[image: image1.jpg]



International Network for Capacity Building 

in Integrated Water Resources Management
Monitoring and measuring capacity building networks. 

performance in 2004

Results from the self assessment tool for capacity building networks completed during Cap-Net third annual meeting, Cape Town, South Africa, December 2004

Report prepared by Damian Indij, LA-WETnet

Assessment of network performance, 2004

Executive summary

The self assessment is carried out with the purpose to determine progress and constraints within capacity building networks. This will be used to determine priority action areas for the future. The assessment considers three main areas of network management and performance: I) network management; II) network competence; III) delivering capacity building.

Results from the self assessment show some concrete progress areas and specific constraints which require special attention and support. Within the assessment, respondents were asked to propose specific actions to improve or sustain a given situation. This self assessment tool (http://www.cap-net.org/FileSave/27_monitoring_and_measuring_performance.pdf) may also be used by network members and others as one basis for assessment of performance. 

The analysis of the self assessment brings a clear picture of current network status. There is a clear development progress taking place. Cap-Net is now strongly settled and formed by a number of affiliated networks which are in place and in effective operation. 

Progress
· Structural aspects of network management: membership, ownership, procedures. 

· Decentralisation of activities, sector awareness, identification of opportunities, delivery of capacity building. 

Constraints

· Access to locally adapted capacity building materials. 

· Strategies for the acquisition, sharing and evaluation of knowledge. 

· Financing strategies. 

Proposed actions
· An action programme –a ToT programme or other- at various levels (global, regional, national).

· Development of network management tools: financing strategies, acquisition of knowledge, formal membership arrangements, skills classification, improved communications. 

· Strengthen partnerships and donor relations. 

**********************

Acronyms

ArgCap-Net

Argentina Capacity Building Network in IWRM

Cap-Net


International Network for Capacity Building in IWRM

CapNet India

Capacity Building Network in IWRM in India

CapNet Lanka

Capacity Building Network in IWRM in Sri Lanka

CapNet Nepal

Capacity Building Network in IWRM in Nepal

CapNet Pakistan

Capacity Building Network in IWRM in Pakistan

CARA


Central America Water Resources Management Network 

GWA


Gender and Water Alliance

IWRM


Integrated Water Resources Management

LA-WETnet

Latin America Water Education and Training Network

NBCBN


Nile Basin Capacity Building Network

Sea CapNet

South East Asia Capacity Building Network in IWRM

VietCapNet

Vietnam Capacity Building Network in IWRM

WA-NET

West Africa Capacity Building Network in IWRM
BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Cap-Net is an International Network for Capacity Building in Integrated Water Resources Management. It is made up of a partnership of autonomous international, regional, and national institutions and networks committed to capacity building in the water sector. Since the beginning of its operations in 2002, each year an annual networks´ managers meeting has been held. 

The purpose of the network managers meeting is to strengthen the global network and build linkages and partnerships between the regional and country capacity building networks making up the global Cap-Net network. One of the specific objectives of the meeting is to summarise from network reports, the progress of the global programme and to identify complementary activities for the coming year. In response to this specific objective, a self assessment survey is completed by managers during the meeting. The assessment was first introduced in 2003, during Cap-Net’s second annual meeting in Costa Rica. 

Self assessment for capacity building networks

The self assessment is elaborated with the purpose of determine progress and constraints within a network and its operation. This will be used to determine priority actions for the future. The assessment considers three main areas of network management and performance: I) network management; II) network competence; III) delivering capacity building.

The tool continues to be modified since it was first introduced during in 2003.
Target respondents

The self assessment survey was designed to be completed by network managers although it is also a good basis for members and external evaluators to review overall performance. Representatives from the following capacity building networks completed the self assessment in Cape Town: NBCBN; LA-WETnet; CapNet India; VietCapNet; CapNet Lanka; CapNet Nepal; WA-NET; CapNet Pakistan; Sea CapNet, CARA and ArgCap-Net. 

RESULTS
Results are presented by section and by means of percentages and absolute responses. This combination of results presentation should give a precise understanding of how are networks dealing with particular issues. Since the sample is small, percentages may not be the most adequate way to present results, by showing as well absolute responses the report offers a comprehensive analysis. 

