PRODWAT (Productive uses of water at the household level) Thematic Group meeting

7 & 8 December 2005
IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre, Delft, the Netherlands

A participants list and copy of the agenda are included at the end of these notes.

You can find copies of these notes at www.prodwat.watsan.net and, with thanks to Livia at ODI, you can find the presentations and videos that were the basis for these discussions at:

www.odi.org.uk/wpp/News_Events/ProdWat.html    
www.odi.org.uk/wpp/Films.html 

Key issues arising from discussion on agenda parts 1 & 2
Wednesday 7 February: Experiences
Group activities in 2005

John gave a presentation on the objectives and activities of the PRODWAT group, and especially activities in 2005 referring to the plans made at an earlier meeting in February 2005. Activities and outputs included a meeting in June 2005 linked to the learning alliances symposium at IRC, launch of a new website, two issues of a quarterly newsletter, the case study award, case studies completed from Burkina Faso and India and a further one started in Sri Lanka, participation in the ongoing MUS (multiple use systems) project coordinated by IWMI which has developed a framework for MUS, and presentation of joint papers at WEDC and AGUA2005 conferences. The group mailing list has also been consolidated so that we are able to keep in touch through the newsletter and other mailing with people across the world who are interested in the group activities, but unable to travel regularly to meetings that are mainly in Europe.
A number of planned activities were not realised yet. These included:

· Policy analysis

· Paper focused on technical/ infrastructure implications

· Development of concept note for EU water facility

· Further development of NGO contacts/ partnerships

· Case study with PumpAid
In the discussion it was noted that we have for sometime wanted to encourage more economics focused case studies/ research on the impacts of access to water for productive uses at the household level. Relating to advocacy, Mike noted that we need a strategic plan in order to monitor impact on organisations and programmes i.e. who are we influencing and are they the right people. But he also noted that such a plan might not be appropriate however as it would require a higher level of organisation and commitment, a step up for the group.
Discussion on individual activities in 2005

DWAF:  the main current activity is the development of policy guidelines on productive uses of water for municipalities.

SEI/University of York: are involved in research on the economics of domestic water supply in Vietnam. The benefits include productive uses of water. 

Winrock International: Main activity is the strategic positioning of the topic of multiple use systems within Winrock as part of a new water innovation programme, now scoping to get new projects off the ground. Winrock used to be more of a think-tank, now it is focussing more on implementation. Its water interest is mainly in community-based IWRM. Its main donor is USAID (30% of its funds) and a number of larger charity organisations. Interested in how to communicate this topic to donors, as they normally react badly to it since it does not fit neatly in their programmes.
WSP: MUS has not received lots of attention in WSP so far,although some years ago work was done in Kenya. However, with the current focus on financing water supply interest is growing, especially interested in the economical aspects of MUS.

WEDC: Are involved in teaching related to IWRM (MSc and distance learning). Delivered a paper at the WEDC conference in Uganda, which was co-authored between Ian and John. At that conference another paper of interest was presented by WaterAid Tanzania on especially equity and social inclusion aspects of MUS.
ODI: have been involved in studies on water and livelihoods in Sri Lanka, India and Kenya (SecureWater), especially looking at the impact of piped water supply schemes. Also have been involved in a water governance series of workshops. Work in difficult environments (Somalia, Sudan) is also relevant where NGOs are trying to build in longer term needs within relief programmes.
Plan International: in its global meeting of watsan advisors in Brasil a special session was dedicated to MUS within the framework of IWRM. This has resulted in the commitment to prepare an internal policy paper on this topic, as it requires some organisational changes, such as closer cooperation between watsan programmes and livelihoods programmes (which they have done before in Kenya), but also for example including gardens in school programmes. This will be done together with WFP. 

