: Dick agrees on the communication point. He also states that he is content with the growth in the AMCOW-TAC meetings. 

A huge problem for the AMCOW-TAC is the funding of the travel costs for members. It is the responsibility of the EU country to financially support its MS on its travels (this is the general understanding). In practice, however, many EU countries do not financially lend a hand to African partners. It has become customary that African members wanting to attend conferences abroad have to ask for money at the EU first. This problem needs to be taken care of immediately. EU needs to improve its financial structure to allow more travel expenses and it needs to start working closely with AMCOW. It is of importance that the MS should be able to attend meetings. 

Francis Bougaïre agrees with Dick about the travel funding for African partners. He also adds that AMCOW recognizes its problems with the management and the communication within. For example, people send e-mails to the secretariat, who does not reply on the questions or comments. Hopefully, with the help and contribution of the EU, the problems will solve itself. Francis goes on saying that EU seriously needs to study the process. Although the EU has good talks, discussions and ideas, but if they are not critical enough for the population and the politicians, it will never work.

Paul van Koppen recalls the recent news message about the support of Germany to AMCOW-TAC. On the internet, it was stated that Germany supports the AMCOW-TAC, yet on a limited scale. 

On response to this question, the representative of BMZ said that even with the support of Germany, it still does not resolve the issue of required resources. At the moment, there are many requests on the table to support and/or join the trust fund. Other requests are from the view of the donors, about the problems of the lack of transparency by the DH. In general, there is goodwill on the EU donor side, but it still faces the lack of transparency and communication. 
Andreas Knapp (WSP) suggests that not all EU members are aware of the CD and their responsibility to support it.

Monique Le Genissel suggested that at the next WG meeting, there should be an explanation of the status and situations of the different processes. 
To quickly summarize what has been said:

· There is a need for resourcing

· There are several initiatives that can be taken

· There is a gradual improvement visible
3.
Cooperation between the 2 WG’s and coordination with FWG

At the moment, there have been many talks on a possible merger, collaboration or integration of WG WSS and IWRM and their future together. There has been a lot of criticism in the Steering Group about the separation of the 2 WG’s. It is not in consistency with wisdom and it is not cost-efficiency to keep 2 WG’s. Paul van Koppen invites the participants to give their view on the situation.

At the moment, there are 2 WG in Africa, co-chaired by respectively The Netherlands (WG WSS) and France (IWRM WG). What will happen after this year? Last year, Denmark chaired the WG for WSS. Next year it will most probably be Germany. What is the organization of the meetings in the future? Johan Holmberg suggest that the 2 WG’s should meet jointly a couple of times and report as 1 WG to Africa.  There are many advantages for this system:

· It can increase the capacity to act 
· It can reduce meeting costs

The question that was stated was: Why was the WG’s divided in the first place? It would be more efficient to merge the WG’s before Germany starts its co-chairship later on this year.

Franz Josef Batz suggested that Germany supports the merger of the two Working Groups. This will reduce TAC for the EU MS and our African partners and will increase effectiveness of the Working Group.

Christophe Le Jallé added that the communication will be necessary if there is only 1 WG. Furthermore, he added that he found 2 WG’s not very effective. He suggests that there should be 1 group governing the 2 WG’s. Jean Pierre Elong Bassie (Benin) says that we should not lose momentum of the components by making two groups. 

Martha Solomon added that the IWRM has a good framework. Therefore, a forecast should be made under the IWRM. Each country needs to have a national plan of IWRM and build a framework for water. This IWRM process needs to help all the WG’s and the finance. If there is not a good management, there will not be a good building, framework. 

It was suggested that there should be a definite linkage between the 2 WG’s but that there should be not become a merger. In other words, the WG’s should work and communicate together without having only 1 WG. 

Dick van Ginhoven is sceptical about this. The merger should be looked at and studied carefully. Why? At the moment, the WG does not work under an IWRM framework. An IWRM WG will be based on the works, but not on a national level, like the present WG’s. There is definitely a linkage needed, as soon as possible. But once there is talk of a merger, there should be a practical and critical look at it. There needs to be an analysis made of the pros and cons on a merger. 

In Zambia, there is a good example where the 2 combined activities had a positive effect on the Country Dialogue on the national level. Zambia learned that it was important to have 1 framework that worked.

Martin Walshe agrees. We should look closely at the work done in the working groups and examine it. It needs to be detailed. Work needs to be continued on the Trans-boundary Waters. IWRM and WSS need to work around the Country Dialogue. 

If the 2 WG’s merge, how can there be a focus made on the trans-boundary waters? If there is less insight on this, one major objective will be lost. There should be a focus on not only drink water and sanitation. 

Action Point:

The Secretariat will take initiative to make an analysis of the pros and cons on the possible merger and come with a conclusion.
Presentation 1: EU Water Initiative – IWRM Working Group Meeting


   National IWRM plans review

By: 
   Per Bertilsson – SIWI 

      
   Daniel Valensuela - GWP

(Please see the presentation on the website, see www.euwi.net  = Africa: WG Documents/ WG Own Documents (agenda/ minutes): Stockholm 2005)
This overview, made in 2003-2004, is about the status of each country on IWRM planning. About 15% of the countries is doing well. The other 85% are either progressing or they are in the initial stage of the process. To be able to achieve the goals of 2005, there needs to be a lot of support for the preparation of national IWRM plans. The goals that need to be achieved are the following (as well, see the slide presentation):

· IWRM Plans of 2005 “intermediate results” in achieving MDG’s in 2015
· Annual assessment and monitoring mechanism of country achievements in this area

· Development of a common set of indicators, robust methodology

· Mechanism for sharing and learning from the results

· Mechanism for targeted donor support – Where is the need the greatest?