Within the three sections included in the assessment, there are various outputs for which respondents are asked to score their network current performance in a three grade scale: good, improving and needs more attention. Respondents are also asked to justify their responses and to propose actions to improve or sustain a given situation. These inputs are incorporated in this report. 

The report compares results obtained in 2003 and 2004. These should only be considered as a broad indication for overall development. Only some networks are represented in both assessments (2003 and 2004), and in less cases both assessments where completed by the same person. This should be considered when comparing results. Being aware of these limitations, the performance behaviour 2003-2004 presents a broad picture of networks development. 

Section A. Network management

Network performance at this level is about general functioning and network organisation. In particular structural aspects of networks as membership configuration, role of the secretariat and organisational framework and onto operational aspects as members’ commitment and financing strategies. 

	Output
	Results
	Performance 2003

	1. The network is comprised primarily of individuals and institutions with a capacity building responsibility.
	73 % Good (8)

27% Improving (3)

0% Needs more attention (0)


	75% Good (9)

25% Improving (3)

0% Needs more attention



	2. There is local ownership and control of the network.
	55% Good (6)

45% Improving (5)

0% Needs more attention (0)


	33% Good (4)

41% Improving (5)

17% Needs more attention (2)

9% No response (1)



	3. Operational procedures are in place emphasising transparency and an open and inclusive membership and defining the organisational framework. 
	64% Good (7)

36% Improving (4)

0% Needs more attention (0)


	67% Good (8)

33% Improving (4)

0% Needs more attention



	4.Network secretariat acts as a facilitator, decentralising most activities and responsibility to members.
	27% Good (3)

55% Improving (6)

18% Needs more attention (2)


	N/A

	5. Our network has a financing strategy and an implementation strategy which are effectively communicated and implemented.
	0% Good (0)

73% Improving (8)

27% Needs more attention (3)


	17% Good (2)

33% Improving (4)

50% Needs more attention (6)



	6.Members are committed to the development of the network and achievement of the goals.
	36% Good (4)

55% Improving (6)

9% Needs more attention (1)


	N/A

	Overall results for Section A
	42% Good (28/66)

48% Improving (32/66)

10% Needs more attention (6/66)


	51 % Good 

34% Improving 

14 % Needs more attention 

1% No response 




Overall result

Section A focuses in key aspects of network general management: membership configuration and involvement, grade of ownership and control, structure and operational guidelines and sustainability. Managers’ responses present a very positive result for network performance in these regards: 42% good and 48% improving. Important is to consider that no output presented a majority of “needs more attention” responses. This clearly reflects the development of all Cap-Net affiliated networks and a significant strengthening process. 

Membership

Outputs 1 and 6 deal with membership related issues: configuration and commitment. It is interesting to assess these two outputs separately and identify their behaviour. While output 1 focuses on membership configuration and results are very good (73% good, 27% improving and 0% needs more attention); output 6 focuses on member commitment and results are still positive, but show that more efforts need to be placed in this particular aspect. This is something expected: while output 1 depends more likely in the activities of an efficient secretariat, output 6 shows the responses, initiatives and commitment of members. No matter how efficient a secretariat may be, networks need time to reach desired results. It is relevant that respondents are aware of this, as motivating and facilitating member involvement is a continuous activity in the life of a network. 

Role of the secretariat

Output 4 deals strictly with the facilitation role of the secretariat and decentralisation capacity of the network. Results show a very concrete process in place: 55% improving, 27% good and 18% needing more attention. After the initial formation of networks (1-2 years) where the basic structure and operational guidelines are designed, then comes the process of decentralising activities and content filling, which can not be done without the active participation of members. The manager of the NBCBN explains the importance of decentralising activities and having actions implemented by members. Output 3 asked managers about the existence of clear operational procedures: 64% good and 36% improving (0% needing more attention). This last result also presents the distinction of “structural” outputs, which are generally met after the work of the secretariat, and serve as basis for network development. 