IRC: continues with MUS project activities in Colombia, Bolivia, Zimbabwe and South Africa. Besides it has been working with partners to develop proposals for similar programmes elsewhere (Zimbabwe, Andes and West Africa). It is also starting a programme on urban water management (SWITCH), in which urban agriculture and the link between sanitation and livelihoods will be further explored. In the Middle East it is involved in a relevant project on local level IWRM (Empowers) where focus is on planning. Patrick has also been discussing PRODWAT issues with Unicef in the context of their institutional strategy. A fact was produced on water and livelihoods for WELL, and the WHiRL CD also contains relevant materials.
PumpAid: focus on implementation with so-called Elephant pumps (rope pumps) providing water for domestic and productive purposes, mainly in Zimbabwe although now expanding activities elsewhere. In addition, it engages with district level planning activities and training other NGOs for scaling up. More details to be given in later presentation
NRI: have been working on research on plural legal systems relating to water management, and also the development of the SWITCH project where they will work on urban agriculture and learning alliance issues amongst others. Much of NRIs work and interest relates to livelihoods approaches and especially issues of differentiation at community and householder level i.e. poverty, gender issues etc.
INA Paris-Grigon: were involved in a study on multiple uses of water around Cochabamba, and a video was made which will be shown later during the meeting.

Experiences of PumpAid with the Elephant Pump programme in Zimbabwe

Following the presentation, including a number of short film clips, by Ian and Mutsa on the Elephant Pump programme of Pumpaid (PAZ= pumpaid Zimbabwe) and a planned evaluation of the impacts of the programme, the following questions were raised and issues discussed:

· Why undertake such a big survey with many indicators when we already have lots of evidence? Why not focus on fewer indicators where we know there are problems e.g. sustainability? Mutsa agreed we have good evidence on water-diarrhoea links but not on other impacts, and that many studies have small and non-random samples. Ian thought that cost, benefit and sustainability indicators will be very interesting, but that some of the indicators mentioned will be difficult to measure and relate back to interventions. Mike suggested asking to households to define indicators following a participatory approach to explore differences. Focusing more on qualitative before and after indicators.

· Why rope pumps? Isn’t it a myth that diesel/ electric pumps are too difficult/ expensive? Mike noted that this might be related to the failed state and a switch back to simple technologies. Ian said there are lots of issues, especially that diesel supplies are often not available and technologies that looked good in the 1990s in Zimbabwe don’t look so appropriate now. The supply context and changed and we are forced back to simpler technologies. Sohrab later noted later the need to plan for allowing beneficiaries to upgrade technologies.
· Ian expanded that the role of PAZ is to target the poor and vulnerable, and beneficiaries in that group have specific needs. Wells and gardening tend to be a safety net e.g. for children headed households. Ian described a smaller study underway in Chimanimani focusing on 5000 households and targeting issues (especially orphans and vulnerable children)

· Ian also explained that with some core funding from DFID, PAZ are trying to scale up their impact through skills transfer to other NGOs, partners in the protracted relief programme (Care and Cafod now, World Vision later). Ian mentioned this approach (i.e. trying) was not welcomed everywhere e.g. Malawi where they wanted PumpAid to put in pumps. Another issue/ constraint is capacity to deal with visitors. PAZ have had more than 50 visits over last 6 months and considerable staff time is needed to support these.

· Mary highlighted the importance of separating uses and users, and looking at transformations over time.

· Tom noted that PAZ are increasing availability of sources and access, and Patrick asked how to deal with providing a service i.e. sustainability. Tom also noted that growth was not the only issue, and it is valid to focus on slowing down poverty and its impacts on vulnerable households.
· John asked about how systems are financed, who pays? Ian replied that there are detailed surveys to identify beneficiaries. The elephant pump (strong, African, lifts water) is branded to make it attractive and there is a need to build markets where there are a number of agencies supplying such technologies and ‘competing’ to improve but within a spirit of openness. He noted that the trick is not just to copy the pump, but rather the approach which needs a long-term engagement in locations and communities.

