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EU PERSPECTIVES ON THE AFRICA-EU STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP ON WATER AFFAIRS AND SANITATION WITHIN THE EU WATER INITIATIVE 
Background and Purpose
The Africa-EU Strategic Partnership on Water Affairs and Sanitation was launched at the World Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) in Johannesburg on 2 September 2002 as the African component of the EU Water Initiative, also launched at the WSSD. The African Ministers’ Council on Water (AMCOW) was formed in 2002 and is the counterpart of the EU within the Strategic Partnership.
At a meeting in Addis Ababa in June 2005 AMCOW ministers called for a review of the EUWI
. This was the result of their perception that it was not delivering new investment. This perception, together with criticism of the slowness of the European Commission (EC) to complete the preparatory work for the Five Transboundary Basins Project, to be financed with €10 million out of the 9th European Development Fund (EDF), was repeated by AMCOW/TAC representatives at the Stockholm Water Week in August. Following a brief exchange of views in Stockholm this matter was discussed further in Tunis on 28 and 29 September by representatives from AMCOW/TAC and the EC. It was then agreed to conduct the review by holding a facilitated EU-AMCOW/TAC workshop to discuss the issues and problems involved and arrive at agreed solutions. It was later decided to hold this workshop in Entebbe on 13-14 February 2006.
It was also agreed in Tunis that each side would bring to this workshop a short paper with its own analysis and perspectives. The purpose of this paper is to present the views of the Africa-EU Strategic Partnership from the EU side.

