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

12 & 13 June 2006
WEDC, Loughborough, UK
Participants: 
· Ian Smout, WEDC, UK (i.k.smout@lboro.ac.uk) 
· Sally Sutton, UK (sally@ssutton.fsbusiness.co.uk)
· John Butterworth, IRC, Netherlands (butterworth@irc.nl) 
· Stef Smits, IRC, Netherlands (smits@irc.nl) 
· Patrick Moriarty, IRC, Netherlands (moriarty@irc.nl)
· Mike Morris, University of Greenwich, UK (m.j.morris@gre.ac.uk)
· Isabel Dominguez, Universidad del Valle, Colombia (sacristi@mafalda.univalle.edu.co)
· Catherine Allen, Concern Worldwide, UK (catherine.allen@concern.net)
· Valentina Zuin, WSP Mozambique, (vzuin@worldbank.org), 
· Brian Reed, WEDC, UK (b.j.reed@lboro.ac.uk)
· Joachim Ezeji, WEDC, UK (J.I.Ezeji-05@student.lboro.ac.uk) 
· Mike Smith, WEDC, UK (m.d.smith@lboro.ac.uk)
· Sam Kayaga, WEDC, UK (s.m.kayaga@lboro.ac.uk)
· Belete Muluneh, WSP Ethiopia (bmuluneh@worldbank.org)
· Simon Bibby, consultant (SimonNBibby@aol.com)
· Rajindra de S. Ariyabandu, consultant, Sri Lanka (wrsrds@sltnet.lk)
· Tom Slaymaker, ODI, UK (t.slaymaker@odi.org.uk) 

· Ian Thorpe, Pumpaid, Zimbabwe (IanThorpe@pumpaid.org) (Only Tuesday)

Apologies: 

· Sohrab Baghri, Plan International
· Mary Renwick, Winrock International
· Eline Boelee, International Water Management Institute
Monday 12 June: Experiences
The first day of the meeting was dedicated to reviewing a number of new research experiences with multiple uses of water.

Part 1. Introductions 

Introductions 
Welcome by John Butterworth (IRC), and explanation of the background and objectives of the PRODWAT group. After that, all participants introduced themselves.
Review of our activities 
The participants provided a short explanation on what their interest is in the field of multiple uses of water, and what they recently have been doing in their organisations about this.

· Simon Bibby: His main background is in public health and sanitation. In that respect mainly interested in how water can be reused. He came across this in different projects: 1) Kenya, where sand dams are used for both cattle and people; 2) Nepal, where in a HELVETAS programme, there were conflicts on sharing of the water between users within a village; 3) Tanzania, where there was a spring gravity system for growing vegetables, but then others started using the water, and people lost their livelihoods.

· Rajindra de S. Ariyabandu: Community water supply is an important issue in Sri Lanka. Through major community water supply programmes, household water security has improved. But, some people fall out, and don’t get water security. Most projects only cater for domestic uses, not for productive ones. However, people start using it for productive activities. But, the better-off are better able to mobilize water for these activities. The outstanding question is how to include the marginalised people?

· Sam Kayaga: His main interest is on utility management, and how to mainstream productive uses into utility management. Previously, there were by-laws forbidding use of water for water gardening. These need to be adapted. Another question is how multiple use can be linked to IWRM and sustainability of services.
· Isabel Dominguez: CINARA is working on this since 2003, within the MUS project. They have been doing various case studies in order to understand how people in rural areas use water for different productive activities, and contrast to the legal framework, which seemingly is not enabling multiple uses. 

· Ian Smout: Has written a paper together with John Butterworth on maximizing benefits of water and sanitation. This has brought about a realization that there are more benefits than normally thought off. However, there are some questions around equity. Productive use can provide opportunities, but may not necessarily be equitable. His other interest is in reuse of wastewater.

· Mike Smith: his main interests are wastewater treatment and water quality. Both come together in productive use of water. One person’s waste can be the other’s resource. Not all water in the house needs to be of potable quality. 

