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1. Introduction
This report details the proceedings from the IWRM Working Group (Section SOWAS) Exchange Meeting taking place at Gobabeb Desert Research Station from 16th to 18th of February 2011; and which was initiated at the formation meeting of the IWRM – SOWAS working group in Benin in November 2010. The complete list of participants can be found in Annex 1, while the workshop agenda is attached as Annex 2. 
2. Welcome and Objective of Workshop
Mr Martin Neumann, team leader of the GIZ-NWRM project in Namibia, kindly welcomed all participants to the IWRM – SOWAS working group exchange meeting.  He further highlighted the objectives of the workshop (below):
· To learn from each other and document experiences of the IWRM process on national and regional level 

· To consolidate this knowledge on IWRM GIZ-wide by elaborating information material (e.g. brochures and fact sheets)
3. Introduction Round and Expectations
As a next step, Ms Katja Huebschen asked all participants to introduce themselves and outline their expectations for this workshop. The expectations voiced are listed below:
· Learn from each other’s experiences of IWRM processes
· Learn more about different institutional set-ups of IWRM

· Learn about and compare best practices of IWRM as well as positive impacts and common challenges between countries
· Learn about the different approaches towards implementing IWRM, and derive lessons thereof with the aim to improve the implementation process
· Explore strategies to ‘sell’ IWRM better
· Document experiences with and benefits of IWRM in order to share them with other regions outside Sub-Saharan Africa
· Produce valuable output which should be distributed GIZ-wide

· To learn more about water user associations (WUAs) and how they compare with basin management committees (BMCs) 
4. Structure of the Workshop

Ms Katja Huebschen, Technical Advisor in the Water Division at GIZ Headquarters in Eschborn, then initiated a discussion regarding the structure of the workshop. 

The workshop would be opened with the IWRM country presentations of Benin, Kenya, Namibia and Zambia. It was agreed that main points and aspects raised therein would be collected individually on paper and further discussed in the afternoon.

The other structuring program points mentioned are listed below:
· Output of the working group: First discussions on the development of IWRM-factsheets as well as a GIZ-brochure on of the topic of IWRM

· Study on ‘Financing mechanisms for Water Resource Management structures’ – Presentation of results and discussion of current draft
· Presentation by Mr Max Elias: Water User Associations in Zambia:  Please mind the gap between theory and practice”
· Presentation by Ms Sonja Berdau: “River Basins in Germany”
· Presentation by Basin Support Officer of Kuiseb Basin Management Committee (KBMC), Ms Emily Mutota
· Walk around the Gobabeb Desert Research Station
· Planning of input of the working group at the GIZ-MATA Meeting from August 29 – Sept, 2, 2011
The program of the 2nd workshop day would take up the program points not covered on the previous day.
5. Country Descriptions: Status Quo and Approach
It was previously agreed among the workshop participants to present their IWRM country presentations according to the following pattern:

1. Status Quo:
· General description of the water sector with special focus on the water resources and the water demand as well as special challenges, which are to be encountered with the IWRM-approach

· Does a vision for sustainable water resources management exist? Is IWRM included as general orientation in laws, policies and strategies in the water sector and how are the orientations implemented?

2. Approach:
· How was the IWRM-process started in the respective country and why?

· Which aspects of IWRM have been introduced (i.e. coordinated water sector planning and interventions with other water related sectors, inter-linking different levels of decision-making, integrating different groups of stakeholders in the water sector and the non-water sectors, integrating water resource protection into policies and programmes etc)?

· Which decisive aspects are still lacking? 

3. Good/Bad practices:

· Challenges and good / bad practices during the introduction of the IWRM approach?

· Where does the GIZ-programme encounter large implementation obstacles?

· Which experiences / approaches have proven to be successful and sustainable?

4. Impacts/Benefits
· Which benefits (on water resources/government/services/civil society…) have been achieved by introducing the IWRM-approach?