The Nature of the EUWI
From the outset there have been difficulties to explain the precise nature of the EUWI. It was conceived as a means to enhance the cohesion and transparency of EU action in the water sector but without any explicit promise of additional financial support. Such support was assumed to come later as a result of improved EU harmonisation and alignment with partner country priorities. This distinction, namely that the EUWI is not, as and of itself, a provider of resources, although it involves all donors of ODA within the EU with an interest in water supply and sanitation (WSS), has been, and still is, difficult to communicate to EU partners and stakeholders.
At the Pan-African Implementation and Partnership Conference in Addis Ababa in December 2003 the EU presented a paper on the Africa-EU Partnership which discussed “features of the EU Water Initiative”
. The paper stressed that “the EUWI is not a new organization, financial institution or source of finance”. This paper was the basis for a Joint Declaration signed at the conference between the EU, represented by Director General K. Richelle, and Minister Alhaji Mukhtari S. Shagari from Nigeria on behalf of AMCOW. 
The EU has pledged substantial increases in its ODA, as confirmed in the recent “European Consensus on Development”
. The EU is the world’s largest donor of ODA for water-related development and has considerable expertise in water resources management. Water development, including sanitation, was in 2002 and is still today a priority for most of the EU Member States (MS). There is therefore good potential to raise more support from EU bilateral sources for well defined national priorities and projects in this sector, using existing procedures and channels. But any additional ODA resources for the water sector would have to be made available in line with the overall development needs and priorities of partner countries, which will also include pressing needs in other sectors (agriculture, infrastructure, education, health etc). 
The potential of incremental EU support for WSS is therefore only likely to be realized if partner countries are able to present well articulated plans and priorities, taking account of the water-related MDGs and the involvement of relevant stakeholders. The EUWI proposes to assist in bringing that potential to fruition by assisting partner countries in Africa and elsewhere to develop sector investment plans that will facilitate additional investment and enhance aid effectiveness. 
The ACP-EU Water Facility
The Water Facility (WF) was created in 2004 with a total amount of €500 million from funds from the 9th EDF. It is a direct outcome of the EUWI and a manifestation of the importance attached to WSS by the EU. It is also an instrument of the EUWI, helping to fund actions of key importance.  One project is now being prepared for the WF to provide about €2,6 million over three years to strengthen AMCOW, another smaller project has been approved to facilitate the country dialogues in selected countries, a third project to cover costs of the EUWI Africa Working Group is being considered. 
The WF works through competitive calls for proposals from ACP countries and seeks to leverage additional resources by co-financing projects with other (preferably non-ODA) sources of finance. The first call was launched in the autumn of 2004 and resulted in over 800 proposals for a total value of over €5 billion and a requested grant of about €2,7 billion, the second call will be initiated around 1 April 2006. When the second call has been completed it is expected that the resources of the WF under the 9th EDF will have been fully committed. 
Since the WF has adopted the method of competitive calls for proposals, dissemination of information on the evaluation process must be subject to rigorous rules and respect confidentiality, whilst remaining fully transparent. The ACP countries have full insight on the evaluation process through their representative on the evaluation panel. Minister Mutagamba was briefed on the WF during a visit to Brussels in January 2005 and met with ACP representatives, but AMCOW still remains dissatisfied about lack of information on the functioning of the WF.
The WF has demonstrated that there is a strong demand for investment in water supply and sanitation. However, this is a demand for project support sustained in large measure by non-state actors and international organisations seeking co-finance from the WF. In many African countries, particularly those most off-track in respect of the MDGs, conditions are not yet conducive to substantially increased investments in the absence of the structured processes expected to result from the country dialogues initiated within the EUWI.  However, AMCOW members (and some other stakeholders as well) are confused about the difference between the Water Facility managed by the EC, and the multi-stakeholder EUWI for which the EC acts as a secretariat.  
Progress in the Implementation of the EUWI
Over three years have passed since the launch of the EUWI. However, for all practical purposes its Africa component is two years old, since little work was done before the aforementioned Pan-African Conference on Water in December 2003. 
In the year that followed progress was slow. The Danish chair of the Working Group (WG) on WSS introduced the concept of country dialogues as a means to eliminate what was perceived as policy impediments to increased investment. The concept was insufficiently explained and poorly understood, since it was launched separately from IWRM and its overriding purpose remained unclear.  It took time for AMCOW to identify pilot countries and for the EU MS to take the lead in each of them. African members of the WG were guardedly positive to the country dialogues and not proactive in insisting on significant changes of the concept.
The approach was substantially revised in late 2004 to reinforce an IWRM framework for the WSS dialogues, and to change the concept into an enduring national process to develop and systematically monitor a “roadmap to the MDGs”, effectively a sector investment plan.  This was endorsed by the AMCOW ministers at their 5th General Council Meeting in Entebbe, November 2004.  At a later stage the EUWI may launch what may be called “transboundary IWRM dialogues”, but these have not yet come to fruition.
The country dialogues have evolved into one of the principal working instrument of the EUWI.  The dialogues should facilitate for partner countries to gain access to increased ODA by helping them develop policies, strategies and priorities for the WSS sector which donors may respond to and around which they may coordinate, align and harmonise their support. They supplement and build on existing processes and are no substitutes for them. In many cases they should also facilitate access to incremental resources from other donors than the EU. The value added of the country dialogues is elaborated more in detail in the Annex, where it is suggested that harmonisation and alignment is less well developed in the WSS sector than in, for example, health and education.
In 2005 dialogue processes have started in five of the ten pilot countries (Mozambique, Zambia, Cape Verde, Ghana and Ethiopia), are set to commence in three others (Rwanda, the CAR and, Congo/Brazzaville as well as the DRC, not originally a pilot country), while there has been no progress in two pilot countries (Egypt and Mauretania). This common approach by the EU to the issues and challenges in a sector of a partner country has not been tried previously, at least not in WSS. Progress has been slow but not unnecessarily or unreasonably so, given the novelty of the approach and the number of parties involved. However, it is clear that the pace will have to accelerate in coming years, if more partner countries are to be involved.
Meanwhile, the WG on IWRM focused on the Five Transboundary Basins Project mentioned above. When this was conceived in 2002 as a regional EDF funded project, it was expected to involve four (later increased to five) transboundary river basins. The task of identifying the basins and completing project preparations had been given by the EC to the EUWI and its WG on IWRM with a view to stimulating dialogue and involvement by concerned governments, the regional economic commissions (RECs), river basins organisations and others under the EUWI umbrella. It is important to underline that the project would normally have been prepared by the EC directly in consultation with these stakeholders, possibly a faster albeit less interactive procedure. 
In the event, progress to prepare this project was slow. AMCOW took time to identify the basins to be involved.  Some of the consultancies commissioned by France as chair of the WG to outline the actions to be supported in each of the basins had to be redone for different reasons. Once these consultant reports were ready, they had to be approved by the RECs, a normal requirement under the EDF for a regional project, but this turned into another time consuming step (formal approval by all RECs not at hand in late 2005). The project was handed over from the WG to the EC in early 2005 for preparation of the documentation required for commitment of funds. The project has a complex structure with multiple institutions involved, EC internal procedures have not been fast, and the slow progress has been frustrating to all concerned. Final approval of this project is now expected in March 2006, assuming endorsement by the RECs.
It is clear that the process adopted for development of the project has been unduly protracted.  Lessons have been learned, and this process of EDF project preparation should not be repeated.