· Sally Sutton: came to hear water engineers talk not about 1 MDG only, but more broadly on poverty reduction. She is working with UNICEF on cholera eradication, and there looking into household level treatment. Another issue is how to encourage people to put more of their own money into water supply. She notes that at policy level people are only talking about health, whereas on the ground people are more interested in livelihoods.
· Catherine Allen: CONCERN focuses on livelihood security. Within CONCERN, she is working on organisational policies and strategies. There is a water and sanitation programme, but mainly health focused, and disintegrated from livelihoods. However, at field level, people are trying to seek integration through watershed approaches. 

· Tom Slaymaker: working with Rajindra on water security, and how that impacts on sustainability of water services. Recently he worked in Sudan on post-conflict reconstruction and policies for the water sector. But there is little interest in water for productive uses. Emergency interventions is a complicated issue: is it for households? For livestock? There is no time to reflect on lessons learnt in such a context. In addition, he is developing a research programme in Ethiopia.

· Joachim Ezeji: is starting research on productive use of water in urban areas. In Nigeria, utilities are not doing well, not even providing basic amounts, so how can they expand to include productive uses. When you study that, you also run into other factors, such as land tenure and electricity supply. It also means looking at national level issues, such as integration of it into PRSPs. He also has an interest in the gender angle of the  issue. 
· Mike Morris: his main interests are livelihoods and legal systems. Customary laws often determine how people access water, rather than formal legal systems. Statutory law should better account for these customary laws. A new project in which he is involved is about integrated urban water management, called SWITCH. Within this project he will look into governance and social inclusion. 

· Valentina Zuin: working with Wambui Gichuri on multiple uses, and her reason to participate in the meeting is to follow up on Wambui’s work. Three key issues are of interest: gender perspective in relation to productive use, linkage between productive use and poverty reduction and sustainability of water services.

· Belete Muluneh: mainly interested in how lessons can be applied in the Ethiopian context, especially in major programmes of WB and UNICEF. A key issue for them is also the relation between sustainability of services and productive uses, as well as financing and household contributions to water services. 

· Stef Smits. Main work in this field is through the MUS project, especially in South Africa and Zimbabwe. In South Africa, this year the work focuses on documentation of the experiences in Bushbuckridge. Also, progress is being made in engagement with national policies. In Zimbabwe, scaling up of the multiple use approach will happen through a new programme with UNICEF, funded through the EU-WF. 
· Patrick Moriarty: Also mainly working on this within the MUS project. A presentation on this was done at the WWF4 in Mexico. Many important sector organisations picked up the idea. Now, they have to look into the “how to” question of multiple uses. The project has also developed a publication with the conceptual framework about multiple uses. Finally, he has been involved in setting up a programme in West Africa about improved local governance of water services and water resources management. Multiple uses of water fit within this framework programme.  

· John Butterworth: Together with Ian Thorpe and Tom Slaymaker, he has been developing advocacy materials for Mexico. Furthermore, he is involved in the MUS project in Colombia and Bolivia. In Bolivia, there are many community managed systems in peri-urban areas. Research there shows links between productive uses, finances and sustainability. He attended a meeting organised by Winrock, who want to take these ideas forward in implementation with US funding. Finally, he attended a workshop of Plan International, who are taking an interested approach to mainstreaming multiple uses in their programme in East and Southern Africa. 
Part 2. Research at WEDC 
This session focuses on research at WEDC, related to technical and management issues in multiple uses and sources of water. The presentations are attached. Below are the main questions and points of discussions for each of the presentations. 
Household use of grey water, wastewater and rainwater (Mike Smith)

A key issue related to rainwater are its costs, compared to costs of piped water. In the UK, normally, the costs of the network are already discounted as these have been put in long ago. In other places like Sri Lanka, rainwater harvesting is more affordable and reliable. Often, a key issue is rather to have proper roofs to allow collecting rainwater. 
Metering and management of demand on piped water systems (Sam Kayaga)