Local ownership

Output 2 addresses the issue of local ownership and control of the network. Results are remarkably positive with 55% good, 45% improving and 0% needing more attention. This situation is confirming other results in this section: aspects related to network structure; membership configuration and operational procedures are largely achieved or present a fairly good situation. In particular, results for this output (local ownership) present a high contrast with those from 2003, where results were majority improving (41%), needing more attention (17%) or no responses (9%), and only 33% was good. 

Financing strategies

Output 5 focuses attention on financing strategies and shows that managers are fully aware about its importance, it also presents as a clear constraint and difficulty. For the first time no respondent considered the situation was good, but 73% saw the situation improving and 27% needing more attention. Results in 2003 were quite different: 17% good, 33% improving and 50% needing more attention. Probably, as networks evolve, managers have a clearer understanding about financial requirements, cost recovery strategies, or funding opportunities. This may be the reason why most answers where “improving” and none was “good”. It is positive that there is clear awareness about the issue of sustainability, and this also shows a clear problematic which needs to be supported. Even networks as CARA and NBCBN, both with an important external financial support do not show a “good” situation in this regard. 

Performance behaviour 2003-2004

The overall result shows a small improvement in network management from 2003 to 2004. A total of 90% responses are either good or improving, while this percentage was 85% for 2003. A greater realisation of the scale of the problem and challenges to meet has affected the result, as described throughout this report. 

Membership configuration and operational procedures are largely in place or presenting improving situations in some networks. Regardless of the fact that responses were already positive in 2003 for these issues, it is very important that the situation remains positive as membership engagement and agreement with the procedures are needed permanently and not only in a very beginning. An important development may be seen in terms of local ownership and control of networks (output 2): while in 2003 there was a 75% of responses for “good” and “improving”, and 26% for “needs more attention” or no responses, this year the number of responses for “good” and “improving” reached 100%. This shows that the identity of networks is now well settled and anchored locally and that there is understanding about the importance of this aspect for continuous growth. In terms of financing strategies (output 5) the situation also presents some changes in comparison with 2003. As described above, current status shows awareness and action being taken. Although the issue is far away from being accomplished, the situation compared with 2003 has improved: the percentage of “needs more attention” responses has decreased from 50% in 2003 to 27% in 2004. Even more, in last year assessment there were only two networks presenting a “good” situation in this regard: CARA and GWA. (CARA is a regional network in Central America funded by the Canadian Government and managed by the University of Calgary, and GWA is a global programme). For the assessment of 2004, GWA was not present, and in the case of CARA, the assessment was completed by a network member from the region and not by its manager based in Calgary, Canada. In the case of CARA, it is interesting to consider how the same issue is perceived differently by a network member from the region and its manager from Canada. 

Proposed actions for better performance in network management issues:

· Development of knowledge management tools for the documentation and classification of available range of skills within members (WA-NET), and to improve communications (Sea CapNet, CARA)

· Enhancing the interaction among members and creating communities of practice (NBCBN).

· Strengthen members’ capacities (CARA). 

· Development of management tools for: financing strategies (LA-WETnet, CapNet Lanka, NBCBN and Arg Cap-Net) and formal membership arrangements (Sea CapNet and ArgCap-Net). 

· Activate the development of networks at country level by specific activities as ToTs’ and management meetings for planning, discussions, revisions and partnership building (NBCBN, LA-WETnet, Sea CapNet, CapNet Lanka, CapNet Pakistan and WA-NET).

· Development of links with strategic partners and donors (Sea CapNet, WA-NET and LA-WETnet). 

· A minimum programme of actions on the ground for members’ involvement (Sea CapNet and LA-WETnet). 

Section B. Network competence

Network performance at this level is whether the network has the range of skills, disciplines, knowledge, experience and competencies within its membership to provide capacity building support of the right quality to meet the prioritised needs of the water sector and in particular for IWRM implementation, or has access to those capacities through partnerships or collaboration with other organisations. 