· Wambui asked how PAZ are working with government at any level. Ian mentioned that water is not too political and they are working well with government especially at district level on planning and capacity building. Then try to use these experiences to have impact at higher levels. Ian noted that irrigation is now a real thrust of the government to improve productive use of land.
Discussion on video presentation: water and livelihoods in peri-urban Cochabamba, Bolivia 

· Following the film, Julian and Federico asked, why they made the film, explained that they saw video as a tool for moderating conflicts and the facilitation of negotiation of solutions relating to water access. John complemented Julian and Federico on the way they went about making the video and showing it within the communities were it was made, and where it was apparently well received.
Discussion on the development of a national guideline for small scale productive water uses for South Africa
After the presentation by Lufuno, a number of questions and issues were raised:

· How are you planning to supply more water when the Municipalities are already struggling to provide the basic 6 kl/month/household? How are you planning to deal with the payment for water for higher levels of service in the context of Free Basic Water? Or are you separating the first 25 lpcd from the next 25l? More important: can the users themselves decide how much they would like to get and how much they would be willing to pay for that?

· Cost recovery must be done in the context of community management. As there is still lots of confusion on institutional responsibilities and often no clear community management model.
· The difficulty is to develop a policy which accommodates a wide variety of circumstances, uses of water, contexts etc. The policy should on the one hand give clear guidance to Municipalities, who ask for step-by-step approaches, and on the other hand not be too specific, as the contexts change. It is difficult to combine promotion with not being prescriptive. Guidelines have to be integrated so that for example tariff systems consider usages. 

· The main problem why MUS is not being implemented is a capacity problem. Many municipalities don’t have engineers and other trained staff to develop MUS approaches. Neither do they have capacity for integrated planning. Most of that is done by consultants.

· Municipalities have few opportunities to finance new investments apart from their share from national treasuries. They don’t have access to banks, credit schemes etc. so, there is a need for innovative financing mechanisms for Municipalities as well.

· At the same time, best use needs to be made from existing government funds, by better coordinating financing from different line departments. This requires more effective partnerships between government departments.

· Developing such partnership also implies more clearly defining responsibilities of each and everyone, and making sure others know and understand these. 
Thursday 8 December: New initiatives
Announcement of winner of PRODWAT case study award
Out of the 10 case studies submitted, three were short-listed by IRC. The participants at the meeting reviewed those and chose the one they preferred. But in general, the quality of the case studies was considered poor. In order to improve for next year it is suggested that a clear focus is chosen, for example a focus on economic and financial aspects. Also, it was agreed that the award will only be granted once the full paper is produced. 
The selected winner was: Laba Hari Budhathoki from NEWAH (Nepal Water and Health) in Nepal for the case study called “one development opportunity leads to another”. 

Experiences in developing methodologies and frameworks (MUS framework, SWELL methodology and Scaling Up framework)
MUS framework: Responding to the presentation by Patrick on the framework developed by the MUS pilot project (www.musproject.net) a number of questions and issues were raised:
· We have to meet a whole range of constraints at different levels, but what is emerging and how can they be addressed? In Bolivia and Colombia it was noted that key constraints are support for decentralised/ demand-led/ flexible processes.
· Ian thought the framework was attractive, and was a call for flexible implementation through decentralised structures. We need to look at incentives to learn, and financing is key.

· It was noted that there were too many words on the slides, and the logic was not consistent at all levels.

· Another comment was that everyone talks about participatory approaches but usually only lip-service is paid.

· Wambui asked about the risks of multiple uses making the situation worse for the poor. It was replied that this is always a risk, and the answer has to be in the detail i.e. looking at disaggregating and issues like stepped tariffs.

· The regulatory issue seems weak in the framework.

SWELL: Following the presentation by Stef on the work of the NGO AWARD to develop the SWELL methodology, the following issues were raised:

· Tom said he likes the fact that the methodology highlights that more water does not equal poverty reduction, and that we also have to look at issues within the household economy and access issues etc. It is also interesting that the water security issue is questioned.

· Mike asked what kind of households were involved, with low financial incomes? It was replied that productive uses were not really important in terms of cash (in a context where there is a social security system) but different results are found elsewhere e.g. in Zimbabwe where small amounts of cash from gardening were found to be important.

· Lufuno noted that informal settlements usually get left out in planning, and they don’t get services.
· Mike liked that attention was draw to household (inter and intra) differences, but as with the case studies, found role or labour and access missing. He also noted that wealth ranking results are valid one year but not necessarily the next as situations are dynamic.