The presentation sparked a discussion on experiences with block tariff systems related to multiple uses. It may actually result in people looking for other sources, with all kinds of side effects, such as in Australia. Also, around Cochabamba, mixed experiences with block systems exist. People also posed questions related to equity implications. On the one hand we want to encourage people to move up the ladder, on the other hand also relate payment to consumption. A final point of discussion was the angle from which one may start demand management: water resources (to avoid over-use of the natural resource) or water services (to improve the sustainability of services). Most of the times, it is for the latter.  
Incorporating productive uses in urban water systems, Nigeria (Joachim Ezeji, WEDC)
There were mainly questions for clarification around the research methodology of this case. Measuring (economic) impacts of productive uses can sometimes be difficult and merits a clear methodology. The main point of discussion is the interest of the utility company in this issue. The utility may think that by increasing consumption they can earn more income. But, they haven’t thought through some other implications. At the same time, the utility needs to increase coverage to those currently un-served. In this, maybe a multiple source approach may be useful, using the piped system for domestic uses, and other sources such as wells for the productive uses. 
Lunch with advocacy video from PRODWAT group, presented at WWF4 in Mexico
The PRODWAT advocacy Power Point/video as presented in Mexico was shown. Participants liked the messages and set-up, but felt that a background sound would have been nice.
Self Supply, the Rural Water Supply Network and links to small-scale productive uses of water (Sally Sutton) 

This presentation started of a discussion on various aspects of technology for multiple uses. The presentation did not aim to advocate that handpumps are the end stage on the technological ladder. Where possible, also solar or electrical pumps could be promoted. The presentation just aimed to highlight that self supply through family wells could be another parallel track to be followed to reach the MDGs. Not only the technology as such is important, also the enabling environment, such as standards, advise, financing mechanism, the capacity to invest in privately owned services. Typically local government and entrepreneurs are the ones to provide this support. Reference was made to various case studies done by the PRODWAT group or the MUS project, such as the chapters in Beyond Domestic on saving schemes and corking the source in Zimbabwe, and communal self supply systems around Cochabamba. 
Part 3. Furthering the multiple use water services framework
During the previous meeting a conceptual framework for multiple use water services was presented. This session aimed to further test and discuss the framework based upon discussion of new case studies.
Overview of the multiple use water services framework (Patrick Moriarty, IRC)
The presentation of the framework sparked questions on how it should be used. It can be used as a framework for implementation, but more importantly it provides conceptual guidance in thinking of taking multiple use to scale. Therefore, many of the principles are not very specific to multiple uses of water, but to scaling up and sector coordination in general. It also helps in asking questions and identifying gaps in the current context. 
It was also remarked that the framework is not explicit in evidence for multiple use of water, especially in terms of sustainability of services. However, people noted that often the contrary is true: not providing for productive use negatively affects sustainability, because of over-use and subsequent break down and conflicts. The framework started from the basis that the justification is found in people’s need. People need water for multiple use. The question then becomes how to provide that water. The full write up of the framework provides tools and guidelines for each of the principles to start addressing the how to question. 

Case studies from Colombia (Isabel Dominguez, Cinara, Colombia)
The discussion on the case study was moved to the next day.
Sustaining Secure Water for Rural Communities in Sri Lanka - Prospects for the Future? (Rajindra Ariyabandu, consultant, Sri Lanka)

The discussion on the case study was moved to the next day.

Tuesday 13 June: Development of PRODWAT group
Continuation of the previous day
The previous day, there was too little discussion on each of the case study and clear links to the framework could not be made. The group split into two, discussing each one of the cases, also looking into implications of this kind of work for the PRODWAT group. 
Group discussion Colombia case:

The original aim of the work was to find out about the reality of rural water use and supply in rural communities in Colombia and contrast that with the legal framework, focusing on issues such as allocation, technology, financing, livelihoods. The group felt that the analysis was strong but raised some questions on the proposed way forward. Promoting mus not only requires changing the law, but thinking more broadly about intervention practices, including institutional issues, such as public-private options, using multiple uses and sources, and partnerships between community and institutions. Many of these play out at intermediate level. Going back to the framework helps mapping those options to look at. 
With respect to implications for further work of the group it was noted that it would make sense to better distinguish case into three categories: piped systems, communal point-source systems and family wells. Case studies on the internet could be ordered according to those categories and specific questions addressed for these categories. For piped systems questions include:
· How to regulate productive use in piped systems regulated?

· Who pays the incremental costs in providing multiple uses in piped systems?

· Does it make sense to treat all the water to drinking quality standards? Can household treatment be an appropriate solution to be added to multiple use systems? 