The Africa-EU Dialogue
When the African water ministers in June 2005 asked questions about the content of the EUWI, AMCOW/TAC members replied that they had not been much involved and that the design had essentially been provided by EU partners. In particular, when ministers asked where the country dialogues were going, and what purpose they were serving, the response of AMCOW/TAC representatives was apparently that they did not know much about this. Clearly, communications within the Africa-EU Strategic Partnership have not functioned as intended. There are several reasons:

· The EU has not been able to develop good contacts with AMCOW/TAC members.The EU has had difficulties to identify appropriate counterparts on the AMCOW/TAC side and to maintain working contacts with those individuals. There have been instances where the designated individual was no longer in post, others where the person involved was unable or unwilling to devote any time to the EUWI. AMCOW/TAC members are senior officials fully absorbed by their current duties and therefore not always available to advise on or participate in EUWI-related activities. 
· It has been difficult to communicate with the AMCOW Secretariat. The internal communications of AMCOW/TAC, which should have been facilitated by the Secretariat, have been poor, and feedback from TAC representatives participating in EUWI activities has not been effectively disseminated within AMCOW. Since the support office to the AMCOW Chair was established in Kampala there have been improvements, and the EUWI Secretariat in the EC has a corresponding body to communicate with on the African side.
· Lack of EUWI budget. From the beginning the EUWI has lacked an operating budget that could be used e.g. to finance participation in meetings by AMCOW/TAC representatives. It has therefore fallen on the EU MS chairing a WG to finance participation by these representatives in WG meetings, and this has sometimes proven to be problematic. There has been African participation in all of the WSS WG meetings first chaired by Denmark, then the Netherlands and now Germany, and in the IWRM WG meetings chaired by France, but this has been limited to a few individuals. Only one WG meeting has taken place in Africa (Accra in June 2005). In other EUWI meetings, particularly the Steering Group but also WG meetings on research, finance and monitoring, the EUWI “cross-cutting” components, African participation has been negligible.

· Lack of suitable fora for dialogue. There has been better African participation in the annual EUWI Multi-stakeholder Forum in Stockholm, since funds were available for this specific purpose from the EC (DG/ENV) and the Swedish organizers. However, the Forum by definition has a wide audience and is not well suited for Africa-EU dialogue which needs its own, separate, space. The AMCOW meetings in Africa would have been a better occasion for such dialogue. However, some of these meetings have been called on very short notice, others have been repeatedly postponed, and it has been difficult to plan ahead for them. Then there have been cases, such as the meeting in June 2005 in Addis Ababa, to which EUWI representatives were not invited, perhaps by oversight. 
· Insufficient use of the EUWI website. The instrument developed for the purpose of communications and networking between EUWI partners and stakeholders, the website www.euwi.net, is not being used by African partners, for reasons of poor interconnectivity or simply perceived irrelevance from their perspective. 