· How are they monitored and evaluated?
In order to compare the different country experiences more accurately and to better enable a lively discussion, it was decided that each IWRM country presenter should first outline the first two sections 1. Status Quo and 2. Approach:
5.1. IWRM in Benin – Status Quo and Approach
Ms Antje Maume, Technical Advisor of the Water Sector Programme at the GIZ Office in Benin, first briefed the workshop participants about the Status Quo of Benin’s Water Management sector. She stressed that Benin does not have a water scarcity but a water quality problem, and that the country does not yet command over a Water Resource Management (WRM) structure. The biggest obstacles in the way of building such a structure is the lack of reliable and systematic information for water demand management, as the focus is near-exclusively on drinking water supply.
Nationally, Benin’s water sector is organised by the Ministry of Water and Energy (MME). On the regional level, rural water supply is managed by the Directionne Generale d’Eau (DGE), while urban water is delivered by the public sector through the Société Nationale des Eaux du Bénin (SONEP). On the local level, municipalities are responsible to ensure smooth communal water supply and protection of water resources. However, Ms Maume stressed that no structures exist on basin level yet.
Ms Maume explained that the process of introducing IWRM started in 1998. However, a Water Policy introducing IWRM as guiding idea of water sector was only adopted in 2009, as was followed by the new Water Law in 2010 (but bylaws are still being determined). Ms Maume emphasised that most IWRM-related activities only exist at concept level and even the national IWRM action plan adopted in January 2011 includes very little strategic grounding.
Yet, the IWRM action plan foresees a national reform of the water governance framework: On national level, the Conseil de l’Eau (led by the MME), Commission interministérielle, and the scientific Agence National pour la gestion de l’eau will be created. On regional and local level, the establishment basin management committees and local water user associations around working fields are envisaged. Moreover, a Fund d’Eau will be established to ease and coordinate IWRM-related investment planning.
In conclusion, however, Ms Maume made it very clear that there exist many challenges to the successful implementation of IWRM in Benin. These include the lack of a vision as to how to organise multi-level approach and ensure stakeholder participation, and the absence of a strategy concerning the execution of the IWRM Action Plan. 
The subsequent discussion centred on the following points:
· A question regarding the relationship between the MME and SONEP arose.  Ms Maume clarified that the MME does not sit on governing board of SONEP, and SONEP is thus not a parastatal. 
· Similarly, the link between DGE and SONEP was not entirely clear. It emerged that the two bodies do not maintain close links and coordination does not take place in a structured way.
· It was asked who exactly pays into the envisaged Fond d’Eau. Ms Maume explained that the money will come from tax payers and the charges on drinking water consumption.
· Another question concerned the existence of water permits in Benin. Water permits do not formally exist, and there is thus no effective control on the overall water abstraction in the country.
· A further inquiry concerned the link between the recently adopted IWRM Action Plan and Benin’s Water Law of 2010. The Action Plan will be used to help define the bylaws which will feed back into and complete the Water Law.
· An additional point was made on the objectives and aims of the IWRM Action Plan, and their usefulness. Ms Maume replied that the IWRM Action Plan does include objectives, but they are neither clear nor meaningful; rendering them inoperational.
· Moreover, it was wondered whether the capacity exists to start implementing the IWRM Action Plan and the reform of the water governance sector. Ms Maume replied that this capacity is severely lacking at this point in time. It was stated that having a good framework but lacking the implementation mechanisms is a very common problem of IWRM policies. This process was likened to first developing a certain product and then naively assuming that the whole institutional set-up needed for employing/using it somehow develops in the future. Relating to this point, it was remarked that IWRM Plans often tend to be externally introduced by development agencies without sufficiently considering local conditions and capacities first. 
· Another point made concerned the profoundly different way in which IWRM is “done” in Western Africa compared to Southern Africa (this topic will re-emerged later in more depth).
5.2. IWRM in Kenya – Status Quo and Approach
Ms Anne Marie Ran, Programme Manager Water at GIZ in Nairobi, first set out to explain challenges faced by the Kenyan water sector. These include pronounced regional water scarcity, watershed degradation, underdevelopment of water resources, unregulated discharged into water streams and extreme weather events such as floods as droughts. Moreover, water resources management has traditionally not been high on the agenda.
She proceeded to outline Kenya’s IWRM approach, which was formally introduced in 1999. The Water Act 2002 provides the legal framework for policy implementation by decentralizing WRM and decoupling it from water provision. As such, the sub-sector of Irrigation and Drainage, Water and Sanitation Services and WRM are now represented by three different departments under the umbrella of the Ministry of Water and Irrigation (MWI). The WRM sub-sector itself is coordinated by MWI, which is responsible for policy formulation. Regionally, the Water Resource Management Authority (WRMA) - aided by 6 Catchment Area Advisory Committees (CAACs) - supervises and protects water resources and gives out water abstraction permits. Locally, water users find together in Water Resource User Associations (WRUAs) to collaborate on catchment management and monitoring of resources. To implement the Annual Plans of the WRUAs, a Water Service Trust Fund (WS TF) has been established on ministerial level.
Ms Ran also outlined the problems of the IWRM approach in Kenya, pointing to a big implementation gap. Water is still widely perceived as god-given leading to sub-optimal revenue collection, while the political will lacking as main focus is still on drinking water supply. Moreover, people still think very much in sectors and contradictory laws exist in different sectors. She also pointed out that all the work done by WRUAs is carried out on a voluntary basis, and financing arrangements need to be revised in order to be sustainable in the long term.
The following points were raised in the subsequent discussion:

