MUS Group meeting report - DRAFT
5-6 Nov 2007, London
Day 1 (PumpAid’s offices)
Welcome and introduction, by John Butterworth (IRC)
The meeting was opened by John, who welcomed the participants. He provided a background to the MUS Group and the way it has been working. The MUS Group was established by individuals and organizations, interested in promoting the multiple use concept, as a more integrated approach towards meeting people’s water needs, and to support their livelihoods. The Group has been together for the last 5 years. It meets around 2 times per year. In The first meeting was held 5 years ago in Johannesburg, South Africa. In addition, the Group undertakes advocacy activities at big international events, such as the Stockholm Water Week and the World Water Forum, and acts as platform for dissemination and sharing of experiences with the multiple use approach. 

Participants introduced themselves and their interest in the work of the Group. See annex 1 for the list of participants.

Part 1: New conceptual developments and findings from research

This first part of the meeting presented key findings from new research on multiple use services. Two presentations were given:
· Findings from the MUS (Multiple Use Systems) project (by: Stef Smits, IRC) www.musgroup.net/page/727 
· Assessing state of knowledge on multiple use systems, and the potential for scaling up (by Mary Renwick, Winrock)
Apart from some questions for clarification, a discussion came up, evolving around the following issues:
· Main advocacy message. The presentations provided a load of information, and there are many nuances and large differences between contexts. So that it is not clear what the main message is. Summarizing it all, the main issue seems to be that there is a high demand for water for multiple uses, and that this demand is still largely unmet. 
· A balance needs to be found between developing water for multiple uses, and overall water resources availability. Especially where basins are closed, as in India, one would have to look into overall water availability and the necessity for resource re-allocation between different user demands, including water for multiple uses. Also, locally, multiple use services may have negative impacts on water resources. 

· Questions arose on what are the driving forces for mus development. Three models can be distinguished: 1) a model in which the community or household does most of the investment (essentially this is a market-led model); 2) an NGO/project model, or 3) a government-led public services provision model. Each has advantages and disadvantages. In market approach, communities invest in what they want, and it pays back. However, they may not have the initial capital to start. Public services provision models can overcome that, but are often not client-based. Through multi-stakeholder approaches, such as learning alliances, attempts are even made to bring them together. Micro-finance can be another way to support market-based approaches.
· As in conventional approaches, for multiple use services to be sustainable, the appropriate institutions must be in place, such as post-construction support. The software costs may even be higher in mus approaches.
· There is now a broad basis of the quantitative figures on the potential for mus. However, a number of questions is raised about the validity of some of the figures, realizing that some of the original input data may not be so reliable. Therefore a call is made to look also at constraints on this overall potential. In some countries water resources may be too limited, in others assets may be lacking, etc. Therefore an assessment of constraining factors needs to be done on a country-by-country basis.

Part 2: experiences with scaling up

This part built upon the previous part, further exploring different models to scaling up mus approaches. 4 presentations were given. The presentations included:
· The Elephant Pump programme (by Ian Thorpe, PumpAid) www.musgroup.net/page/729 

· Experiences of Plan Zimbabwe in multiple uses (by Bart Mupeta, Plan Zimbabwe) www.musgroup.net/page/728 

· Learning alliances for scaling up mus in Nepal and India (by Monique Mikhail, IDE) www.musgroup.net/page/730 

· Pathways for scaling up mus in Honduras (by Stef Smits, IRC) www.musgroup.net/page/731 

Each of the presentations provided a different model or approach to scaling up, ranging from a more market-led approach, as by PumpAid to multi-stakeholder learning in Nepal, or attempts to introduce mus into government programmes, as in India and Honduras. The discussion that followed tried to go into more depth into different scaling up models. Key points of discussion included:

