TROJKA, AMCOW, EU COM MEETING of

AFRICA WORKING GROUP

Date:

Wednesday, February 14th, 2007 09.00-16:30 hr

Location:
Room 7, UNEP, Gigiri Complex, Nairobi

Attended:
see attached attendance list

1.
Introductory session

Both co-chairs of the AWG, Mr. Leleka and Mr. Parent, welcomed all the participants. Mr. Leleka, on behalf of the AMCOW subcommittee on European Affairs, would chair the sessions. He mentioned that this 2 ½ day meeting is very important since it will be the last meeting before the AMCOW ordinary session in March. He expressed the wish for an open, free flow of discussions in an informal atmosphere. Mr. Parent added in his opening a word of thanks to Germany for its co-chairmanship of the AWG in 2006.

Agenda

The agenda was briefly discussed and adapted. It was agreed to take more time for the Draft Strategy and Work Plan 2007 discussions (10.00-12.30 hr). In the afternoon, enough time will be available for the request to the WFac application and the joint reporting to the AMCOW session. There was a brief discussion whether the latter point should also be dealt with in the plenary on Friday morning.

Expected Outputs
There was a short review of the listed objectives on the programme paper:

· The outputs that should come out of the 2 ½ day meeting are very ambitious but also very important.

· Concerning the 3rd point (Recommendations on the Water facility), this could be phrased in a different way. Preferably, the AMCOW-TAC will express their view on the WFac to the EC instead of making a recommendation from the AWG. This will have more impact.

· What are the resources that the AWG will obtain if the work plan is approved? And are they ready? In principle, the resources are ensured. The important thing that is still missing – as a crucial component of the proposal to the WFac – is the agreement from the AMCOW on the work plan and the strategy. Once this has been obtained, the proposal can be submitted and the funds are then expected to be forthcoming. Along with the funding from the WFac, other funding is already available from Germany and France.

Brief presentation of EUWI activities in 2006 and recall recommendations of Entebbe

mid term review meeting
In 2006, the AWG met several times to discuss its plans for 2006 and the near future. To begin, there was a mid-review meeting held in February in Entebbe. As an output of this meeting, a communiqué was written on the outputs of AWG and the expectations of AMCOW regarding the AWG.

Another AWG meeting was planned in Brussels in May to discuss the implications of the communiqué and the way forward. In this meeting, an AWG work plan 2006-2008 was discussed based on the communiqué and the outcomes of the Entebbe meeting. The work plan led to the draft strategy, written by Germany and EU MS, that was discussed in Stockholm in August with all of AWG members.

Attendance list: see separate attachment

2.
Draft Strategy & Work Plan 2007

Presentations: Franz-Josef Batz & Bruno Valfrey-Visser 

Franz-Josef Batz and Bruno Valfrey-Visser presented a power point on the strategy (FJB) and the work plan (BVV), see also the separate attachments.

Following comments were made.

Country Dialogues (CD)

· An evaluation and monitoring of the CD should be part of the strategy paper. With this, the AWG can better make use of this activity. It must be known which CD countries have progressed and which countries are lagging behind. All countries who would like to start the CD process, should contact the national, in-country actors instead of the AWG members. It is up to the development partners to demand the CD process and decide on the way to do this. This process should be very clearly stated on paper;

· Communications on the ongoing CD process should improve: between the national partners, European and non-EU partners. This information should be very open to everyone;

· A clear understanding what the CD process is and how harmonisation relates to this. AWG needs to explain very well what the CD is and what it does (and does not);

· The responsibility of the CD should be in-country where the process is being run, not by the head offices of the EU MS. For example, for the Ethiopian CD, the in-country parties have taken a lead role, supported by the EU MS;

· As the CDs are important building blocks for countries to invest in the water sector, it is vital that in-house donors should be known and they should begin working with the governments how to find funding and resources;

· There are often already programmes ongoing in the partner countries with funding from non-EU donors, such as the World Bank. If EUWI comes in with more programmes, then these programmes should build on the existing ones and enrich these;

· It is important that the needs and wants of AMCOW stay in the centre of all discussions. Coherence and synergy is very important to obtain to help AMCOW achieve its goals. AMCOW should communicate better its feedback on different programmes and objectives of the EUWI. AMCOW should drive the CD process in each partner country;

· The lessons learned from each CD process should be shared amongst other African countries and the EU MS. The mapping exercise is another way to share information to support coordination and harmonization. It is of the interest of both AMCOW and EU donors. As an effect, the CD process should become a product of the mapping exercise.