· The first question concerned the relationship between the MWI and the WRMA. Ms Ran explained that those two bodies do generally cooperate, but that their relationship is also highly political. This is because most irrigation schemes in Kenya do not yet pay anything for their water, and the MWI shows no commitment to actively change the situation.
· It was also inquired if there is adequate support from upper level to lower level within the water governance structure. CAACs especially are not sufficiently supported due to a general problem of funding. Moreover, WRUAs often struggle to obtain money out of the WS TF to fund their annual Action Plans. This requires a ministry official’s signature which is often blocked or massively delayed, and impacts negatively on the general motivation of WRUAs.
· Moreover, a question concerning the development of WRUA’s annual Action Plans arose.  Ms Ran explained that the MWI has put forward a framework for the design such Plans, and even developed a tool box. The drafting itself is done by WRUA members in cooperation with a hired consultant, and approved at national level.
· It was asked how abstraction permits are given out in Kenya, and if the process involves users. It was explained that abstraction surveys are done with the WRUAs being completely involved, and that it is the sub-regional level which charges abstractors and dischargers. However, drinking supply in rural areas is only charged up to 20%.
· It was inquired what institutions make up GCCAs and WRUAs. Ms Ran explained that GCCAs are government institutions staffed with civil servants, and that local stakeholders from the catchment areas make up WRUAs (independent on what institutions they may represent).
· The next question was who gives the order to form WRUAs. In areas with big investments such as in irrigation schemes, the regional level stimulates formations of WRUAs. But often there are already local organisations working on environmental issues, so sometimes WRUAs form out of self-initiative.
· Another question concerned the average geographic area a WRUA is covering. Ms Ran replied that one WRUA normally operates in an area of no more than 100km of a river stream. Thus, many WRUAs can operate in the same catchment area. Adding to this, it was remarked that this does in no way compare to the very vast geographic areas Basin Management Committees (BMCs) have to cover in Namibia.
· It was asked how many WRUAs exist in Kenya at the moment, and how many are supposed to be established in the future. Mrs Ran explained that 40 WRUAs are already in existence, but more than 100 are ultimately envisaged to be established. 
5.3. IWRM in Zambia – Status Quo and Approach
Sketching out Zambia’s water situation, Mr Jakob Doetsch explained that Zambia is a water-abundant country but that the resource is economically scarce is some areas (e.g. copper mine belt). The need for a revised WRM regime in Zambia has been realised since the 1980s, and IWRM has been introduced from 2001 onwards. That year, the Water Resource Action Programme (WRAP) was established, on which’s recommendation a new Water Policy was developed and finally adopted in February 2010.  A new Water Resource Management (WRM) Bill was approved by Cabinet in mid-2010. 

Outlining the proposed IWRM-inspired reform of the water sector, Mr Doetsch first explained the current institutional set-up of the Zambian water sector. At the moment, the Ministry of Energy and Water Development (MEWD) presides over a Water Board (which deals with water permits), and the Department of Water Affairs (DWA). Both the Water Board and the DWA will be remodelled: With the new set up proposed in the Water Policy of 2010, MEWD will preside over a Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the Water Resource Management Authority (WRMA).The WRMA will oversee the work of the to be established catchment councils, sub-catchment councils, and the Water User Associations (WUAs). Enactment of the Water Policy and the WRM Bill is expected to start in April 2011, and will follow the recommendations of IWRM-related consultancies currently underway.
In the subsequent discussions, the following points were brought up:
· It was asked whether the WRAP task force was actively involved in drafting the Water Policy 2010. This was indeed the case as the task force played a crucial role in the issue identification process and also commanded over the necessary funds. 
· It was asked what happens exactly happens when all consultancies currently underway will be completed. Mr Doetsch explained that this will be a step-wise process, and the Minister will decide on what steps will be taken first.
· Another inquiry concerned the difference in mandate and function between DWR and the WRMA. While the former formulates policies, the latter is purely technical. Moreover, the WRMA is supposed to regulate itself as there is no independent regulating control body envisaged.
· It was wondered if the Water Policy formulates precise objectives and aims. Mr Doetsch explained that the Policy gives a very clear 10 year Action Plan, and a lot of consulting work has been done with stakeholders to ensure it relevance.
· It was not entirely clear which body is responsible for bulk water supply. It is currently done by the Water Board, but will later fall into the responsibility of the WRMA.
· Another question concerned the kind of people which make up the different levels of the WRMA, Catchment councils and sub-catchment councils are staffed with civil servants, while WUAs are composed out of local stakeholders. The chairman of a WUA and up to 8 more local stakeholders will be part of the according sub-catchment council to ensure appropriate representation.
· Lastly, it was asked how the Water Policy plans to proceed with regard to mine regulation. WUAs will be responsible to check whether mines comply with the mine regulations decreed by the Environmental council of Zambia.
5.4. IWRM in Namibia – Status Quo and Approach (Ms Beata Xulu)
Ms Beata Xulu, the program director at the GIZ Cuvelai-Etosha-Basin (CEB) Office in Northern Central Namibia, briefed the workshop participants on Namibia’s water situation. She explained that annual rainfall is erratic, unreliable and low, that evaporation rates are generally very high, and that the county does not command over perennial rivers within its borders. Yet, water demand is projected to increase by nearly 50% by 2030. Deforestation and climate change exacerbate the challenge ahead.
The IWRM process in Namibia is laid out in the National Water Policy of 2000 and the Water Resources Management Bill of 2010, and further described in the Integrated Water Resources Management Plan (IWRMP 2010). The current institutional set-up of the water sector sees the Ministry of Water, Agriculture and Forestry (MAWF) as responsible for policy formulation. It also oversees the bulk water supplier NamWater, the Directorate of Water Supply and Sanitation Coordination (DWSSC) which coordinates Local Water Associations (LWAs), and the Directorate of Resource Management (DRM). In tandem with GIZ, DRM is responsible for the basin management structure in Namibia. While Basin Management Committees (BMCs) have been formed in 6 basins and are supported by Basin Support Officers (BSOs), the planned Basin Management Support Department on ministerial level is yet to be established.
However, WRM still isn’t a priority for many sectors which manifests itself in minimal involvement. Ms Xulu also drew attention to the fact that food self sufficiency rather than food security is still very much emphasised despite the irrigation sector being by far the biggest water user, and stakeholder involvement is still in its nascent stages. Moreover, the Water Resources Management Bill of 2010 still hasn’t been approved by the government.
The following three points were subsequently discussed:

