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Attending the 2011 Swedish International Water Institute (SIWI) World Water Week program was an enlightening experience that provided several perspectives on water issues at the global level, the role that the CGLI/GLPF Water Footprinting project may be able to play in conversations taking place regarding these issues, and an opportunity to become much more familiar with the personnel working on these issues.  Details are summarized below.  The SIWI clearly seeks to impact the direction of global water policy development.  This desire was expressed in a Statement released at the end of the conference that includes a set of proposed goals directed to the United Nations Conference on Sustainability Development (Rio +20 Summit) that will be held in 2012.  They include:
   
 We call on local, municipal, and national governments and all major groups participating at the Rio+20 Summit to commit to achieving the following intervening targets by 2020: 
· 20% increase in total food supply-chain efficiency; reduce losses and waste from field to fork 
· 20% increase in water efficiency in agriculture; more nutrition and crop per drop 
· 20% increase in water use efficiency in energy production; more kWh per drop 
· 20% increase in the quantity of water reused 
· 20% decrease in water pollution 

The full text of the statement is attached to the end of this summary.

The meeting in general:
· Conducted annually by the Swedish International Water Institute (an NGO established and sponsored by the City of Stockholm), this year’s program included a track focused on the development and use of water stewardship assessment tools.  Other tracks focused on urbanization issues and the water/sanitation implications associated with worldwide trends towards increased urbanization, the water, energy, food production nexus, etc.
· This conference, apparently like others in the past, was largely ENGO driven with participation by organizations such as the Alliance for Water Stewardship, the Water Footprint Network, The Nature Conservancy, and a host of water scarcity relief organizations.
· Industry participation was said to be “much improved” this year.  The World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) has worked to increase industry participation in this prestigious water policy discussion forum.  By one estimate, five percent of the presentations made during the conference were by business representatives – the first time business presentations have reached anything close to this level.
· The nature of this annual event is designed to attract attention.  The annual awards ceremonies include live trumpet fanfares and much pageantry.  The King of Sweden attended one conference session and held an extracurricular reception and dinner (only Paul Freedman from the U.S. delegation that I was in communication with attended the reception/dinner).
· Apparently typical of past conference agendas, this event did not focus on how to address the severe water supply issues of the world, but continued to lament and inventory the needs.  The conference did include the awarding of and industry water prize (see below).  However, within the technical program agenda there did not appear to be any directed attempt to recognize or highlight good or improved water stewardship practices by anyone.
· Except for the attendance of a CGLI representative, the presentation of our water footprint study activities by our two speakers, and presentation of the 2011 Stockholm World Water Prize to University of Wisconsin Professor Steven R. Carpenter, there was no additional Great Lakes Regional involvement in this conference.  People from around the world who I spoke with knew that the Great Lakes were in the USA and Canada, but did not immediately connect with the fact that they represent 20 percent of the world’s surface fresh water supply.  Non-engagement of the Region in this global water conversation highlights the parochial nature of the Region. 
· This meeting had the feel of a forum for the exchange of information and ideas.  Developers of the various water use assessment tools did ask for comments from meeting attendees.  However, it was not abundantly clear how to interact with the developers, meeting organizers or to whom to provide input/comments.  It appears that it will be necessary to utilize contacts established at the meeting and have them shepherd comments to the various working groups.     
· The Stockholm Industry Water Award was presented to Nestle for “leadership and performance to improve water management in its internal operations and throughout its supply chain.”  In his acceptance speech, the Chairman of the Nestle Water Group said that their observers were expecting to see “food issues related to water scarcity in the world” become apparent within six to eleven years.  In response to a question from the floor regarding the acceptability of the sale of bottled water, he replied that he was unable to understand why it was acceptable to sell water containing a bit of dissolved carbon dioxide, i.e. sparkling water, or water to which a small amount of flavoring and sugar had been added, but unacceptable to sell water that had not been so treated.  He said forcefully “that concept is just not understandable to me.”