The draft strategy as discussed would be copied for dissemination and final discussion of the text at the end of the morning.

Work plan 2007

· An evaluation on the CD will take place. As soon as possible, a ToR should be written and circulated for finalization so that it can begin before the AWG meeting in April. The results of the evaluation should be made known and discussed in Stockholm in August. An external consultancy team should do this evaluation.

Nothing on the long and dull discussion about the nationality of the team members, and the necessity of involving African consultants in the team? Or it was not that day?

Decision: A team of consultants will evaluate the CD process. The results of this should be made known in Stockholm.

· Two concept notes have been made concerning Sanitation and IWRM/TWM. These notes have been distributed through e-mail in November 2006 and comments have already been received. The question is, how to take these papers further? It is important that there is an added value to these issues; show what the purpose and objectives are and what the AWG would like to achieve with these notes.

Decision: It was decided that these concept notes will be developed further but they need to be reformulated before the next proposed meeting in April.

Action Point: make a detailed concept note to get comments. The concept notes should be revised before the meeting in April.

· It is important that AMCOW-TAC takes ownership of the work plan and its activities.

Decision: All parties approve the work plan 2007.
Strategy Paper: discussion of latest draft

· The strategy was discussed page by page. By each major point, comments were incorporated directly into the draft paper (see separate attachment)

Decision: Strategy paper has been approved, see final paper

(lunch break)

3.
Information and discussion on request to Water Facility

Presentation: Paul van Koppen (Troika Support Group)

Paul van Koppen made an informative presentation on the request to the Water Facility (WFac). In this presentation, the status and the planning of the request were explained. By submitting a request to the WFac, AWG could receive funding for its activities from 2006 until 2008. The WFac has allocated money for both the AWG and the Finance Working Group (FWG); respectively € 600,000 and € 400,000. Germany and France will also provide an additional € 320,000 for the activities of the AWG.

It is necessary to have a formal approval from AMCOW-TAC for the work plan 2007 and strategy paper so that the application can be submitted. As AWG and FWG both will receive funding from WFac, an alignment between them needs to be made on the request. Also, the WFac has stressed the importance of alignment between the work plan of the AWG and FWG and the one hand and the AMCOW on the other hand since they both receive resources from the WFac.

4.
Discussion on EUWI joint report to AMCOW 6th Ordinary Session

The Commission was approached by the president of AMCOW to prepare a report for the next AMCOW session in March. They would like to have a report from the various partnerships and initiatives.

Following comments were made:

· The joint report from AMCOW and EU should be on what they have achieved in the last years and what activities are still to come.

· Both AWG and AMCOW need to take ownership of this report, as this is a joint effort.

· AMCOW-TAC should write the report with input of AMCOW and EU (AWG).

Decision: This report will be written jointly, as an initiative of AMCOW-TAC with inputs from AWG. The AWG will prepare the key points to be included in the report asap and send it to AMCOW-TAC.

5.
AOB

A short exchange of thoughts and ideas was made on the plans for 2007:

· All the activities that AWG would like to undertake, should be tangible and show added value to achieving the MDGs and the wants and needs of AMCOW;

· More insight should be made into what AMCOW would like to achieve. What issues need to be resolved; which activities should be carried out to achieve these issues;

· AMCOW needs to be clear??? what do you exactly mean by that? on infrastructure on water and sanitation. Ministers and presidents demand infrastructures to achieve the MDGs;

· As the projects are led at the country level, there needs to be a one-to-one relationship with what AMCOW is doing??? This point is not completely clear either. No confusion should be made about what the roles of AMCOW and NEPAD are.

7.
Closing of day 1