· It was asked how many members the BMCs have, and who constitute their membership. Ms Xulu explained that a BMC has a maximum of 20 members, and the membership is made up of stakeholders who must represent key stakeholder institutions.
· In a similar vein, it was wondered whether local water associations members are represented in the BMC. As these institutions are prominent water users in the respective basin, representatives of the Local Water Associations are commonly – but not always – included in the BMC.
· A comparison was drawn between Namibia and Kenya, where WUAs are differently composed because they are made up of interested parties who are not members due to their institutional affiliation as in Namibia. The Kenyan approach should be investigated further to maybe feed into the Namibian basin management model.
5.5. IWRM in Namibia – Status Quo and Approach (Mr Gereon Hunger)
Mr Gereon Hunger, hydrologist at MAWF, gave a supplementary perspective on the IWRM process in Namibia. 
He recounted how the Department of Water Affairs was broken up into NamWater, DRM and DWSSC after independence in 1990. These three different bodies have their own regime and not necessarily cooperate, leading to contradictions in their institutional set-up. According to Mr Hunger, the IWRM Plan of 2010 can hardly be implemented with this current structure; calling it incompatible with IWRM.
He also recounted that a big IWRM consultancy funded by African Water Facility had commenced in August 2010, and concluded that all stakeholder are fine with striving towards IWRM but have many questions about how it is to be done and who is responsible for doing it. It was also recommended to develop a Water and Sanitation Advisory Council and a water regulator body in tandem with BMCs, but so far none of the measures have been formally enacted.
5.6. IWRM in Namibia – Bad/Good Practices and Impacts/Benefits
In order to maintain coherence, it was then decided that the IWRM country description of Namibia should be presented in its entirety by both Mr Hunger and Ms Xulu. As for bad practices, Mr Hunger drew attention to the fact that a great outsourcing of leadership in IWRM approach has occurred post-independence, with many leading figures now working for consulting companies. This also leads to an unbalanced partnership between the client (MAWF) and the consultant. He thus re-affirmed that the current - IWRM plan is far from being implementable, and a basic understanding of IWRM concept is still lacking. As for good practices, he said that BMCs are promising development, but its starts the process from the far end and is financially un-sustainable.
Ms Xulu cited limited stakeholder interest, the delay in the official promulgation of the Water Act 2010, as well as the problem with the financial sustainability of BMCs and limited capacity and expertise as the main obstacles and bad practices within Namibia’s IWRM process. However, she identified a strong motivation and commitment for IWRM on national level as well as the creation of participatory structures giving opportunity to stakeholders to have a say in decision making on water resource management and utilization. Yet, both Ms Xulu and Mr Hunger unanimously concluded that IWRM remains a big challenge for Namibia. 
6. Presentation by Ms Sonja Berdau: “River Basins in Germany”
Ms Sonja Berdau, GIZ-Technical Advisor at the Namibian Water Resource Management Project in Namibia, gave a presentation on her hospitation at the Ministry of Agriculture, Environment and Rural Areas (MAERA) of the State Schleswig-Holstein in Germany. Specifically, she outlined the methods with which water resources are managed on federal state level in Germany: The national WRM strategy is guided by the EU Water Directive of 2000. Each federal state commands over catchment areas (3 in Schleswig Holstein). For each catchment, a ministerial project team of 9 staff members exists in order to assist WRM on the local level.
On local level, these catchments are managed by numerous working groups (WGs) which cover very small areas on district level. The composition of membership is pre-defined : Any WG is always chaired by the local Water and Land Union, and further includes members from government (e.g. local authorities), NGOs (e.g. fisheries and agriculture associations) and other members such as water supply companies. Explaining their funding structure, Ms Berdau said that each WG receives an annual allowance for operating expenditure (out of an annual lump sum provided by MAERA) and every member of the working group receives a standard per diem rate (paid directly by MAERA).
· It was asked whether the borders of the WG areas align with hydrological boundaries. Ms Berdau explained that catchments are managed within administrative boundaries (e.g federal state level), but stick to river basin boundaries. This means that different WGs of the same catchment area might belong to several federal states of Germany.
· It was also inquired what Water and Land Unions exactly are. It was explained that they have existed in Germany for centuries, and are traditional water management bodies incorporated into contemporary water governance structures
7. Group Discussion: Water Resources Management Structures
As a group, it was then discussed what kind of institutions involved in the wider WRM structures had been introduced by the IWRM country descriptions of Benin, Kenya, Zambia and Namibia. These were collected and grouped under the following headings:
Regional:  
· European Union (EU), Southern African Development Community (SADC)
National: 
· Ministry (lead), Autonomous Authorities, Regulatory bodies, Ministries (other sectors), Supplier/Utility, National fund, Advisory Committees, Research/Knowledge Institutes
Basin/Catchment:  
· Basin Management Committees, Catchment Councils, Regional Authorities, CAACs, stakeholder forum
· Sub-Basin Committee, Sub-Catchment Council, Sub-Regional Authorities
· Working Groups

