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

24 & 25 February 2005
IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre, Delft, the Netherlands

Participants: Evariste Kouassi (CREPA), Patrick Moriarty (IRC), Stef Smits (IRC), Laurent Stravato (IRC), Tom Slaymaker (ODI), John Butterworth (NRI), Mike Morris (NRI), Ian Smout (WEDC), Kai.Wegerich (Wageningen), Francis Murray (IAC)
Apologies: Sohrab Baghri (Plan International), René van Veenhuizen (RUAF/ETC), Ines Restrepo (Cinara), Ian Thorpe (PumpAid), Catherine Allen (Concern), Barbara van Koppen (IWMI)

The discussions on the first day are captured in the following bullet points. Skip to the next section for activities planned for 2005 and agreed actions.

Key issues arising from discussion on agenda parts 1 & 2
Discussion on activities in 2004

· How to keep websites interesting, and ‘traffic’ levels high e.g. more visitors during the e-conference?
· Stats show how many people have found information, do we know what they then do? Downloads are a better indicator. Can we compare number who receive newsletter with number who then download?

· We have a mailing list of about 200 people.

· Advocacy has been focused on service provision rather than water resource allocation issues

· Issues of politics and empowerment. Have these been addressed adequately?
· Potential benefits are highly context specific. Costs are also very tricky to look at. ODI research shows costs and benefits are highest for poorest households. IIED have included productive uses in ‘Drawers of water’ studies. 

· Link between uncertainty over food safety and benefits growing at home is a key factor in some places (e.g. in Cameroon)

Discussion on our own activities

· IWE, WUR. Kai only joined in August 2004, working on wastewater use, working on political issues and water rights (PRODWAT seems apolitical?), could contribute on socio-political areas, activity in gender areas, working on water policy issues. Research students have worked on PRODWAT topics in the past, and there is more scope for this.

· ODI water policy programme. Come from livelihoods perspective, SecureWater looked at productive use of domestic water and this as an element of demand, focus on whether sector reforms are working and shift from free water to cost recovery, trying to encourage lesson learning, productive use was previously unnoticed and has been an issue (e.g. needing to change tariffs several times in Sri Lanka). Key interest is how to accommodate changing patterns of demand (seasonal and temporal issues). Idea of longitudinal studies. How do costs of access affect livelihood patterns? Water and livelihoods website is dormant and could perhaps be revisited.

· IRC: Started to work with Plan international on training for water and livelihoods and IWRM building onto their domestic water supply programs. Working with WELL on a factsheet for water and livelihoods but that has stopped. Need to see if can be followed up. Also working in Empowers project on scenario-based planning for local water development and management. Also mentioned ‘Learning Alliances’ symposium in June.

· CREPA: held scaling up workshop with IRC last week, need to be careful about how issues like scaling up are presented within sector reform processes

· NRI: mentioned WHiRL project, MUS activities in Colombia and Bolivia; and recent African Water Laws workshop (www.nri.org/waterlaw/workshop) focusing on customary arrangements.

· WEDC: teaching a distance learning IWRM module, also ‘training for real’ in Uganda, also urban water research, WELL activities may be relevant, forthcoming conference on ‘maximising benefits of water and environmental sanitation’, also working on alternative water sources (PhD research)

Discussion on CREPA  presentation:

· need to correct water availability/ consumption figures

· arrangements for transhumance communities (pay more)

· problems between pesticide use and fisheries

· need to be more specific about amounts paid e.g. per time to drink or per year

· a diagram of the system would be useful showing users of the dam

· need data on % use for different purposes, and money collected by use

· also need data on expenditure

· who does the dam belong to? Not on map of government. Community are responsible

· association of micro-dams provide support

· only 20 out of 2000 dams are considered to be ‘strong’

· who are the members of the committee? Were chosen by chief. What is his role in conflict resolution and why is he not resolving this. There is a chief and 3 sub-chiefs (land, water, community). Can the political struggles be about something else and other power issues? 

· What kind of records are kept and available?

· What was the purpose of the dam? Primarily irrigation. Livestock and fisheries not in design. When were drinking water wells developed?

· History on conflict over access by transhumance. Price set is now to avoid use? 

· Is there a relation between what you pay and what you use?

· What sanctions do village water committee have? And is there a higher authority? Can lose agricultural land, confiscation of nets

Policy presentation

· Need specific policies and guidance at national level especially

· Being able to show some policy impact of the group is already very positive

· Need now is less for advocacy but rather ‘how to’

· Has mainly been global advocacy to date at policymakers, and need more policy advocacy at country level

Discussion on systems, services and MUS

· Need to be sure we understand each other, a glossary?
· Responsiveness needs to be mentioned

· Need to be clear that service approach in WATSAN (very diff to water supply systems) = systems approach in sense of farming systems/ rural development

· Is a service focus useful when patron-client relationships are dominant?