In the next 3 year, GWP/SIWI/UNDP will work together to follow these goals to develop better indicators and better methodical sharing of information with other EU and African countries. 

There are many initiatives to support the preparation of the national IWRM plans. In the slide presentation, there was mention of 4 initiatives, mainly:

· GWP Facilitation

· UNDP/GWP Facilitation

· Direct support Donor

· Multi-lateral Initiatives/ Facilities

The next phase of the IWRM plans is to set everything in motion. In other words, the plan needs to be implemented throughout the countries. To be able to do this, there needs to be a clear structure of the IWRM plan. The content must be specific and simple to understand. This phase has already been fulfilled. Next, a method should be underlined to develop and adjust the IWRM plan: “10 steps for elaboration of IWRM Plan.” 

The key issues for the IWRM plan are the following:

· IWRM Planning Process

· Financing Water Resources Management   

· Coordination between all initiatives for effectiveness
· It has been highlighted also (by African colleagues) that IWRM needs time to be implemented


Hervé Lévite adds an important point: we should consider that funds from Member States given to GWP and other organisations for IWRM must be considered as participation to the EUWI (French participation given to GWP for IWRM plans in central Africa must be considered as an EUWI activity). We should discuss soon about that during steering committee of GWP (and others).
Presentation 2: EUWI Country Dialogue Zambia 
By: 
   Mr Adam Hussen

(Please see the presentation on the website, see www.euwi.net  = Africa: WG Documents/ WG Own Documents (agenda/ minutes): Stockholm 2005)

)
Zambia is the country partner of Germany. At a stakeholder consultation in 2004, it was made clear to identify building blocks for the country dialogue in Zambia. Furthermore, the gaps of this project were identified and recommendations were made. At this conference, the Water Sector Advisory Group (WSAG) was established. It comprised of: government ministries, NGO’s, civil society, donors, private sectors and academia. The functions of WSAG are:

· Prioritize programmes

· Develop policy and strategy

· Coordination and collaboration

The upcoming activities of WSAG are the following. They will need to draft a plan for the IWRM. In this plan, there will be mention of the support of GWP and the funding from CIDA. Furthermore, the agreed framework will need to be addressed in this plan. As well, the mention of sector wide approach to programming (SWAp) and the finalization of the water policy should be incorporated in the draft.

There are challenges facing the WSAG. To begin, politics have a strong upper hold on the major decisions of a country. As a result, the money funded for this project will be in the hands of the politicians, who in turn decide where the money should go to. This is a problem because WSAG will not have the full control of its money. Furthermore, where do the resources and the finances come from? Which countries and/ or institutes will fund and give resources?

At the end of this presentation, there was time to ask questions or give comments.

The presentation is very good. In it, we can see how the IWRM works on a country level and that this is a real example how the country dialogue has helped Zambia. Is there a process on the roadmap how Zambia can progress and the funding thereof? In the Terms of Reference, there is a financial gap. Should the government consider a Roundtable? There is however a lack of information and information collecting in rural areas. In 2010, there will be a review of this plan.

On the national level, there is a water council, which is a body of representatives. The council has to give their point of view of all major decisions. Every level of the country also has a right to give their point of view. There is a permanent committee of water that talks on a government level. All these levels need to communicate to one another and cooperate with the framework.

Presentation 3: Overview of status for Country Dialogue in the 10+1 countries 

  By: Paul van Koppen
The latest developments of the country dialogue have been explained in the booklets, which were made for the EUWI in Stockholm. There was a excel sheet presented on the CD of the 10+1 countries. This sheet showed the stages where each country is at. The chart received mixed feelings from the participants. Although it showed clarity and a general status of the countries, it was very simplified. Comments were given on the necessity of financing the roadmap and the problems to draw up a good roadmap (WSP, Piers Cross). Again, WSP testified their support to the CD process.
Why are there 11 countries instead of 10? Knowing that our countries are more advanced than others, why not communicate the progress to other countries?
At the beginning, DRC was not considered. However, as time passed, DRC took its own initiative to work together with the other countries in de CD. 

There are also questions from Jacques Dieu: he’s lost with the different initiatives: needs of communication.
4.
Agreement on follow-up activities

It was suggested that the IWRM should come and participate in the MSF that will be held in Ghana in November. Here, the IWRM can exchange information with other countries to give a much broader view of the developments. Furthermore, the IWRM can broaden its network between the countries. Peer review by other countries in Africa is beneficial for the development of IWRM. 

Proposal: We need to take forward the collaboration process and integrate the activities. We need to urge country teams to try and make a direct link. Furthermore, IWRM needs to sit and link together the coordination of the different programmes of the IWRM. It is necessary for the countries to start agreeing on methods and start moving in the country level. There is a tendency to meet with each other to talk and discuss about different strategies. However, actions must now be made; the strategies must change into implementations. 

5. Closure of joint meeting (12.45 hr)

Francis Bougaïre, Emmanuel Nkrumah, Hervé Levite and Dick van Ginhoven thanked everyone that participated in this unique joint meeting. They hope that by next year, we have achieved concrete results within the African countries.
The following rounding up comments were made
· Encouraging news from the country dialogues

· Encourage countries to share information and experiences with each other

· Our message needs to be shorter and crisper

· There should be a strong linkage between the 2 WG’s 

· If the WG’s do decide to merger, there should be a very critical look taken beforehand.

· Link to civil society initiatives – share information – reinforce 
local stability

· Improve communication within AMCOW-TAC
Paul van Koppen closed the meeting at 12:45 hr
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