Local: 
· Water Resource User Association (WRUAs), Water User Associations (WUAs), Water Point Committees, Working Groups (WGs)
· Institutions/civil society

8. Presentation by Mr Max Elias: “Water User Associations in Zambia:  Please mind the Gap between Theory and Practice”
Mr Max Elias, MSc student at University of Freiburg and a current intern at GIZ in Lusaka presented his thesis research on WUAs in Zambia. A prior desktop study concerning the reality of WUAs worldwide revealed that most of them had external purposes and little attention had been paid to local interests in conditions. Corruption and insufficient acceptance by local authorities was also common, and sustainability after termination of projects was disappointing. His recommendation derived from the desktop study most importantly include that the demand to form a WUA should come from water users themselves and use should be made of existing institutional structures.
He furthermore conducts fieldwork with the WUA in Kamfinsa, Zambia, to substantiate these insights. The biggest challenge for this WUA is severe deforestation and infrastructure concerns with two dams in the area, which is why its formation was called for externally. However, Mr Elias found that there are no visible water problems for Kamfinsa’s water users, and that they feel a lack of ownership regarding their WUA. Yet, he also stated that the potential to prevent future water and environmental problems does exist among the stakeholders.
· It was asked whether the membership number of WUAs in Zambia is in any pre-defined, which was denied. However, the number is normally around 15 – 20 people.
· A related question concerned the requirements one needs to fulfil in order to become a WUA member. Mr Elias explained that everyone with an interest can become a member, irrespective of one’s institutional background. The yet to agreed bylaws of the Zambian Water Bill are likely to include more precise information on stakeholder composition of WUAs.
· Another remark related to the issue whether externally forming a WRUA is counter-productive. The issue of external vs. internal demand for composition of an association became a hot point of discussion and both views were supported. It was however stressed that it is always paramount to make local stakeholders realise the benefits of building an association. 

9. Group Discussion:  Composition of participatory groups

Ms Huebschen initiated a discussion regard the composition of participatory groups as outlined in the previous presentations. The following chart was drawn up:
Local level: 
· stakeholder (to be defined by analysis – define the “stake”), representatives of different associations (private & public)

Basin level:
· decentralised governmental level, voluntary stakeholder participation/resource person (advisory function)
DAY 2
10. Recap of 1st Workshop Day
Ms Huebschen opened the 2nd day of the IWRM Working Group (Section SOWAS) Exchange Meeting by asking the participants which issues had emerged from the previous days. The following points were raised:
· Difference between system of Benin (Western Africa – French-influenced) and Kenya and Zambia (Southern Africa – English-influenced) in terms of current and envisaged institutional set-up of IWRM

· But also similar and common points?