	Output
	Results
	Performance 2003

	1. Through peer review, monitoring and evaluation, the network is assuring quality, efficiency and effectiveness of its operation.
	18% Good (2)

36% Improving (4)

27% Needs more attention (3)

18% No response (2)


	18 % Good (2)

55 % Improving (7)

27 % Needs more attention (3)



	2. Our network addresses the various disciplines and skills comprising capacity building for IWRM.
	36% Good (4)

36% Improving (4)
28% Needs more attention (3)


	41 % Good (5)

50% Improving (6)

9 % Needs more attention (1)



	3. Members have access to locally adapted capacity building materials on IWRM.
	0% Good (0)

64% Improving (7)

36% Needs more attention (4)


	18 % Good (2)

41 % Improving (5)

41 % Needs more attention (5)



	4. Network promotes its goals and services effectively.
	9% Good (1)

82% Improving (9)

9% Needs more attention (1)


	N/A

	5. The network has short and medium-term strategies with regard to the acquisition, sharing and evaluation of knowledge.
	0% Good (0)

55% Improving (6)

36 Needs more attention (4)

9% No response (1)


	9 % Good (1)

58 % Improving (7)

33 % Needs more attention (4)



	6. Our network is generating and sharing new information by means of research or linkages with international centres of knowledge on IWRM.
	27% Good (3)

55% Improving (6)

18% Needs more attention (2)


	25 % Good (3)

50 % Improving (6)

25 % Needs more attention (3)



	Overall results for Section B
	15% Good (10/66)

55% Improving (36/66)

26% Needs more attention (17/66)

4% No response (3/66)


	22 % Good 

52 % Improving 

26 % Needs more attention




Overall result

In contrast with sections A and C –as we will see-, this particular section accounts the highest percentage of “needs more attention” responses (26%). Nevertheless, results are still favourable, as a total of 70% answers show either an “improving” (55%) or “good” situation (15%). While managerial issues where mostly structural for section A (operational procedures, membership configuration, ownership, role of the secretariat), they are now strategic for section B, and it is then expected that results will show advances which are part of a process, and specific areas requiring more attention. 

Quality assurance and effectiveness

Output 1 gives a good indication that some networks have been active for a longer time than others. Results are well distributed: good (NBCBN, LA-WETnet); improving (WANet, CARA, VietCap-Net, ArgCap-Net); needs more attention (CapNet Nepal, CapNet Pakistan, Sea CapNet) and no responses (CapNet Lanka and CapNet India). While NBCBN and LA-WETnet explain their good situation in terms of follow up activities, availability of reports, communications and meetings, other networks say that action is being implemented and there is space for improvements. Finally, networks as CapNet Pakistan and CapNet Nepal are in an initial phase, where consultations and activities are just taking off. 

Available skills for capacity building in IWRM

Output 2 focuses on whether networks address the various disciplines and skills for capacity building in IWRM. Networks’ status in this regard seems to be positive, however showing the relevance and difficulty in gathering all necessary skills. Although 72% of responses are satisfactory (36% good and 36% improving), comments stress that this is a process and new skills are constantly needed as activities become more specific and in line with effective implementation of IWRM (LA-WETnet). Another important comment comes from CapNet India: “having available skills for capacity building in IWRM has been the major objective right from the start”. Improving situations are justified by members’ participation in ToT courses (Sea CapNet) and even by planned ToT courses (CapNet Pakistan). An interesting comment comes from NBCBN: “the network has not yet covered the various issues of IWRM.” These are all very enlightening comments, as responses show a clear vision of networks as focal points for capacity building in IWRM, and present a demand and need for continuous ToTs’, and development of training materials. Hundreds of capacity building institutions worldwide are represented in these responses which reflect the difficulties and needs for capacity building in IWRM and programmes as Cap-Net. 

Output 3 is related to the accessibility of locally adapted capacity building materials for IWRM. There is a concrete constraint that networks are facing: there is no network presenting a “good” situation in this regard. Before analysing results in detail, it is interesting to consider that not even networks as CARA and NBCBN –both having important support from organisations in Canada and The Netherlands- have a access to locally adapted materials. This reflects the need for strengthening local institutions, and acting at the lowest possible level. This will enable local development and ultimately the production of local materials. Most networks show an “improving” situation, justified by the planning of activities and sharing materials. Many respondents have repeatedly recommended action programmes at various levels (not only global) which will support this process
.