· Lack of involvement of the EU field missions. Neither the EC Delegations nor the EU MS field missions have been involved from the outset and have therefore not been able to disseminate information to partner governments, adding to a perception that the EUWI is being run from Brussels.

The dialogue necessary to make the Africa-EU Strategic Partnership function well has not taken place, leading to frustrations and misunderstandings on both sides. But many of the problems listed above should be solved when the support to AMCOW from the WF, now under preparation, is operational. 

The Political Interest in the EUWI
Apparently, many of the ministers participating in the AMCOW meeting in June 2005 have been appointed since the WSSD and were therefore not fully conversant with the origins and objectives of the EUWI. But also on the EU side many ministers have changed since the WSSD and, more importantly, the political interest has shifted. Although the water sector remains a priority, the present focus within the EU is on infrastructure and on an EU-Africa Infrastructure Partnership still under preparation (a communication to the Council may be expected in the spring of 2006)
.

The Infrastructure Partnership will seek to improve regional interconnectivity in Africa through investments in ports, railways, trunk roads and IT services and will be aligned with the agenda of NEPAD. It is also expected to include a component related to transboundary water resources management. It will be financed mainly from the 10th EDF, although an advance allocation of €10 million for transboundary water management has been made from the WF.
It is important that the priorities of the EUWI are reflected in the forthcoming Infrastructure Partnership. The EUWI and its focus on the MDGs needs to be retained and developed within that framework in order to safeguard a significant programme targeted primarily at the poor. But that may not happen unless the EU MS and African partners actively support the objectives of the EUWI.  There is a danger that, should the EUWI fail to keep its identity, the WSS sector will lose its profile within the new focus on infrastructure.

Where is the Common Ground?
The discussions in Stockholm and Tunis to prepare for the joint review have been constructive and suggest a strong interest on both sides to make the Africa-EU Strategic Partnership work better. The common ground should include an interest 

· to see significant progress toward the water and sanitation MDGs,

· to provide a better framework for significantly increased investment in water and sanitation,
· to pave the way for such investment from EU sources,
· to mobilise human and institutional resources in the EU MS for water development in Africa, and
· to safeguard a  continued identity of the Africa-EU Strategic Partnership on Water Affairs and Sanitation within the developing partnership on infrastructure.

The increased investments will not happen by themselves in countries, where the policy framework continues to have shortcomings. The country dialogues will be no guarantee that these investments will be forthcoming, but they should be viewed as a necessary precursor. African countries will have their own good reasons to improve their water policy frameworks. It would therefore be a major step forward, if common ground could be found on the usefulness of the country dialogues. But it would be necessary to improve the methodology for the dialogues with a view to enabling them to happen more expeditiously than has been the case in the past. 

What Should the Review Workshop Achieve?
In the eyes of many, the Africa component is the core of the EUWI. Good cooperation with AMCOW is therefore essential for the continuation and eventual successful outcome of the EUWI. On the EU side our hope should be for the workshop to result in an improved mutual understanding between the EU MS and AMCOW/TAC representatives of the potential as well as the limitations of the EUWI as a basis for better future cooperation.  
This should include:

· A shared vision of what the EU can contribute to achievement of the water-related MDGs in Africa and the role played by the EUWI in that regard.

· A common understanding of the purpose and method of the country dialogues, above said to be one of the principal working instrument of the EUWI. 
· A similar understanding on policy dialogues in transboundary river basins.

· A commitment from AMCOW to participate through the WG to facilitate and develop the country dialogues and related processes.

