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Building Partnerships for Development in 
Water and Sanitation 
The challenge 
The numbers are well known – too many poor people still lack access to basic water and 
sanitation services throughout the world.  Factors that influence access are numerous.  
Financial and economic factors relate to connection charges and tariffs; technological issues 
include standards that are often challenging to introduce in poor communities; political 
barriers include the lack of priority that is placed on services in poor communities; and 
institutional factors relate to the question of who makes decisions, who co-ordinates action, 
and who implements projects. 

Multi-sector partnerships 
Partnership approaches for implementation and stakeholder engagement over wider sector 
re form present progressively important pieces in an increasingly complex puzzle .  Existing 
technical and financial approaches have proven time and again to be insufficient to meeting 
the  challenge of providing sustainable water and sanitation services in poor communities.  
Multi-sector partnerships between relevant stakeholders – be they from public, private, civil 
socie ty and donor spheres – provide one tool to overcome these failures.  Such partnerships 
promote innovation and greater accountability whilst improving the understanding and 
capacity that make projects more appropriate and e ffective.  Understanding more 
concre tely the impact of sector re forms (be they on institutional arrangements, tariff se tting, 
community responsibility or on other issues) contributes to this analysis and to the 
deve lopment of new implementation models. 

BPD 
As a non-profit membership organisation, Building Partnerships for Deve lopment in Water 
and Sanitation (BPD) seeks to respond to this challenge.  BPD works with strategic 
partnerships involving government, business, civil society and donors to improve access to 
safe water and effective  sanitation for the poor.  Taking the lessons learned from these 
strategic partnerships, BPD seeks to influence policy and debate to ensure that basic 
services are designed with the poor in mind.  Furthermore, BPD promotes dialogue around 
institutional approaches for serving the poor, a more realistic understanding of multi-sector 
re lationships and the development of broad-based support for appropriate environments 
that enable partnerships to thrive.  Through a se t of analytical and facilitation tools, BPD 
aims to influence the way organisations work together in partnership. 

BPD components 
The components of BPD derive directly from the recognition that each sector has a 
legitimate contribution to make toward the provision of basic services in poor communities.  
Hence, BPD: 

1. Provides a forum for international debate that balances the participation of public, 
private, civil society and donor sectors; 

2. Builds capacity of specific target groups to engage in (and/or support) local-level 
partnership projects; 

3. Supports nascent/existing partnership projects for implementation of water and 
sanitation services in poor communities; and 

4. Conducts research and analysis on issues relating to water and sanitation, 
partnerships and poverty. 

At the project or programme level, BPD works with appropriate partners from across the 
different sectors to address individual and partnership goals.  BPD is not prescriptive  nor 
does it impose a ‘one-size  fits all’ model.  It emphasises capacity building, innovation and 
accountability through partnership. 
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Forew ord 

There is currently no debate on the need for sector collaboration in the water services sector 
in South Africa, however the meaning and definition of sector collaboration varies 
according to each stakeholder’s viewpoint. Literature on this topic is re lative ly scarce and 
most people use collaboration and partnership interchangeably. In South Africa we have 
come to realise that the challenges accompanying collaboration, while similar to those for 
partnerships, are perhaps even more complex and harder to overcome.   

Under the leadership of DWAF, South Africa has adopted a sector-wide collaborative 
approach to water services delivery. This approach is supported by a programme known as 
“Masibambane” (meaning “let’s work together” in Nguni languages) which was formally 
launched in 2001. The idea was to forge sector collaboration across the three spheres of 
government, but also inclusive  of water services sector bodies outside of government, e.g. 
NGOs, the private sector, professional water services bodies, e tc.  

The programme is managed by DWAF on behalf of the sector, but owned and driven by 
sector members collaborative ly, with different players taking the lead at appropriate leve ls. 
Masibambane is meant to be a vehicle for transformation and decentralisation through joint 
responsibility and collective accountability. It provides multi-faceted support to the sector 
and is government-led, pooling donor funds in support of the water services sector strategy 
within the government’s overall budget. Success requires strong leadership from 
government and a high leve l of trust and flexibility by its development partners.   

The intergovernmental relations bill now provides a golden opportunity for DWAF to build 
on the existing sector collaboration platforms at provincial and national leve l. Without the 
clout of financial control and direct authority over the independent sphere of local 
government a collaborative  approach enables DWAF to work with others in delivering 
against sector goals and targets, for which DWAF is ultimate ly responsible.   

Given the rapid evolution of the sector, a review of collaboration is timely; aiming to be tter 
understand the nature of current collaboration and ways to build upon the progress to date.  

We see this review as a mechanism for the water services sector to share the lessons learned.  
We also believe that, in focussing on how collaboration can put local government and the 
consumer at the heart of service delivery, the review provides a valuable contribution to 
moving the sector forward.  