· Motivation and purpose of WRUAs and WUAs ( what are they doing and why?

· Participatory structure 

· How set up, composition, mandate and function?

· Capacity building at partner level with regard to IWRM

· Lack of inter-sectoral cooperation at high level 

· Transfer of ideas to national level and local stakeholders

· Crucial role of communication

· Demand impulse for IWRM, WUAs etc ( intrinsic vs external?
· Massive implementation gap between papers and actions

· How do we hand over responsibility, and at which point should we hand over the process? ( accompany IWRM process to the end 

· Prescribing approach for an organisation which solely works on a voluntary level (i.e. BMCs). The need for an issue for mobilisation!!! ( motivation for voluntary associations = demand-driven

· Lack of IWRM implementation mechanisms and strategic approach

· Most countries still busy with adjusting their Water Laws ( IWRM plan of Namibia totally in-operational.

· Lack of data and IT systems for IWRM

· Difference in terminology and using ambiguous terms causing confusion
11. Kuiseb Basin Management Committee (KBMC) Presentation
Ms Emily Mutota, Basin Support Officer of KBMC, gave a presentation of the BMC’s history, current work, and challenges ahead. She explained that the KBMC was the first BMC established in Namibia in 2003, and that the BMC includes 9 members representing NamWater, local farmers, Walvis Bay Municipality, Ministry of Environment and Tourism, MAWF as well as Gobabeb Desert Research Station. The latter also supplies KBMC with data of their water-related research (e.g. sustainable gardening).

The biggest challenge in the basin is the lack of interest of stakeholders, especially commercial farmers. There is also a problem with increasing mining activity and associated illegal water abstractions as well as extensive flood damage. Moreover, NamWater charges are often unaffordable by much of the local Topnaar community.
· Ms Mutota was asked why she had chosen to get engaged in the KBMC.  The main reason was her realisation that water in the Kuiseb basin is very scarce and someone needed to need to engage crucial stakeholders such as NAMwater and Walvis Bay Municipality.
· Another question voice was who is actively working on WRM in the KBMC. According to Ms Mutota, there is widespread commitment to the KBMC, and the meetings are well attended. Moreover, Gobabeb Desert Research Station contributes intensely with research and plays a very central role for KBMC. It was however remarked that KBMC membership used to be higher when the issue between downstream and upstream users was a central concern. Since a solution has been found membership of the KBMC has suffered.
12. IWRM Country Presentation – Good/Bad Practices & Impacts/Benefits
The workshop then proceeded with the 2nd part (3. Good/Bad Practices and 4. Impacts/Benefits) of the remaining IWRM country presentations of Kenya, Zambia and Benin.
12.1. Kenya IWRM Country Presentation – Good/Bad Practices & Impacts/Benefits
Ms Ran then proceeded to present the good/bad practices and impacts/benefits of the Kenyan IWRM process. As for good practices, she identified the WRUA approach as successful in enabling local communities to identify local problems, develop solutions and participate in their implementation. She also cited the use of test sites to pilot IWRM as beneficial. Moreover, the IWRM in Kenya will be continuously revised and it is already envisaged to introduce regulated, autonomous regional bodies as well as a national regulatory body on government level.
With regard to impact and benefits derived from IWRM in Kenya, Ms Ran explained that these include reduced distance to nearest water point due to increased water availability, reduced conflict over water sharing and improved ground water recharge through wetland protection.
· It was asked how the positive impact of the Kenyan IWRM process can be proven. Mr Ran explained that they were collected from feedback given from WRUA members during consultations, but cannot be considered hard facts.
· Another question concerned water payment compliance in Kenya. This is indeed still a huge problem in Kenya, exacerbated by the country’s size. There are currently 8000 permit requests which are processed with big delays, but things are improving.
12.2. Zambia IWRM Country Presentation – Good/Bad Practices & Impacts/Benefits

Mr Doetsch outlined Zambia’s good, bad and “in between” practices with regard to the country’s IWRM reform. As for good practices, he cited the extensive consultation and participation of stakeholders involved in current IWRM processes. Moreover, some physical developments can be seen, i.e. the construction of a WUA head office. “In between” practices include the low representation of women, and that the IWRM agenda is not set by GIZ which creates a dependency on the partner’s structure. With regard to bad practices, Mr Doetsch pointed to difficulties in involving the high level, and a general resistance to change within the MWED.