· A common understanding of the objectives and functioning of the ACP-EU WF, and a commitment by the EU to help improve the information flow to AMCOW on progress of the WF.
· An agreement to regularly exchange views on the progress of the Strategic Partnership and the development of the EUWI, perhaps on an annual basis, with a view to keeping political leaders both in Africa and in the EU informed about progress. 
· An agreement on concrete measures to improve communications between the EU and its African partners, including benchmarks for the steps forward.
ANNEX: THE VALUE ADDED OF THE EUWI COUNTRY DIALOGUES
The country dialogues have evolved into one of the principal working instruments of the African component of the EUWI.   The country dialogues are intended to identify opportunities, constraints and financial gaps in the water, sanitation and hygiene sector and to provide a basis for harmonization and alignment of support to the sector by the EU and other donors. They should be seen as an effort to move towards broader Sector–wide Approaches (SWAPs), when appropriate leading ultimately to general budget support.
The rationale for the dialogues is illustrated by a paper from 2003 by the Water and Sanitation Programme (WSP) which elaborated on the difficulties of applying SWAPs in the WSS sector
, and by the OECD Survey on Harmonisation and Alignment prepared during May – September 2004 as a contribution to the second High-Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Paris in February/March 2005
. 
The paper by WSP says that (i) there is in many countries a wide array of service providers, ranging from national to local levels and comprising governments, community-based organizations, NGOs and the private sector, rendering it difficult to identify and coordinate overall sector targets and the priorities of a sector programme, (ii) implementation of institutional reforms generally requires transition arrangements linked to decentralization and the development of regulatory services, (iii) the mandate for sanitation is frequently fragmented across several ministries and local government bodies, (iv) considerable off-budget resources make it problematic to use a SWAP in the sector, (v) weak sector information and monitoring systems make it difficult to track expenditure and link inputs to outputs and outcomes.
This finding is essentially confirmed by the OECD-DAC Survey which identifies that “typically more progress (toward harmonisation and alignment of ODA) has been achieved in health and education than in other sectors”. In its case study on Ethiopia, the report noted that a Water Sector Development Programme had been in place since 2002 but that “at the present time, negligible donor support is integrated in the sector medium-term expenditure framework and, compared with other sectors, donor coordination and harmonisation issues are in their infancy”.
Still, it has been difficult to reach a consensus on the purpose and value added of the dialogues. Two points should be made at the outset:

· The dialogues are not intended to substitute for similar, ongoing processes but to supplement and reinforce them, as applicable and appropriate.  Therefore, they will vary in shape and form from one partner country to another, there will be one specific design for each country.

· The dialogues are not an exclusive preserve of the EU and will need to involve all donors active in water and sanitation in a particular country.  But they are launched on the initiative of the EU, provided that there is a significant EU presence in the water and sanitation sector.

While the details of the dialogues will differ from one country to another, there are a number of common features, including:

· A specific request from the partner country for the dialogue to proceed

· Designation of a lead donor in response to this request – this may be an EU donor if such is designated in-country as the lead donor for the sector

· An explicit understanding that the process will result in an action plan to achieve the water-related MDGs, what has been referred to as a road map or feuille de route but what should more properly be called a sector investment plan
· An exhaustive inventory at the outset of the process of all ongoing and planned actions relevant in this context

· Identification of major economic and social policy issues that need to be addressed to remove impediments for action

· Specification of financial gaps, given estimated investment requirements

· Organization of a multi-stakeholder forum, involving civil society and the private sector, to debate these issues and reach agreement on the actions required

· Preparation of the road map on the basis of the conclusions from the multi-stakeholder forum.

· Linking the road map to an investment programme financed from external and domestic sources

· Alignment by interested EU and other donors of their aid resources for water to the road map

· Updating the road map on an annual basis

In partner countries where these steps have already been taken, the country dialogues will clearly have little value added. Some countries have done this, or something similar, of their own volition. Indeed, countries such as South Africa, Uganda and Burkina Faso have from the outset been excluded from the dialogues on the ground that they have the requisite action plans and policy frameworks in place. 

But there will be significant value added in countries where the overview of the water sector is insufficient, where there are unresolved institutional issues, and where there is policy failure impeding increased investment. There will also be countries where harmonization and alignment of the EU MS and other donors with a national investment plan for water is still in an incipient stage, and where the dialogues can reinforce this work. 