Effective promotion

Only one network, NBCBN, presents a good situation regarding output 4, and this is explained by the quality of its website. This is very relevant to consider, as networks may achieve very good results when they have the possibility of a well-developed tool as a web site. Almost all other networks, except from WA-NET, present an improving / in process situation. 

Strategies for acquisition, sharing and evaluation of knowledge

Results for output 5 show no network presenting a good situation. As far as having a strategy in place, the problem is within the boundaries of a secretariat that this may be achieved. This is a matter to be looked after and supported. Probably networks are busy dealing with more urgent matters, and this may be expected. Nevertheless, this is a strategic activity that should be accounted for. Some networks are aware of this, with plans active or ready to implement: Sea CapNet, CARA, CapNet India and LA-WETnet. 

Linkages with international knowledge centres for IWRM

Answers to output 6 are varied and almost identical to those from 2003, but with small improvement: 27% good, 55% improving, and 18% needing more attention. The NBCBN explains its good situation by the progress in its research programme and availability of its collaborative platform (jointly with UNESCO-IHE). But as far as other networks, the situation looks static, with partners being approached and proposals prepared but no effective results. 

Performance behaviour 2003-2004

There are performance shifts in various outputs to be considered. Addressing the various disciplines and skills for capacity building for IWRM is one of them (output 2). The status for 2004 has slightly decreased from its level in 2003. More networks express the need for more attention and less consider they have a good situation. As far as members access to locally adapted capacity building materials on IWRM (output 3), differently from 2003, there are no networks presenting a good situation in 2004. More networks are under an improving status and less need more attention. Probably as networks’ are more active, and respond to various aspects of IWRM implementation (not just the principles), acquiring all required skills is now a challenge. In their increased action, networks’ also experience the need for adapted materials and the difficulties in doing so. Under this same logic, the situation regarding the availability of strategies for the acquisition of knowledge (output 5) also presents some challenges. As many managers have explained, there are many activities planned and in process in this regard. This predominant shift from a “good” situation to an “improving” status in 2004 has to be understood as part of a developing process. Respondents did not justify their responses mentioning performance problems or lack of capacity, but rather showing a better understanding of what is expected and experiencing a continuous growth which is normal to go through different phases. The level of action and plans supports this behaviour. 

Proposed actions for better performance in network competence:

· Improvement of secretariat efficiency, revision, monitoring and evaluating activities (Sea CapNet and ArgCap-Net).

· Bringing more expertise and experience to the network (NBCBN).

· More activities in various IWRM areas (WA-NET, CARA).

· A ToT programme at various levels: global, regional, country, which allows for more activities, member involvement and adaptation of materials (Sea CapNet, LA-WETnet, WA-NET, NBCBN, Arg Cap-Net). 

· Development of promotional materials and network promotion in strategic meetings (Sea CapNet, WA-NET, LA-WETnet). 

· Development of a knowledge acquisition strategy (CARA). 

· Strengthening of international partnerships (Sea CapNet, Arg Cap-Net, LA-WETnet).

· Promote inter-networks’ activities and exchange (CARA, Arg Cap-Net). 

Section C. Delivering capacity building. 

An established and competent network will be addressing the capacity building needs of society regarding water management. The ability to do this and the extent to which the network is recognised as a key player is the ultimate measure of the success and relevance of the network. Network management will be constantly in dialogue within the inside and outside environment of the network, matching demand and supply of capacity building.

Performance is measured by means of the facilitating role which network management plays in effective delivery of capacity building in integrated water resources management of an acceptable quality, incorporating the best of locally available knowledge and international expertise adapted to local conditions when needed, and meeting the short and long term needs of capacity building for the water sector.