Group discussion Sri Lankan case: 

The case study showed an Increase in demand over time, but it was not clear which part of the demand comes from productive activities at commercial scale (e.g. road-side restaurants) and which part is small-scale (e.g. gardens). The discussion also touched upon incremental costs and benefits. With only limited financial resources available, one could argue in favour of investing in basic needs. However, incremental costs of providing water for productive uses are often small, while incremental benefits are higher. Most important, one needs to be more explicit about costs and benefits. This issue is also linked to tariffs. All agree that high end users should pay more according to the higher volume they use. For low-end productive users that may be difficult, as they are often the poorest. One could think of a block tariff system which would allow for some productive uses. As a final point of discussion, it was felt that: the DRA was not really demand-responsive, as it defined the boundaries of basic needs, not including productive uses. 
Some recommendations for further work for the group were formulated:

· In many of our cases hard figures of costs and benefits are lacking. We need to be building that into project analysis and case studies. This does not mean doing surveys, but building it into ongoing work. 

· A difficulty related to finding out benefits is that these may be hard to determine, especially indirect benefits such as job creation. 

· Also, questions were asked about the methodology. Maybe, PRODWAT can establish section on website on methodologies to do research on multiple uses?

· Around tariffs, we should look more into equity consideration. Should commercial users for example cross-subsidize low end productive users? How do you define equity locally?
Part 4. Evolution of the PRODWAT group
Members of the group have participated in several advocacy events over recent months, and discussed possible new initiatives. Those were presented and discussed. 

Report back from the Winrock meeting in Washington (26 April 2006) (John Butterworth)
Mary Renwick from Winrock International organised a meeting on Policy and Management for Multiple Uses of Water. This brought together various donors from the USA as well as international experts. John presented the PRODWAT experiences. All areas of multiple use were covered, such a domestic use of irrigation water, the domestic-plus angle, and the family well schemes. All participants were very enthusiastic about the concept, but also posed a number of questions for research:
· economic analysis (cost-benefits)

· whether benefits for users are re-invested in the system 
· linkages to health

· linkages with sanitation

· global and national policies which restrain or enable multiple uses

The participants recommended as well to do more piloting and action research at scale, networking and information exchange, and capacity building. 

In order to take this forward a concept note has been developed to be submitted to US donors. This concept note looks at action research in a small number of countries (building upon existing partnerships) and would have a financing facility, to complement current programmes to include multiple uses. 
This led to a discussion on how PRODWAT could or should engage with those kinds of initiatives. Should we participate as individual organisations, or as a full group? This to a large extent depends on the objectives that we set ourselves as a group. This point would come back later on the agenda. 
Plan International workshop in Malawi (21-26 May 2006) (John Butterworth)
Two years ago, Plan International’s Regional office for East and Southern Africa organised a training workshop on multiple uses of water for their staff, facilitated by IRC and IWMI. As a follow up to that, a learning workshop on Food & Nutrition Security and Multiples Uses of Water was held in Malawi in May, in order to review the progress made since then, and learn from that. The main conclusions:

· This may represent the biggest attempt to implement multiple use services at scale, using a range of technologies such as small dams, to drip kits and windmills.

· But, there were concerns about technology choice and the way in which it can be scaled up.

· The interesting point is that they have taken many materials from the PRODWAT group, and are attempting to learn about the approach. Yet, they struggle in documentation.

The presentation led to a broader discussion on how to do scaling up. Institutionalising new ideas, such as multiple uses of water, takes a long time, and implies working with governments, but also reflection within one’s own organisation. 
Update on progress with DWAF national guidelines on multiple uses of water in South Africa (Stef Smits)
During the last PRODWAT meeting, Lufhuno Tshikovhi from the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF) in South Africa presented guidelines on multiple uses that they are preparing. Stef gave an update on what has happened since then. The draft guidelines were sent to a group of sector stakeholders a month ago, for feed-back. They were a good first step, and reflected the issues highlighted as well in the mus framework. However, it remains very difficult to “set the boundaries” in multiple uses, especially when it comes to public investments in that. With other members of the MUS project, we provided feed-back to these guidelines. Realizing that not a lot of case material is available on multiple uses in South Africa, the Water Research Commission has commissioned a research project on this in which, amongst others, 20 additional cases will be analysed. 