The real difficulty, however, is unlikely to lie in the dialogue process itself but rather in the ability and willingness of the EU MS and other donors to respond and align their support. It has been suggested that some partner countries organize a round table on the basis of the road map to seek contributions from donors. Again, the approach may vary from one country to another. But decisions on how to respond to MDG road maps will necessarily rest with each donor individually, as in the past, depending on existing or forthcoming indicative investment programmes and similar planning documents. Such decisions are normally taken on a decentralized basis at field mission level. They will be facilitated by sector investment plans with clear priorities presented by the partner government and espoused by all stakeholders.
Summary





The workshop in Entebbe is held in response to the call by AMCOW ministers for a review of the EUWI. This paper is intended to contribute some EU perspectives on the Africa-EU Strategic Partnership on Water Affairs and Sanitation to the workshop. It makes the following main points:





The precise nature of the EUWI has been difficult to explain to partners and stakeholders. However, from the outset it has been emphasized that the EUWI itself is not a new organization, financial institution or source of finance.


The creation of the ACP-EU Water Facility with a total amount of €500 million is a direct outcome of the EUWI. The Facility has demonstrated that there is strong demand for investment in water supply and sanitation.


The country dialogues developed into one of the principal working instruments of the EUWI. Their added value is to facilitate additional investment and enhance aid effectiveness by identifying opportunities, constraints and financial gaps and providing a basis for harmonisation and alignment of support by the EU and other donors.


These dialogues have been slow to develop, and their pace will have to accelerate in coming years. Under the EUWI a transboundary basins project has been developed for support with €10 million under the 9th EDF, and the process adopted for the development of this project has been unduly protracted.


The Africa-EU dialogue has suffered from a number of shortcomings, leading to frustrations and misunderstandings on both sides. It is hoped that these shortcomings will be addressed by support from the Water Facility now under preparation.


On the EU side the political interest has shifted somewhat to the EU-Africa Infrastructure Partnership now under preparation. It is important to safeguard the identity of the EUWI within that framework, which will require the EU MS and African partners to continue to support the objectives of the EUWI.


All evidence suggests a strong interest both on the African and the EU side to make the Africa-EU Strategic Partnership work better.


Therefore, the EU side hopes that the workshop will result in an improved mutual understanding of the potential and the limitations of the EUWI as a basis for future cooperation. In particular, it should result in a shared vision of what the EU can contribute to achievement of the water-related MDGs in Africa and the role that the EUWI could play in that regard.
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� AMCOW is naturally most concerned with the African component of the EUWI, the Africa-EU Strategic Partnership, but the EUWI cross-cutting components on finance, research and monitoring should also be of interest to AMCOW.


� The EU Water Initiative: Africa-EU Strategic Partnership on Water Affairs and Sanitation, Outline Strategy and 2004-2005 Work Programme. Working document agreed at the Pan-African Implementation and Partnership Conference on Water, Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 8-13 December 2003, between AMCOW/TAC and EU.


� ”The EU has adopted a timetable for Member States to achieve 0.7 % of GNI by 2015, with an intermediate collective target of 0.56% by 2010, and calls on partners to follow this lead. These commitments should see annual EU aid double to over €66 billion in 2010”. See The Joint Statement by the Council and the Representatives of the Governments of Member States Meeting within the Council, the European Parliament and the Commission: The European Consensus on Development”, page 9 (English version). Brussels, November 2005.


� Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament and the European Economic and Social Committee: EU Strategy for Africa: Towards a Euro-African Pact to Accelerate Africa’s Development, pages 29-30 (English version). Brussels, 12 October 2005.


� Water and Sanitation Programme: Water Supply and Sanitation in Poverty Reduction Strategy papers in Sub-Saharan Africa: Developing a Benchmark Review and Exploring the Way Forward. Nairobi, October 2003.


� OECD/DAC: Survey on Harmonisation and Alignment: Measuring Aid Harmonisation and Alignment in 14 Partner Countries. In Africa the survey covered Ethiopia, Morocco, Mozambique, Niger, Senegal, Tanzania and Zambia. It reviewed the work of some 30 donors in these and other countries.