Regarding impact and benefits derived from IWRM in Zambia, Mr Doetsch referred to the basic understanding of IWRM issues by major stakeholders, and the importance thereof. Moreover, repairing and maintenance of water infrastructure has already proceeded. Additionally, WUAs also have the potential to have an impact beyond the water sector.
· A question arose concerning the possible improvement of female participation in WUAs. Mr Doeth said that this poses a substantial problem as many women do not speak English. Rather, the most engaged and vocal WUA members are former or current government officials which are mainly men.
· Concerning the issue of change management, it was said that each IWRM reform has to necessarily be accompanied by a change management component and should be a basic requirement.
· Another remark concerned the importance to include the youth in WUAs (as well as WRUAs and BMCs) as they are the future and most affected by decisions taken.
12.3 Benin IWRM Country Presentation – Good/Bad Practices & Impacts/Benefits

Ms Maume started the 2nd part of her Benin IWRM country presentation by stating that the IWRM process in Benin is still in nascent stage, and that implementation experience barely exists yet. As far as one can tell now, she identified the following good practices: First, the improvement of water quality by through the establishment of protection zones around wells, which very much ties in with public demand. Secondly, a scientific programme between university in Benin, Germany and France on water data analysis, modelling and climate change has been initiated, which has created a great dynamic in DGE’s scientific department.
As bad practices, Ms Maume cited the lack of cooperation with both the ministries involved as well as local NGOs involved in water management. Moreover, elaboration of institutional aspects of IWRM are discussed and decided upon in small and exclusive groups which are solely Cotonou-based and do not involve regional or local structures.
Obstacles for the GIZ programme include the involvement of many ministries which makes coordination complicated. Moreover, public administration is very weak and there is a huge demand for capacity development, making it easy for some selected interests to dominate the process. Ms Maume also mentioned that other donors such as the Netherlands (budget support) and DANIDA (institutional development) are involved in the water sector, and coordination is sometimes difficult.
Seeing that IWRM is not done in Benin just yet, impact is not actually happening but rather envisaged: Ms Maume pointed to the new focus on water quality management and better long term investment planning as an example.
· The first question related to donor coordination in Benin’s water sector. Ms Maume explained that, despite a separation of tasks, no clear donor harmonisation exists, and that the administrative counterpart of the NGOs (DGE) is very weak. It was remarked  that in Zambia, all donors in water sector meets once a month for the sake of coordination
· Emphasis was also put on the importance of research activities as supplementary instruments of the IWRM process, such as the initiative between Benin, Germany and France outlined by Ms Maume. 
13. Discussion and Ordering of Issues Emerging from the IWRM Country Presentations

Ms Huebschen proceeded to stimulate a discussion regarding the issues identified in the Recap of the first workshop day (see 10. Recap of 1st Workshop Day). They were then ordered thematically under the following three working fields:
1. Sustainable set-up and performance of IWRM structure (Custodians: Sonja Berdau & Ariane Borgstedt):
· Institutional set-up (national, regional, local) with regard to mandate, responsibility and functions

· Importance of regulation

· Different approaches English/French system (but also common processes),

· Boundary issues

· Participation and Coordination (Custodians: Ann-Marie Ran & Japheth Onyando):
· Composition of participatory bodies (including definition of stakeholder)

· Gap between mandate, function and composition (WUAs, BMCs etc)

· Women & youth participation

· Motivation & purpose of IWRM

· Demand impulse for WUAs ( intrinsic vs. external

· Motivation for voluntary associations (demand driven)

· Gap between government and users

· Transfers of ideas/knowledge to local stakeholders at all levels
· Lack of inter-sectoral cooperation (at high level)

· Communication

· Research as supplementary instrument (e.g. master theses)

2. IWRM Policy and Implementation (Custodians: Gereon Hunger & Antje Maume)
· Lack of implementation mechanisms & strategic approach

· Content and components of IWRM

· Lack of data

· Lack of capacity
· Low enforcement compliance and monitoring
The following points were noted in addition:
Approach:
· Importance of Change Management

· Accompany IWRM process until the end (sustainable hand-over)

· Set realistic objectives and aims (step-wise approach)

· Difference in terminology which causes confusion!

Other Overarching Themes

· Transboundary water management

· CapacityWorks

Next, it was discussed how the workshop’s output could be transferred to other interested parties. The following options emerged:
· GIZ IWRM brochure. However, objective of the brochure as well as target group and regional focus have to be clarified first (see next steps below). 