· First of all, scaling up mus is not only about scaling up a technology, but rather scaling up of the approach, or way of thinking. It must go hand in hand with activities such as market development, quality assurance of builders, strengthening support agencies, embedding water development in broader local development planning etc. It implies that institutional development needs to be scaled up. It means that different sectoral agencies have to work more closely together. This doesn’t mean that institutions need to come together in a super-agency. Rather, an attempt should be made for integration at the local level. However, institutional change requires a lot of effort and time. Learning approaches can help facilitating that.
· Scaling up requires financial resources and financial models. There may be potential to bring in new money for multiple uses, e.g. by selling bottled water in the UK. However, more important is how existing funds can be used more efficiently for mus, and whether and how user investments can be facilitated for mus. Innovative financing mechanisms need to be considered. At the same time, it touches upon the boundary of public services provision and private investments. Domestic services tend to be public services, whereas in irrigation the household infrastructure tends to be private. A good balance between the two needs to be found. We also need to learn about different financial models for scaling up. 
· When scaling up a distinction needs to be made between the design of new schemes, and providing support to existing ones. In the former cases, it is about opening up design norms, and related financial implications. In the latter case, the concern is about support to the management of systems. There may be hardware implications, but these are often minor. 

· Scaling up must continue going accompanied by impact measurement. We have good indications of costs and benefits. But this merits continued monitoring. 
Day 2 (ODI offices)

Part 3: update on projects

The third part of the meeting aimed to present an opportunity for ongoing projects to report on progress and results. Two presentations were given:

· Action research on water for growth in Ethiopia in the RIPPLE project (by Tom Slaymaker, ODI and Marieke Adank, IRC) www.musgroup.net/page/732 
· Capitalisation on Water, Land and People. (by Chris Morger, Intercooperation)
The presentation from Ethiopia started with a video called “money into water; water into money” (check www.rippleethiopia.org/Video.php), and a presentation on the approach to action research in the project. This research is expected to yield information which is of relevance to the Group, particularly around the following issues:
· Significance of mus in people’s livelihoods
· Factors affecting demand for water for livelihoods
· Costs and benefits with changes in access

· Implications for financing and management

· Methodologies

Group members are asked to provide feed-back on the methodology that has been proposed. 

The “capitalization of experiences of water, land and people” (www.waterlandpeople.net) project aimed to bring together research on local water management in Mali, India and Bolivia. This has been done in the form of stories from local stakeholders as well as products such as CDs and videos. This work showed various ways in which local stakeholders are involved around sharing of water resources at local level, and the ways they deal with conflicts. The main lesson learnt is the need for more attention to social learning and local institutions for water resources management. At the same time, local water resources management is embedded in water resources management at higher levels of scale. Appropriate linkages between different scale levels must be developed. Community-level options only cannot provide all the answers and other stakeholders must be brought on board.
Part 4: Governance and activities of the MUS Group
Governance

Prior to the meeting John Butterworth (IRC) had sent out a document with a proposed governance structure of the Group. So far, the Group hasn’t had any written-down governance guide. With further consolidation of the Group, there is a need to have such governance guidelines. During the meeting, we went through the document and discuss the various proposals. Also, suggestions had been received by email by those who couldn’t make it.
In overall terms, the proposed governance structure was considered good by the Group, although there were several minor comments on the text, especially with respect to consistent use of certain terms. John will include these comments in the text and send a new version of the document around by the 20th Nov, so that these guidelines will take effect as soon as possible.

Activities of the Group
This last session of the meeting looked into planned activities of the Group and its members for the coming year. The activities discussed include the following:

· WSSCC. The WSSCC is committed to the MUS Group, and is willing to promote the Group amongst its chapters. It has funds to sponsor participants to meetings. Unfortunately, this time it didn’t work out well, because of visa problems. 