It was also noted that it has also taken a long time to produce this draft. Multiple uses is a priority for DWAF, but there are many other priorities as well. Two weeks ago, Barbara van Koppen (IWMI) and Theo Maluleke (AWARD) had a very fruitful meeting with the Top Management Team of DWAF, who re-confirmed commitment to the topic and are developing plans for further implementation. Details of the outcomes of that meeting will be made public soon. 

This briefing raised as main comment how the PRODWAT group can engage with this very interesting process. So far, IRC has been able to do so through the MUS project, but also putting some of its own time into it. It will continue to do so. For other group members this may be more difficult. It was also suggested to see how we can involve the FAO. Initial contacts have been made with them, but may require more follow-up. 
Discussion on future of the Thematic Group

As a reminder, the objective of the group has been order to contribute to the reduction of poverty and gender equity through the improved delivery of small-scale multiple-use water services at the household level. Specific activities it carries out to reach that objective are:

a) Being a network for sector professionals, so as to operate as a think-tank 

b) Carry out global level advocacy and information sharing on multiple uses

c) Start up action research projects
A brainstorm and discussion was held on the future of the group, reflecting both on these objectives and activities, as well as on its identity and representation. The section below gives the main point of that discussion. These will be elaborated further. 
Objective and activities
· All agree with activities a) and b). But, we need to improve the quality of those. For example we could be a better resource guide by structuring the case studies on the website and pulling out what is in there already. 

· The group is at the doorstep and the door is open for multiple uses. But do we need to make a big step yet to get inside. This means that we should not only be think-tank and knowledge and advocacy, but also major implementation and action research. Yet, the question is whether we start up such project as a group, or as individuals or sub-groups of PRODWAT. Most felt, the latter is probably most realistic, but then we need to be more transparent in the way in which proposals for action research are developed, where possible, e.g. by letting people know when a proposal is prepared or through a members-only section on the website.
· In addition to engaging directly in action research projects, the group could also play a quality assurance role in other’s projects, e.g. by providing conceptual guidance on proposal development, or be on Steering Committees of other projects, where that is possible. 

Membership
· The membership of the group should be expanded to include more southern-based organisations. One idea is to develop a regional approach, including organising regional meetings and other activities at regional or country level. These can be either separate meetings or added to other meetings. 
· In addition, we need to be clearer on who are core members, and who not, and what it means to be a core member. Most people around the table were there in an institutional role and not on personal title. 

Funding

· Activity a) and b) may require a bit of additional money, although not much. This would mainly be to have a supporting secretariat. It is also realised that there is a decreasing interest in funding an increasing number of networks. It would also imply that the group would need to have a constitution and governance framework. 

· IRC has for now been the main funder of the secretariat functions, e.g. by hosting the website, writing the newsletter, etc. IRC could continue doing this, probably even more focusing on the regional approach, in line with its new business plan. Others would have to contribute as well, or otherwise approach donors.

· In addition, we need to continue looking for action research projects, either as (sub)-groups, or individuals, as agreed above. 
Identity 

· All agreed to change the identity/name into something like the Multiple Use Services partnership. People feel that MUS is a stronger brand and has gained a strong position. However, we need to discuss how to align then with the members of the MUS project.

· That should go hand in hand with the launching of new advocacy messages, building upon the Muldersdrift statement but adding recent findings and research issues. 
Follow-up
· The issue of governance, the role of core members, and transparency in participating in proposals etc was not fully concluded. Mike Morris, Ian Thorpe and John Butterworth will draft a document with ideas to be circulated to all.

· Re-vamping the advocacy messages with new findings and research questions will be done by Tom Slaymaker and Stef Smits

Part 5. Wrapping up

Next meeting
· There is an idea to have a meeting at Stockholm Water Week, as many PRODWAT members and MUS partners will be attending anyway. The idea is to have that meeting only dedicated to the future of the group and its possible re-branding. This means that the note on governance should be prepared and shared beforehand. 

· We will also have regional presence around other meetings, such as the WARFSA conference (Malawi, October), the WEDC conference (Sri Lanka, November) and the RWSN meeting (Accra, November). In most of those we could even get a slot. 
· No date or location then has been set for the next full 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 (IWMI), the Natural Resources Institute (NRI), the Overseas Development Institute (ODI) Water Policy Programme, Plan International, Water Engineering Development Centre (WEDC), CINARA, PumpAid and Winrock International. 
More information can be found at www.prodwat.watsan.net 
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