Dear All,

Happy New Year!

Many thanks for your comments on the meeting notes distributed by Peregrine.  This note was drafted by ERM as an effort to identify the key issues raised at our meeting, and an effort to do so in a balanced and diplomatic way.  I am afraid I did not have an opportunity to review the note before it went out so I set out the following comments.

David, I agree, the discussion was certainly more animated than is apparent in the note, and as always thank you for providing comments.  

1. The day started off with a presentation from the AFD.  I do not believe that they were trying to direct the focus of the FWG.  They are suppliers of finance so they were presenting some of the supply projects with which they have recently been involved.  I do not think it is fair to say that the models they presented had nothing to do with the MDGs.  The finance mechanisms presented provide local governments with additional funding to invest in the water sector, which can be supportive of the MDGs if those funds are used by the local government in an appropriate manner.  I too understood Jean-Pierre to say that the AFD did not do an assessment of how and to what extent these projects would meet the MDGs for that country, though I assume tat the AFD has performance indicators for each project as do most donor agencies, based on the MDGs.

2. The challenge of this FWG process remains the lack of demand led information available.  We have had some good input from the NGOs, some member states and WSP on demand led analysis from the point of view of the consumer.  We have virtually no information on demand led issues from the point of view of the country government.  Our colleagues at AMCOW are extremely busy with various issues and have not been able to provide us with any feedback beyond the very helpful comments that they provided at our last meeting.  This means that the majority of the information easily available to ERM in their research is supply led, and hence why there may seem to be a supply led approach to the FWG.  If anyone has ideas on how to get more information from a demand led government perspective please let us know.

3. There are two key issues which to my mind arose from the last meeting.  I would like to get your feedback on these to ensure that I understood correctly.  Please let me know what you think.

a. The FWG agreed enthusiastically that we should work closely with the Africa WSS working group to help with the finance aspects of the country dialogues.  I will not be able to attend the WSS meeting on Monday, but several of the FWG members will and will be able to reiterate our interest in this process.  We discussed becoming involved in from 2-4 country dialogues, Ethiopia, Zambia, Mozambique and Ghana, though no decision was taken as to which of these countries would be of interest, in particular whether one or several working group members would like to take responsibility for leading on one or more of these countries.  Please let me know which of these country dialogues interest you.  This decision will also depend on the funding available from the EUWF.  The group also agreed that the idea of helping to evolve the FEASIBLE and SWIFT models to apply to the specific demand of Africa would be an excellent idea, to the extent that this made sense for the country dialogue in question.  It is premature to say whether any country dialogue requires a mechanism as sophisticated as FEASIBLE or SWIFT.  To this extent the FWG agreed to go forward with a request to the EUWF for funding for such exercises.

b. The FWG agreed that the frequency of meetings was too high and therefore they requested that we limit ourselves to quarterly meetings of the whole group, with more frequent meetings, as necessary, of sub-groups working on specific issues (e.g. the country dialogue groups mentioned above).  This would also allow the FWG to diversify and address a number of additional issues.  We do not want to spread ourselves too thinly, but this would allow groups of FWG members to look at different issues in the context of the FWG so long as these issues are supported by the wider FWG.  We are not trying to turn this into a vague knowledge network, but we do want to increase flexibility and take into consideration those members whose budget constraints do not allow them to attend more frequent meetings.

4. Finally, and possibly most importantly, I completely agree with David’s comment about the group’s identity crisis, and of course I love being quoted!  My own belief is that this struggle with “who we are” as a group is part of the consensual, multi-stakeholder nature of the group.  It is part of its major strength and its major weakness.  No one experiences the frustration more than me.  And if we want to move away from this model, I am more than happy to do so, and frankly I think we may need to go to a more directive approach, this last year has probably been sufficient to build our collective patience.  Please let me know what you think.

Please let me know if you have any comments on the above.  The group is of course open to EUWI members and those additional friends who wish to be involved in the thinking and analysis around the work that we do.  If anyone would like to nominate new members or would like to cease to be a member simply let me know and I will adjust the list accordingly.

With this letter I would also like to remind you that I will be leaving DFID at the end of January, though I will stick around for a couple of months to help out on an as needed basis.  I am very glad to announce that Bea Parkes and John Hodges will be taking over the chair on behalf of DFID.  They can be reached on B-Parkes @dfid.gov.uk and J-Hodges@dfid.gov.uk.

Kind regards,

Jeff Delmon

DFID