· Responding to questions on the level of inputs needed to follow the methodology, Stef said that one week fieldwork was not possible in all villages, and that we are having continual debates on this.

· Ian asked what is the main impact in terms of enhancing livelihoods in different households, contexts and times incl. time saving, health, food security issues etc. and thought we need household level case studies especially on differences between wealth groups….what opportunities is this generating?

· Mike said that livelihood approaches are widely recognised, but that livelihood strategies tend to get oversimplified. These are complex and change. There is a bit too much focus on the asset and activity level.

· In this kind of work we have several objectives: services, poverty reduction, economic development which makes it more complex.

Scaling-up framework: John briefly summarised the vision and framework developed by the scaling up community management group (a similar group to Prodwat in which IRC, WEDC and many others are involved). A key point was that the group have defined themselves around developing these products and trying to institutionalise them. It is a different way of working than followed by the Prodwat group. You can find these materials at www.scalingup.watsan.net/ 
Discussion on the video of Kabuku village (Kenya) by WSP 

Following presentation of the video by Wambui, we considered the following:
· We see that in 1999, all of the ideas we are talking about were known, and within a key organisation like WSP. What happened to them? Maybe the work was ahead of its time?

· Most of the families in the video are landless, with only small plots close to their households.

· The tariff being charged by the system is high, and at first the ministry were shocked. Water costs up to US$30 month for the larger users.

· The project beneficiaries interestingly developed their own connections with Dept of Agr to get agricultural support.

· Asked about the water resource issues, Wambui said the system is not really abstracting as much as allowed given the high charges, but that there issues relating to abstraction of a farmer upstream.

· The community needed crucial support at times e.g. in designing storage tanks

· It was noted that a crisis was the stimulus in improvement of the system

· In this case the capacity of the system, presence of meters and a stepped tariff were crucial ingredients for success in dealing with multiple uses. 

· Patrick liked the quote at the beginning of the video…water not being an issue any more. This should be the job of utilities and providers.
Activities for 2006
General discussion on strategy and direction

We had a broad, though inconclusive, discussion on the strategy and direction of our group. It is not clear to all members what impact we try to achieve, and hence we cannot monitor how we are progressing on that. The common denominator of our work is sharing experiences, distilling messages and getting those out. But we need to be clear how far we can go with that as a group and as individual organisations. This discussion is to be continued next year.
Advocacy
Based on the general discussion on strategy and direction, we discussed the advocacy focus. It was agreed that our main aim is to do targeted advocacy on the topic of multiple uses of water / productive uses. This is not only carrying out advocacy for the topic, but also informing donors, policy makers and implementers about tools and methods to follow a MUS approach. Within a learning alliance framework, that implies more fostering a learning approach next to advocacy. 
We need to be better though in packaging and selling our arguments. There are many good messages in our work (conflicts, sustainability, poverty impact, etc). These need to be put upfront to sell the MUS message. For the coming year this will be done in two ways:
· going back to the website and putting the main messages in catchy phrases upfront; detailed messages can be found below

· revisit the advocacy pack from the Johannesburg Symposium; this package should ideally be ready before WWF4 (see below). Tom will pull the main messages together into a CD, based on each one’s material. Ian and Mary are happy to help and comment on the work.
World Water Forum 4 in Mexico

A number of the PRODWAT group members will be at WWF4 (PumpAid, IRC, Winrock, IWMI). There are a number of opportunities where we can get together and carry out advocacy for multiple uses of water. 

In the first place, the MUS project is organising a two hour session, consisting of a high level panel discussion and presentations of local actions. From the PRODWAT group there is interest to present local actions here as well (PumpAid video clips and the WSP video). But, there also needs to be a key note to bring all local actions together before moving into the panel debate. The session should ideally not only be a MUS session, but have a PRODWAT presence as well.

Winrock is organizing a happy-hour where policy makers, practitioners and donors can meet. This can then be the main networking opportunity, and the PRODWAT group were invited to contribute.
Newsletter

John will work on the issue for December/ January. For next year issues are planned in March, June, September and December. But, he needs contributions from all; these should be short (half page) abstracts of experiences we are all involved in and interesting stories, quotes or products. Wambui will send an abstract of the Kabuku case. Sohrab was asked if he could write up about the Brasil Plan workshop.
Website

There is need for improved links on the site. News from the newsletter will also be stored on the site. IRC is responsible for the site at the moment but welcome anyone else getting involved which is possible with the portal technology used for the website.