· CPWF. The CPWF is the programme that funds the current MUS Project. It has a high appreciation of that project, and is considering multiple uses as a possible theme for its second phase. That could open up an opportunity for open calls for proposals and commissioned work.
· IFAD. IFAD is setting up facility for rural WASH, including multiple uses and sustainable sanitation. There is thus interest in mus. The members of the MUS Group are happy to provide feed-back to the strategy they are developing. It would be nice to see them attending a next meeting. John will contact them.
· JD Rockefeller scholarship programme: Winrock manages the JD Rockefeller scholarship programme. The goal of the programme is to build research capacity by pairing researchers from the South with international experts in a certain theme. There is a good chance that the next theme will be mus, focused on India and Nepal. Mary asks for suggestion for topics, and potential candidates. The Group suggested to develop the topic around the issues discussed in this meeting, and the research gaps identified in the various presentations that were held. Particular attention could be given to the interface of public and private financing for mus, and the costs and benefits of the approach. 

· WSP study on costs and benefits of mus: As mentioned earlier, a number of Group members had tendered for an assignment of the WSP for a study into the costs and benefits of mus. The consortium is still awaiting the outcome of the tender procedure. 

· Seminar series on water issues. This seminar series will be held next year at various UK institutions, who will all host a seminar. Rob Hope is one of the organizers. This may be an opportunity to include issues of water and livelihoods. 

· Documentation of experiences of Plan International. Plan is involved in a pilot programme around food security pilot in Bangladesh, Benin, Ethiopia, Nicaragua. Water issues play an important role in this. The work is done in partnership with Wageningen University and the KIT (Royal Netherlands Institute of the Tropics). Results will be fed-back to the Group. 

· Symposium.  From various sides the idea arose to organize next year a symposium which would bring together the research done over the past year in mus, and be a platform for developing an agenda for a way forward. The MUS Group supported this idea and brought forward some suggestions:

· The audience would be a mix of researchers, practitioners and policy makers. The focus should be on learning from past experiences, and discussing implications for practice and policy. 

· It should be a combination of presentation of papers and working sessions

· The symposium should stand on its own, although key findings should be brought forward the 5th World Water Forum (WWF5) (see below)

· Expected number of participants: 70-90

· Suggested locations: Ethiopia or South Africa. Above all, it should be a feasible location from a logistical and financial point of view, and offer the possibility to link it with on-going in-country work.

· Suggested date: October 2008

· Whereas MUS Group members could attend on their own account, there will be need for funding to sponsor participants from the South. Funding sources to be explored would include: CPWF, BMGF, DFID

It has been agreed to form a task force consisting of: Stef, Marieke, Mary and Barbara. Other resource persons (Tom, Monique, John, someone from Plan) may be brought in over time, once the organization gets underway. The task force will send a concept note to the group before Christmas, so that a first announcement can go out in Jan.
· WWF5: Peter Lee (ICID) is organizing a session on multiple uses, which is a sub-theme under water and poverty. The MUS Group would be interested to discuss with him on what is expected from us, and what next steps would. Mary and John will take the lead in the communication. 
· Funding of the Group’s activities. As part of the governance discussion, it was agreed that the Group is not seeking major funds for its activities. Most members do that through the projects in which they are involved. However, there are several items for which additional funds are sought, particularly: travel and accommodation costs for Southern partners to attend meeting, the costs of meeting venues, the secretary function (website, newsletter) and the printing costs of publications. This would amount to around € 25.000/year. It has been agreed to develop a concept for this, as part of a broader mus initiative (see below), but in such a way that it can also be a stand-alone proposal.
· New larger mus initiative. From various sides, particularly in follow-up to the scoping study done for the BMGF, the interest is growing in setting up a new larger mus initiative. A brainstorm was held on what such an initiative could be about. The main ideas are:
· The envisaged overall objective of the initiative is “learning about implementation of multiple use services so as to maximize impact”

· It would bring together 4 components: 1) implementation; 2) research and impact assessment; 3) capacity building and policy dialogue, and 4) dissemination and sharing (the latter component would largely coincide with the Group’s activities, as mentioned under the previous item)
· Doing it all under one umbrella is a way of ensuring coherence between these elements and avoiding that research is divorced from implementation
· Funds would be needed for all the 4 components. However, for the implementation component, there may not necessarily be a need for 100% of hardware costs. The idea would be to work together with implementing agencies who have funds for hardware anyway. 
· It is suggested to work in a limited number of countries (around 4-6) but have a structured form of analysis across these countries. We would envisage working in countries where already a lot of groundwork has been done, so that a start can be made with implementation at some level of scale. 