The Water Use Accounting/Water Sustainability Assessment Tools:
· Among all of the speakers I heard, there seemed to be universal agreement that local impact associated with water withdrawal is the issue.  Several speakers noted that the tools must address local impacts in order to be useful in areas not affected by water scarcity.
· Most of the presentations were well done.  Organizers and presenters were successful in demonstrating that water stewardship assessment tools can be useful for identifying water supply risks – including risks associated with availability, policy, and regulatory issues.  
· The tools were also shown to prompt an in-depth look at water use and identify where responses to findings can be beneficial – i.e. audit against practices regarded as BMP, or help identify BMP practices.
· It is obvious, and mentioned by some speakers, that the tools are resource intensive. Not addressed was how often the advocates of these tools expect assessments to be made.  Is this to be a periodic exercise, one-time demonstration or review of a specific water use situation, an annual review or continuing process?
· In regards to the Alliance for Water Stewardship (AWS) “certification” standard development, it was unclear just what certification against a “standard” is expected to provide.  Some speakers said that it was not intended that individual facilities be compared to specific bench marks.  Other speakers insisted that benchmarks must be a “part of the system.”
· Over and over again it was highlighted that there are many tools available.  When suggestions were made by meeting attendees that tools should be consolidated, the universal response was that each tool was specifically designed for a particular purpose.  That said, it will be necessary to make sure that the exact intended purpose for each tool is made very clear in order to avoid misuse of the tools or cherry picking of results from use of tools providing desired results.
· It was acknowledged that the term “footprint” had become a generalization.  Tool developers need to establish a practical meaning for the term.  However, several speakers made the point that “water is not carbon.”  Impacts from water impacts occur locally whereas carbon dioxide impacts become local issues as the releases circulate around the globe. 
· Though the suggestion was brushed off by various speakers, there is definitely a need to avoid competition between tool proponents.
· The tools are often advanced as sophisticated water conservation schemes that are a slam dunk to be business friendly because of the cost savings they provide.  What’s missing from this evaluation is an understanding of competing capital expenditure needs and relative return on investment realities that business must consider when making decisions about where/how to make capital expenditures for the benefit of shareholders.
· The tools are said to be geared to react to “seasonal sensitivities” rather than “average conditions.”  What does this mean regarding the perceived need to apply the most stringent conservation measures?  Apply them only when needed, or require them all the time?
· It was clear from the few presentations made regarding application of the tools that much more pilot work and road tests are needed to determine the strengths, weaknesses, and applicability of water sustainability assessment tools.  The CGLI/GLPF project can make real contributions in this area.
· Establishing contact with those currently interfacing with tool developers, and the developers themselves, is essential if we are to have the opportunity to share the CGLI/GLPF work within these processes.  Though they say they welcome input, the developers have provided no clear roadway or portal for general public comment.  The Alliance for Water Stewardship has formed an International Standard Development Committee (ISDC) that will “call the shots” on AWS standard development.  We will have to work through ISDC members to achieve input into standard development.
· Though AWS seeks a “global standard” they are working on Regional versions of the standard.  It will be important for industry to work with the North American standard development committee.
· It is also apparent that the tools need to be customized to be suitable for specific sectors.
· Currently the standard development work is designed to force water use practices and policy discussions/conversations to take place directly between tool developers  and the public rather than through governments.  This is an apparent reflection of the mistrust that developers have of governments in water scarce developing regions.  It results in a disconnect between the developers and governments in developed regions that have robust regulatory programs in place.  This increases the potential for inconsistencies between resulting standards and existing regulatory regimes.
· The developers acknowledge that they have heard messages from observers regarding tool development needs.  However, given the lack of established stakeholder input processes, the messages they hear are likely to be those transmitted via the loudest voices.
· The framework for decision making contemplated by the AWS developers may not be, or need to be, much different from the Great Lakes Compact decision making standard.  It may be beneficial to educate AWS standard developers on Compact decision making standard details.  Presumably the road map for this action would be through the North American Committee.
· An important aspect of tool development and use is the selection of the right metrics, specifically tailored for the assessment being performed.  The CGLI/GLPF project can provide valuable information regarding most appropriate metrics for work in the Great Lakes – and perhaps other non-water scarce regions.
· Many presentations pointed to supply chain assessment as a big factor in tool use outcomes.  Therefore, these advocates insist that supply chain assessment must be included in each analysis.  However, it was not made clear what the significance of this factor is.
· Third party verification is a big “must have” for many tool developers and advocates.
· Several meeting attendees who participated in the CLOSED all day workshop of the Water Footprint Network reported that this organization, now under new leadership, is opening up to stakeholder input.  It is not yet clear how or when that input can be provided, but there does appear to be an opportunity developing.

Companion Issues:
· Many presenters, and many of those who rose from the floor, were calling for “full cost water pricing” to serve as a big component in water stewardship management efforts.
· The presentation citing a need for “full cost water pricing” that made the most sense was one regarding assessment of water supply risk.  This presenter argued that the true value of water was needed in order to properly characterize financial risk.
· While many calls were made for enhanced water pricing schemes, there was little interest in discussing the complexity of issues surrounding this topic.
· Others pointed out that water supply risks are also dependent on the condition or viability of existing infrastructure needed to assure a long term uninterrupted supply.
· Anticipation of population growth is seen as the primary driver of the need for improved water use efficiency.  But, that growth in reality may be needed to support the investment needed for improved efficiency.  Increasing efficiency can drive up costs.  If water costs increase – all the way to “true costs” – how will those who need the water be able to afford it?
· Ineffective or nonexistent regulatory structure is or can be a big factor in water risk.
· Some water tool use advocates push to include assessment of employee water and sanitation availability status as an evaluation input factor.
· Others look at the potential to link water footprint assessment with climate change response initiatives – “since climate change response is a cash cow.”  These same advocates also talk about linking forest protection to this mix of issues.

Viewing the CGLI/GLPF Project in Light of World Water Week Perspectives:
· The CGLI/GLPF project is one of the few currently out there that will provide pilot testing experience needed to evaluate water stewardship assessment tools.
· Of the other pilot projects reported on, the findings appear consistent with our initial results.
· Deriving a Regional metric set will be a significant contribution of the project.
· Exploring sector differences with respect to tool application will be an important aspect of our project.
· To satisfy potential critics and tool practitioners, some mention of potential supply chain influences on project results will have to be reported.
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