Proposals
The idea is that we inform each other about proposals/projects we are involved in around multiple uses of water. If possible and relevant, a number of us can team up to form a consortium. The proposals some of the members are involved in include:
· EU Water Facility: IRC has submitted a proposal for Zimbabwe, and is thinking of leading a proposal for West Africa for the next round. WEDC and PumpAid are interested to join in.

· Winrock: possibility to leverage USAID funds

· Engineering and Physical Science Research Council: WEDC is looking into this

· Google Foundation could be of interest

· IRC is developing a Consolidated Information Package, bringing together a number of the tools and methodologies it has developed over the last years. MUS will be an important element of that. 

· A concept note has been developed by partners working in the Andes and WSP could be interested in that.

Case studies

IRC will support the PumpAid case study as discussed bilaterally between the two. Any comments on the broader evaluation are welcome and can be shared with Mutsa.

The case study award will be continued in 2006 and we will invite applications at any time during the year. The submission guidelines will be updated.
Next meeting(s)
· We plan to have a business meeting in Mexico around the WWF4 with those of us who are there.
· WEDC volunteers to host a meeting in early May. There was also a proposal to host a meeting back-to-back with the Stockholm Water Week in August, as it could allow having more Southern partners in Europe as well. It does not necessarily have to be in Stockholm itself.
Evaluation of meeting

At the end of the meeting, each participant offered a concern and a plus about the meeting and the group’s activities.
John

· Liked the representation at this meeting, especially people travelling from the USA, Zimbabwe and South Africa to attend the meeting.

· It was a disappointment that we did not manage to attract more London-based organisations.

Tom 

· Liked the new faces attending the meeting. Hopefully we can continue that, by keeping everyone involved and bringing in new organisations. 

Lufuno

· As a government official he learned a lot. He is going to share the experience within DWAF and is looking forward to attending other meetings. 

Mike

· Liked the networking which is always useful and one of the strongest points of the group. As someone not having a water focus, there is need to capitalise on the networking.

· A point to improve were the meeting rooms which were two small. 

Mary

· It was a really good meeting, because it brought together a good mix of experiences, pulled together useful resources and the networking perspective was good. 

· The meeting facilities could have been better. 

Wambui

· A question which remains is why lessons from Kabuku have not been taken forward in WSP, as the issue remains relevant. 

· The missing point is that governments are, with the exception from South Africa, missing from the group. Yet, they are the most important as they in future most investment will come from them. We must influence them. I sense an evidence-based approach to advocacy, but that needs to be taken forward. 

Ian Smout

· The networking is very good and is a reason for coming and we are learning from each other. The videos were very nice also and we should use that medium more as a group. 

· Case studies were disappointing.

Mutsa

· The content was well thought-through, from different angles and the mix between video, presentations and plenary sessions. 

Ian Thorpe

· It is good not to work in isolation and therefore to update on what others are doing, so you don’t miss out. Therefore it was a good opportunity to find out what each one is doing, not only related to livelihoods, but also on other topics, such as scaling up. 

· The issue of strategy and direction of the group was not resolved. This needs to be strengthened.

Stef

· This was probably the best meeting we have had so far. The discussions and presentations were better and more structured.

Patrick

· It is refreshing to be in a think-tank for two days and leave the daily hassle aside. Despite the disappointment in the submitted case studies, our own case studies and experiences are good. And there is the emergence of a framework. That is good. 