· However, the countries would represent a certain diversity in terms of type of technology, predominant scaling up model, etc 
· It will need different areas of expertise for its different components (implementation, research, documentation, facilitation of learning processes). We will need to select the appropriate members for the activities, according to their expertise. Therefore, this should be pursued with individual Group members, not with the Group as a whole. The members who are leading this initiative will keep the rest of the Group informed though. 
· It may be difficult to find one single donor to fund the whole initiative. So, we could try and get donors interested in certain parts. An incremental approach could even be considered. However, a minimal number of activities is needed to reduce transaction costs, and have a meaningful component of learning and sharing. 
· Next steps: Mary and Stef will write a 4 page concept note. This will first be bounced with Plan International and IDE. Before Christmas, this note will be sent to a wider group. This version can then be discussed with donors. It is suggested that different members approach different donors:

· DGIS -> Stef and Martin via NWP 
· DFID -> ODI to follow-up
· SDC? -> Criss to explore
· USAID -> Mary
· BMGF? -> Mary to contact them after finalization of MUS study on their interest in the MUS Group or the broader MUS initiative

· EC FP7 programme -> Stef to look into once next call is out
Closure and next meeting

Next year only one meeting will be held, as the symposium will demand a relatively large number of resources. It is proposed that this meeting takes place by the end of March/early April. It would mainly focus on the preparation of the symposium, and the business and governance of the Group. Stef will send suggestions for dates asap.

On that note, the participants were thanked for their attendance and ongoing contributions and commitments of the Group, and the meeting was closed. 

Action points

	Action point
	Responsible
	Date

	Provide feed-back to RIPPLE team on their methodology
	All
	asap

	Send out next version of the governance document
	John B.
	20 Nov

	Contact IFAD
	John B.
	20 Nov

	Send ideas on the Rockefeller scholarship to Mary
	All
	asap

	Concept note symposium
	Marieke, Stef, Mary, Barbara
	10 Dec

	First announcement symposium
	Marieke, Stef, Mary, Barbara
	15 Jan

	Contact ICID
	John and Mary
	15 Dec

	Share draft 4 page concept note larger mus initiative
	Mary and Stef
	30 Nov

	Finalise concept note larger mus initiative
	Mary, Stef, Plan and IDE
	15 Jan


Annex 1: participants

	Name 
	Organisation

	Stef Smits
	IRC

	John Butterworth
	IRC

	Marieke Adank
	IRC

	Ian Thorpe
	PumpAid

	Tom Slaymaker
	ODI

	Mike Morris 
	WWF

	Monique Mikhail 
	IDE

	Martin Keijzer
	Plan International

	Amy Dietterich
	Plan International

	Bart Mupeta
	Plan International

	Ian Smout
	WEDC

	Mary Renwick
	Winrock

	Rob Hope
	Oxford University

	Josephine Tucker 
	ODI

	Charles Batchelor
	WRM Ltd/ IRC

	Valerie Kuntz
	WaterAid

	Liz Ward
	IDE

	Chris Morger
	Intercooperation

	Apologies
	

	Barbara van Koppen
	IWMI

	Rachel Cardone
	BMGF

	Inés Restrepo
	Cinara

	Patrick Moriarty
	IRC

	Kirsten Neke
	RAIN

	Sally Sutton
	Independent consultant

	Harold Lockwood
	Independent consultant

	Carolien van der Voorden
	WSSCC

	Donald Kasongi
	ACCORD / WSSCC chapter of Tanzania