	Output
	Results
	Performance 2003

	1. Management and members of the network are aware of the water sector situation and the opportunities (effective demand) for capacity building services.
	18% Good (2)

82% Improving (9)
0% Needs more attention (0)


	41 % Good (5)

50 % Improving (6)

9 % Needs more attention (1)



	2. The management of the network is facilitating the formation of teams, partnerships and design of proposals within its membership for delivering capacity building.
	36% Good (4)

55% Improving (6)
9% Needs more attention (1)


	N/A

	3. Directly or indirectly our network is raising awareness about IWRM with water managers, politicians and the public.
	18% Good (2)

64% Improving (7)
18% Needs more attention (2)


	27 % Good (3)

67 % Improving (8)

9 % Needs more attention (1)



	4. The network is addressing direct needs of water managers and other implementers by provision of education and short course programmes in a range of IWRM subject areas.
	9% Good (1)

82% Improving (9)
9% Needs more attention (1)


	41 % Good (5)

41 % Improving (5)

18 % Needs more attention (2)



	Overall results for Section C
	21% Good (9/44)

70% Improving (31/44)

9% Needs more attention (4/44)


	37 % Good 

49 % Improving 

14 % Needs more attention




Overall result

This particular section shows the lowest percentage of “needs more attention” results, in comparison with the other two sections. This is a very clear indication not only for the level of activity of networks, but, most important, for the fact that networks are action oriented. In this section we also find the highest level of “improving” responses: 70%. Now that networks have been on the ground for some time, and structural issues in place, delivering capacity building is rapidly growing. 

Awareness of IWRM situation and opportunities

Output 1 shows that communications within networks are operational and active, as there are no responses for “needs more attention” referred to awareness about the water sector situation and opportunities for capacity building. After the initial formation of networks an operational platform is in place for networks to be active in their niche. The 82% of “improving” results and the 18% of “good” results shows a large number of affiliated networks of Cap-Net in place and active. Several respondents commented on the benefit of using Cap-Net’s network management tools as the “opportunity assessment” (CapNet Nepal) and the IWRM status report (WA-NET, ArgCap-Net, LA-WETnet, CapNet Lanka, CARA, CapNet India).

Secretariat role in facilitating capacity building delivery

Output 2 presents a low percentage of “needs more attention” responses (9%). This reinforces the expectation that most networks are well settled and have been well strategised. Other results are 55% improving and 36% good. Some comments refer to member driven activities (WA-NET), processes taking place (CapNet Nepal), established work teams with designated activities (CARA and NBCBN), thematic decentralisation growing (LA-WETnet and CapNet India) and partnership oriented delivery (ArgCap-Net). 

Awareness raised among water managers, politicians and public

Output 3 has the higher percentage of “needs more attention” responses in this section. Clearly respondents are aware about the difficulty of reaching stakeholders beyond the boundaries of the network and thus few networks present a good situation (NBCBN and CapNet India) and there is a common justification for this: availability of different materials, brochures, newsletters, and also meetings and workshops. Many other networks are under an improving status (64%) and recognise that it is still pending to reach target groups at lower levels than universities or technical organisations (LA-WETnet), or politicians (CapNet Lanka). SEA Cap-Net is beginning to implement activities at country level, and CapNet Pakistan is lacking materials suitable for the local level. 

Responding to sector needs by the provision of education and short course programmes

The majority of responses are under an “improving” status (82%). CapNet Lanka has MSc and PhD programmes in IWRM and it is the only network presenting a good status. All networks under an “improving” situation (NBCBN, CapNet Nepal, CapNet Pakistan, WA-NET, Sea CapNet, CapNet India, CARA, VietCapNet and LA-WETnet) are going through a process, where courses are either planned, being organised or information is being gathered. ArgCap-Net presents an interesting situation for networks: although the network has an enormous potential and activities are being implemented, formal arrangements for shared degrees amongst a number of universities need to be well designed. 

Performance behaviour 2003-2004

Combined results for “good” and “improving” show an increase from 86% in 2003, to 91% in 2004. The decrease in “good” results into an “improving” situation demonstrates improved awareness of the challenges ahead. Results also show a decrease in responses “needing more attention”. Clearly, networks are now more active, with many on-going processes and plans. The broad field of IWRM is now seen under concrete delivery plans and capacities (skills, funds) and thus the situation presents a challenge. As mentioned, respondents did not justify their responses mentioning problems or lack of capacity, but showing a better understanding of what is expected and experiencing continuous growth. 