· It is difficult to get donors here and influence their strategy. Not sure how we can get around it.
Joachim 

· Good to meet the people behind PRODWAT for the first time

· Came late so could not attend the entire meeting. The fact that the case studies were disappointing should be taken as a point and opportunity to improve them, and not leave them as a gap. 
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Agenda (as originally planned)

PRODWAT (Productive uses of water at the household level) Thematic Group meeting

The PRODWAT thematic group was set up in 2003 to work to support better provision of water for household-level productive activities like backyard gardening, livestock keeping and micro-enterprises. These small-scale activities are vital for poor peoples’ livelihoods but they are frequently ignored by the water sector. Group activities include advocacy and documentation, acting as a think-tank, and action research. Currently the coordinating partners of the group are the IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre, the International Water Management Institute, the Natural Resources Institute, the Overseas Development Institute Water Policy Programme, Plan International, WEDC and CINARA. You can find more details at www.prodwat.watsan.net including notes from previous meetings. 

Wednesday 7 February: Experiences
The first day will focus on reviewing experiences with implementation and policy development.
Part 1. Introductions and review

Objective: To review recent activities of the group and participants.

0930-1000 Arrival and coffee

1000-1015 Introductions 

1015-1030 Overview and introduction of group activities in 2005

1030-1130 Brief discussion on our individual activities (please be prepared to summarise your activities in areas related to the groups area of interest)
Part 2. NGO experiences in implementing approaches to water supply that support multiple uses 
Background and objective: NGOs are frequently able to be the most innovative and flexible in the implementation of development interventions. Many NGOs have developed water supply programmes that recognise and make provision for productive as well as domestic needs driven by better appreciation of the links between water supply and livelihoods. The aim of this session is to share and discuss these experiences.
1130-1200 Presentation: Experiences of Pump Aid with the Elephant Pump programme in Zimbabwe  (Ian Thorpe and Mutsa Chironga, PumpAid)
1200-1300 Discussion
1300-1430 Lunch and video presentation: water and livelihoods in peri-urban Cochabamba, Bolivia (Federico Zammito and Julian Cogniac, Institut National Agronomique Paris-Grignon))
Part 3. Experiences in developing policy for water and livelihoods 
Background and objective: Most national and international policy documents focus on domestic water supply for drinking, cooking, washing and sanitation and ignore productive needs at the household level. The aim of this session is to share experiences in the development and impact of policies that enable implementation of broader approaches to domestic water supply that also facilitate provision for productive uses and improved livelihood benefits.
1430-1500 Presentation: Development of a national guideline for small scale productive water uses for South Africa (Lufuno Tshikovhi and Abri Vermeulen, Department of Water Affairs and Forestry, South Africa)

1500-1600 Discussion

1600-1630 Tea/ Coffee

1630-1700 Announcement of winner of PRODWAT case study award
1900- 
      Dinner in a local restaurant


Thursday 8 December: New initiatives
The second day will focus, after a short session on methodologies, on new initiatives by the group and partners.

0900-0930 Review of previous day focused on possible actions 

Part 4. Experiences in developing methodologies and frameworks

Background and objective: The PRODWAT group and related projects have developed a number of frameworks for research, assessment and planning relating to small-scale productive uses of water. The aim of this session is to discuss these methodologies which may form a useful basis for new initiatives.
0930-0945 The Multiple Use Services (MUS) wheel and principles (Patrick Moriarty, IRC)

0945-1000 Framework from the scaling-up community water management thematic group

1000-1030 Securing Water to Enhance Local Livelihoods (SWELL): a community-based participatory planning methodology (AWARD; to be presented by Stef Smits, IRC)

1030-1100 Tea/ coffee

Part 5. Taking forward new initiatives for policy and practice

Objective: To plan group activities for 2006 and support to related activities by partners. This may include: the consolidation of information and training products planned by IRC, development of joint concept note(s) for further learning/ implementation projects (a draft will be discussed relating to the Andes), plans for a MUS session at WWF4 in Mexico, targeting the upcoming second EC water facility call, and productive/ multiple uses within upcoming joint initiatives like the DFID research programme consortium and WELL2. We will start by reflecting on activities in 2005, following by brainstorming, discussions and commitments.
1100-1300 Possible activities in 2006 and beyond (introduced by CIP plans)
1300-1400 Working lunch
1400-1500 Possible activities in 2006 and beyond
1500-1600 Conclusions, agreement on follow-up tasks and assignment of responsibilities, organisation of next meeting
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