· IWRM Country Factsheets summarising the IWRM approach in the respective countries as well as good/bad practices and impacts . Ms Huebschen will coordinate this process.
· Use of more innovative media such as a documentary or a website.
Moreover, it was decided to actively seek the help of interns to work on the three working fields identified in the group discussion. Willingness to do so, especially regarding the topic of participation and coordination, was strongly expressed by the representatives of GIZ Namibia.
The ideal target group for transferring above information was also discussed. It was stressed that the results of this workshop had to be presented to the respective partners, and that one could even repeat this exercise with them. 
14. Presentation of Financing Study of WRM

Ms Huebschen presented the latest draft of the IWRM financing study commissioned by GIZ. The report assesses the legal framework and set up, the monitoring instruments and financing mechanisms of several countries implementing IWRM, yet a clear recommendation on the way forward is still missing from the report. All country case studies included in the report should give feedback which will be incorporated. Benin, Namibia and Zambia were used as case studies in the report and gave the following feedback:

Benin:

· Benin water sector not well described, especially the decentralisation process

· Role of local authorities not emphasised

· General lack of detail and accuracy in country descriptions

· Need for pro and cons for the establishment of BMCs in Benin context (can it be financed in a sustainable way?)

Zambia:
· It is very positive, no critical comments which would have been helpful
· Very little guidance on how to proceed
· No clear recommendation for sustainable financing models
· Assessment only stays on national level, meaning the local level is missing (e.g. payments from government institutions to local level for service provision)

· Zambia currently tenders a study to develop a business plan for its WUAs as well as a human resources assessment

Namibia:

· No comparison between the countries

· Lack of guidance on exact procedures

· Would like visualising features such as organigrams or graphs (i.e. flow of financial resources)
· Financial sustainability currently really achievable?
15. Next steps

Ms Huebschen then led a discussion with the aim to concretise the steps forward. The following results are detailed below:
SOWAS Working group:

· Production of factsheets – one for each country (Benin, Kenya, Zambia, Namibia and possibly Burkina Faso, Uganda, Tanzania and Mozambique)
· Continue work on specific topics (including interns in Namibia working together with Sonja) – build on results, also of the financing study
· further studies on specific topics as deemed necessary
· team-shares (ex-DED) – collect documents and exchange questions

· result protocol (distribute it inter-regionally)

National level:

· GIZ IWRM Brochure – target group, content and objective and scope need to be brain-stormed by country teams and presented at the MATA meeting. The results of this national brain-storming regarding the IWRM-brochure should be send to Ms Huebschen (Katja.Huebschen@giz.de) by end of May 2011.
· Continue process to integrate partners in discussions

16. Feedback and Evaluation

Ms Huebschen then asked the participants to voice their feedback concerning the workshop as well as evaluating its outcome:
· Identification and discussion of topics in more detail than in Kenya ( next step: reference document

· Size of working group appropriate, but too few seniors
· Integration of local staff in host country

· Exchange of experiences (of different systems) ( lots of ideas to bring home

· Good platform to discuss openly; nice atmosphere which enabled informal exchange

· Time too short for detailed discussion ( also specific preparations needed, distribute documents beforehand!

· Transfer to national structures needed ( follow up, i.e. regional exchange

· Outcome? Concrete next steps on national level needed

· Much clearer idea about institutional set-up of IWRM processes
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Annex 2.  Agenda
IWRM Working Group (Section SOWAS) Meeting

16. – 19. February 2011 in Namibia

Topic: Exchange meeting to discuss lessons learnt on the basis of IWRM country descriptions and to discuss outcomes of the study on financing mechanism of river basin organizations.

Objective: Info exchange on IWRM and collection/documentation of information (to elaborate a brochure)

	Date
	Date/time
	Topic

	15 or 16. Feb. 2011  
	until 12h
	Arrival in Windhoek/Namibia

	16. Feb
	15 h
	Traveling from Windhoek to Gobabeb

	16. Feb
	19 h
	Arrival in Gobabeb

	17. Feb
	8-17h
	1st Workshop Day:

-IWRM Country Presentations (Status Quo  & Approach)

1) Benin

2) Kenya

3) Zambia

4) Nambia

- Presentation by Ms Sonja Berdau: “River Basins in Germany”

- Group Discussion: Water Resources Management Structures

- Presentation by Mr Max Elias: “Water User Associations in Zambia:  Please mind the Gap between Theory and Practice”

- Group Discussion:  Composition of participatory groups



	18. Feb
	8-17h
	 2nd Workshop Day

- Recap of 1st Workshop Day

- Kuiseb Basin Management Committee (KBMC) Presentation

-IWRM Country Presentation – (Good/Bad Practices & Impacts/Benefits)

      1) Benin

      2) Kenya

      3) Zambia

- Discussion and Ordering of Issues Emerging from the IWRM Country Presentations

- Presentation of Financing Study of WRM

- Next steps

- Feedback and Evaluation



	18. Feb
	17h 
	Traveling from Gobabeb to Swakopmund 

	19. Feb
	8h
	Traveling from Swakopmund to Windhoek

	19. Feb
	14H-17h30
	Departure for fieldtrip in Windhoek “groundwater recharge” and “reclamation plant” with Greg Christelis, Division Geohydrology, Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry

	19. Feb/20. Feb
	afternoon
	Traveling back 
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