Proposed actions for better performance in capacity building delivery:

· Broaden IWRM knowledge and donor relationships (CARA, Arg Cap-Net).

· Follow up actions at different levels and for different targets (Sea CapNet, LA-WETnet, ArgCap-Net).

· Strengthen partnerships (CapNet Nepal, CapNet Pakistan, WA-NET).

· Participate in meetings to discuss agendas (Sea CapNet, LA-WETnet).

· Support the development of proposals (CARA, CapNet Lanka).

· Development of curricula and educational programmes (NBCBN, ArgCap-Net). 

CONCLUSIONS

Network performance: Progress, constraints and proposed actions

The analysis of the self assessment shows a clear development progress taking place in networks. Cap-Net is now well established and formed by a number of affiliated networks which are in place and in effective operation. 

As we have seen through the different sections, the overall perception is largely characterised by an “improving” situation. This points out that very important structural aspects of networks are in place (membership configuration, local ownership, procedures) and this enables networks to be active in many other areas: promoting, delivering, monitoring, forming teams, etc. In brief, networks are ready to respond to water sector needs and a broad optimistic and pro-active view is present throughout  responses. This is also seen in the extended and concrete proposed actions which were suggested. 

As mentioned, progress is mostly seen in structural aspects of network management. Membership configuration, local ownership and operational procedures are clear examples of structural elements which networks have successfully in place. With these elements in place, more operational aspects of network management appear to be improving: decentralisation of activities, member commitment, promotion, monitoring, awareness of the sector situation and opportunities. All of these last elements require time to grow and be seen, so it is normal to have an improving situation as it is still too early to achieve good results at this level. In any case, the fact that respondents see these elements as improving shows awareness and –as described by them- many plans and processes in place. 

This good–improving status is seen also in effective delivery of capacity building. Raising awareness about IWRM with water managers, politicians and the public, as well as addressing direct needs of water managers by provision of education and short course programmes, both present improving results. Provision of capacity building is expanding in content, from the IWRM principles onto more specific areas; from ToT courses or workshops to short courses or joint master programmes. The scope for delivery also shows effective structures in place, which are operational for a number of activities which will require time and other resources as knowledge development, as we will see next.

When comparing performance with results from 2003, a predominant shift from a “good” situation to an “improving” status in 2004 is seen, specially in sections B (network competence) and C (delivering capacity building). This shift has to be understood as part of a developing process. Respondents did not justify their responses mentioning permanence problems or lack of capacity, but rather showing a better understanding of what is expected and experiencing a continuous growth which is normal to go through different phases. The level of action and plans supports this behaviour.
Two specific constraint areas are the access to locally adapted capacity building materials on IWRM and the availability of short and medium-term strategies with regard to the acquisition, sharing and evaluation of knowledge. These are two elements required for continuous growth and fully relevant for networks to act as focal points for capacity building in IWRM. As far as locally adapted materials, managers have repeatedly suggested a programme of actions which covers various levels -not only global- and thus are effective and comprehensive for various targets. Regarding strategies for the acquisition of knowledge, network secretariats should address this need now that other structural aspects are well in place. 

Another very important constraint is financing strategies. The fact that 73% of responses show an improving situation shows that there is awareness about the need to elaborate strategies and mechanisms for sustainability. The remaining responses, 27%, recognise the need for more attention, and it is clear that strong support is needed in this particular aspect and that lack of finance curtails activities. 

In general, when there are good platforms in place and an overall improving situation, there is an enabling context in place for plans and continuous growth. This is the current networks status and it may be seen by the number and precise type of proposed actions which were suggested. A common suggestion in all sections was the implementation of an action programme at various levels (global, regional and national). Strengthening institutions and ToT’s courses were also mentioned. The development of network management tools is also desired by most managers, for knowledge management (communications, classification of skills, knowledge acquisition), financing strategies and formal membership arrangements. Strengthening relations with donors and international partners was also repeatedly mentioned, amongst many other proposed actions. 

� See managers proposed actions for sections A, B and C.
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