· Political scaling up – comes in under the idea of services. Services are a relationship between an administrative body and customers

· What about contestation of rights? People won’t come to a table if they are going to lose out.

· Entry points are a big challenge

· Lets be explicit about individual agency?

· Service delivery objectives. Need to criticise objectives. 

Discussion on WASPA presentation

· Better not to say water as ‘economic good’ but economic value. Most people of course use wastewater because it is free. 

Activities for 2005
Activities cover ‘think tank’, action research and advocacy related actions. The following activities were planned for the coming year
Newsletter

· A quarterly newsletter (an extended e-mail) with news items, case studies and interviews is planned

· We have a mailing list of 200 people, which needs review and management, and the newsletter will be a key way to keep a wider group of people involved than attend the meetings and actively participate in other activities

· IRC will be a main source of information, but others should provide any relevant ideas and information. We will also seek information coming for/from Source. 
· John, Laurent and Eva volunteered as the main editors, with support from Tom.

· First edition will be at end of May

Website
· IRC will continue to support the development and management of the new website (www.prodwat.watsan.net) with Laurent and John continuing to be the main editors
· ODI (Tom) would be interested to be involved, as are NRI (Mike). CREPA (Eva) can assist with the French translations. Tom, Mike and Eva need to be allocated usernames and passwords
· Everybody needs to send links to projects, and information about their organisations.

· The objectives need to be rephrased (John)
· Official launch will be 1 May 2005

Case study award
· Two new case studies have already been identified and funding promised by IRC for this year. These are by PumpAid (Zimbabwe) and AWARD (South Africa)
· Two cases studies from last year, Burkina Faso and India, have been completed and currently reports are being finalised.
· A small fund (only  €1000 available at present) is available as a prize for new case studies that are submitted to the group and website.The best one will be announced by the year end and if possible, funding also provided for the author to present the results at a PRODWAT meeting. The case studies will be submitted following a simple template.
· Tom would also like to follow up on a Sri Lankan case study from the Secure Water project. Question on how to fund it? Maybe £2000 needed.
Policy analysis
· A policy analysis paper is planned to follow up in more some of ideas presented and discussed during the meeting. This will cover policies (relating to small scale productive uses of water) such as international agreements, PRSPs, donor strategies and some country case studies. It will be based around a common framework/ analysis table

· The objective of the paper is to challenge donors, big NGOs and to lead to more advocacy

· Process to start by June, and finish by autumn (Tom, John, Stef and Eva) 
· This will then be followed up by a process documenting experiences from big NGOs. Stef to lead, with Patrick and Tom (including for example Plan, CARE, WaterAid and CRS)
Implications for infrastructure
· An analysis/ paper is planned looking at needs and demands for different uses with special emphasis on small-scale productive uses, and from an engineering design perspective
· Process to start by June, and finish by Autumn
· Ian to lead, together with John and Laurent
Lecturing module – distance course

· It was agreed that we would come back to this, when there is more material

Projects and proposal development

· The EU Water Facility 2nd call in the autumn is an obvious opportunity.
· A concept note should be developed for a large action learning project on PRODWAT. Ian, John and Stef to lead. Stef to share the initial concept note with Ian and Ton. There are different possible angles: the process, the engineering, or focus on parts of multiple uses in ongoing projects, or links to poverty alleviation. ITDG could be an obvious partner, for this group in general and in the proposal particular

· Eva to see how multiple uses can fit into scaling up with Plan in Burkina Faso. In Nyabadango, Burkino Faso CREPA has funds for further work on conflict management and will proceed with this

· Possible funders: EU or DfID (with new water programme on the horizon) are not most likely sources. More probably implementation funds from big NGOs which can be topped up with research funds.

Conferences
· It was agreed that two papers will be developed for the forthcoming WEDC conference in Uganda

· A 4 page paper (more conceptual) will be based on statement and some examples. John to develop for deadline 1 April. Ian to be a likely presenter!
· 8 page paper on concept of WASPA to be developed by Laurent
Advocacy

· The website is central to our advocacy efforts and the new site should improve these. 

· We should also continue to use brochure – for more copies write to John or Patrick. Maybe, when new material becomes available we can review the brochure.
· National level activities should include distribution of brochures and linking to Water Week, also meeting donors (Eva)
· We should visit some major NGOs focusing on livelihoods such as OXFAM. Mike to initiate.
· Mike agreed to take a lead in coordinating advocacy efforts including to sound out CONCERN (Catherine) to see whether they would be interested in supporting this activity. 
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: 

Concern: we need more money for networking (core) activities (like the award) and should look for this
Positive: we have a realistic and good activity list for 2005
Mike:

Concern: we struggle with articulating the impact on poverty. A number of points made by Kai were challenging and it seems these have not been taken forward. This opportunity needs to be taken forward

Positive: website looks good and policy analysis is interesting

Eva:

Concern: how do we make our network sustainable? It requires lots of inputs from each participant. Commitment is there but we also need to do real work between meetings
Positive: in CREPA we realise that MUS is more practical than IWRM. We are committed to take this forward. We have some funds to do case study work. Many organisations want to put in a lot of effort. Good to have a list of activities with responsibilities.

Laurent:

Concern: that implementing NGOs are not here in the meeting. We have to move further in advocacy and develop “how to” messages.

Positive: it is good that this was a two-day meeting. Good to have responsibilities for example in proposal development

Stef: 

Concern: only European think-tank organisations are here

Positive: clarity on responsibilities so that tasks do not remain in the air

Ian:

Concern: how do you give the partnership shape? How to involve other staff in WEDC?
Positive: there is really a feeling of partnership and commitment. Lots of work has been done and it is good to see that.

Tom:

Concern: we are going back again and again over the same ground, sometimes un-necessarily. Discussions over logo distract from the content issues! Next meeting: set a number of deliverables to make better use of the time

Positive: Website is good, to focus our synergies and consolidate ideas and messages.

Francis:

Concern: still not clear where aquaculture fits in. The goal of increasing allocations at household level may put aquaculture back actually

Positive: interesting to interact with you, there is a good network. Potential to replicate in teaching

Patrick:

Concern: in these meetings sometimes you have to go back in order to make a step forward. That is at times frustrating

Positive: we did take several steps forward; we met some new people, although some of the invitees were not here. PRODWAT was originally very much driven by NRI and IRC, but we have now a stronger group

Next meeting

This was scheduled for the 10 June, as a one-day meeting to follow the Learning Alliances Symposium (www.irc.nl/la). A full meeting (two days) will be arranged for October 2005.

Agenda (as originally planned)

Thursday 24 February

Part 1. Introductions and review

Objective: To review recent activities of the group and participants.
1100-1115 Introductions 
1115-1130 Overview and discussion of group activities in 2004

1130-1215 Brief discussion on our individual activities (please be prepared to summarise your activities in areas related to the groups area of interest)
Part 2. New research on multiple use water services
Objective: To share and critically review new research results through presentation and discussion, and to characterise current trends in ‘thinking’ on multiple use water services
1215-1300 Nabadogo Dam and multiple uses: a new Prodwat case study from Burkina Faso (Evariste Kouassi)
1300-1400 Lunch
1400-1430 Recognition of the PRODWAT message in international agendas and policies (John Butterworth)

1430-1500 Systems or services? Planning to use water within wider poverty-focused planning processes (Patrick Moriarty)
1500-1530 WASPA: a wastewater initiative (Laurent Stravato)

1530-1545 Coffee

1545-1630 Discussion on overall trends in ‘productive water use at the household level’ arising from presentations 

1630 Linking with colleagues in Delft (a short informal meeting with other IRC and Delft-based staff (IHE, Cap-Net etc))
· 'Beyond domestic' book launch

· Announcement of new thematic group awards for research on multiple use water services

· Launch of the new ‘multiple use partnership’ website (for a preview see www.prodwat.watsan.net) 
1900- 
Dinner in Delft
Friday 25 February

Part 3. Thematic group objectives, activities and organisation

Objectives:

1. Revision or restatement of group objectives
2. Agreement on our ‘image’

3. Agreed group activities for 2005

4. Agreement on organisational and management issues
0900-1030 Discussion and group work focused on objectives and ‘identity’ (1&2)
1030-1045 Tea/ coffee

1045-1300 Discussion and group work focused on activities and outline planning, and organisational issues including roles of all participants (3&4)
1300-1400 Working lunch

1400-1500 Conclusions, agreement on follow-up tasks and next meeting

Related questions for these sessions:
1. What is the correct balance for the group between think-tank, action research/ pilot projects and advocacy type activities? 
2. What are our ‘targets’ for these activities? How well are we performing? What do we want to achieve this year?

3. Is the group producing relevant publications and products? Are there other gaps we should be addressing?

4. How well does the new website make available relevant information? What improvements can be made?

5. Does the new image (as a multiple use water services partnership) work?

6. How can we accelerate progress in our activities?

7. How do we consolidate management of the group (the idea of coordinating partners) and maintain relevant contacts with a wider dispersed group of interested ‘members’

8. Should we be planning further ‘network’ type activities and seeking funds for this as a group?
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