 

Jabulani Sindani 

Director General: Department for Water Affairs and Forestry, RSA 
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Preface 

Spurring discussion 
We hope that this report will prompt discussion, however the nature of collaboration is 
such that views are subjective, answers rarely definitive  and many questions remain ‘open’.  
There is no one ‘right’ approach.  We do not suppose to change that here.   

The intention of this work is to spur discussion and debate within the sector, especially 
focussed on some of the processes that bring actors together (or drive them apart) and what 
the  implications of this might be for water and sanitation service delivery.  Readers are 
there fore not expected to agree with the entire ty of our analysis – we hope that these points 
can be debated within the sector itself.   

While the purpose of the overall review is one of critical analysis, the work is also intended 
as a platform from which others can progress.  We are there fore not overly prescriptive 
with our suggestions and do not close off our ‘recommendations’, although we do draw 
conclusions and lessons where appropriate.   

Looking back, as w ell as forward 
As a document recording what has driven collaboration and how it has progressed, the tone 
of the early parts of the report will come across as somewhat historical to some, especially 
those intimately acquainted with deve lopments in the sector.  However, in doing so it is 
hoped to respond to a specific point raised in earlie r reviews of Masibambane: namely that 
there has been little documentation of what has occurred to date and why.  We also wish to 
place current collaboration within the ‘broad sweep of history’ and thus ge t a feeling for the 
general macro trends impacting the sector.  

The importance of ‘view point’ 
The findings and observations in the report are based on three weeks spent interviewing a 
broad range of sector stakeholders, our experience in the international water sector, as well 
as considerable review of existing literature.  As such we have indeed relied on subjective 
points of view related to us in interviews, for which we make no apology.  Being strongly 
concerned with process and with intangibles such as ‘stakeholder buy-in’, individuals’ 
perceptions and viewpoints are as important as objective ‘facts’.  Naturally we have taken 
care to canvass a broad range of opinion as well as looking at written policy and primary 
sources.  However, the perception of stakeholders remains important to progress in the 
sector and we thus incorporate some of that sentiment within this report. 
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Scope and purpose of review 
The last 10 years have seen dramatic institutional changes in how basic services are 
de livered in South Africa.  The water and sanitation sector has been at the fore front of this 
evolution.  These shifts have necessitated ever increasing co-operation and collaboration 
be tween a variety of sector stakeholders, which has he lped smooth the transition over time 
and better co-ordinate the e fficient, effective and sustainable de livery of services.  

While the achievements of the sector have been widely praised, both within and outside 
South Africa, several key stakeholders would like to develop a be tter understanding of how 
collaboration has evolved and what its contribution to service delivery has been. 

With this in mind a project steering committee, comprising all the relevant players (at both 
national and provincial level) was convened in late 2004, to sponsor a ‘sector collaboration 
review’.  The main purpose is to “critically review and document for key stakeholders both the 
rationale for and progress to date of the collaborative approach taken, analysing the driving forces 
behind sector collaboration and its evolution over time”. 

The review covers collaboration at both national and provincial leve l, looking at the 
dynamics at each leve l, and importantly, at the inter-linkages be tween them.1  It aims to lay 
the  basis for the steering committee to: 

1. institutionalise a collaborative approach; 

2. inform successive stages through a more structured approach to sector 
collaboration; 

3. better understand how to measure and consolidate progress;  

4. inform both other sectors nationally and other countries; 

5. allow others to develop guidelines on what to consider and how to proceed in 
collaborative initiatives (or ‘partnerships’). 

 
This report captures the review team’s2 key findings.  It is split into three sections.  The first 
looks back at the roots of collaboration prior to 2000.  The second assesses how 
collaboration has looked since then and provides a ‘balance sheet’ of where we stand.  The 
final section looks forward, suggesting various options on how collaboration can adapt to 
the  changed context and new challenges faced by the sector in 2005. 

                                                 
1  Onl y one province (the Eastern Cape) was s tudied i n depth but l earning in this province was discussed and 
tested with r epresentati ves from the other seven pr ovinces during a half- day wor kshop. 
2 The team of four incl uded a South African local government and water speci alist, an international expert on 
sector decentralisati on and financing, the co-ordi nator of the South African Water Information Network, and 
was l ed by a BPD specialist i n partnerships that deliver water and sanitati on to poor communities .  The 
review was a j oint exercise between the steering committee (managed by WIN) and BPD Water and 
Sanitation, an international non-pr ofit organisation. 
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Introduction 

Overview of the water services sector in South Africa 
The democratically elected government of 1994 inherited a country of vast disparities, 
within which the delivery of basic infrastructure services was particularly visible.  
Shortcomings in water and sanitation delivery were particularly pronounced, with an 
estimated 15.2 million people across the country lacking adequate water supply services 
and 20.5 million without adequate sanitation (many in those rural areas that had been 
most disadvantaged under the previous regime). 

As the recent ‘Ten year history of water services in South Africa’ highlights, the 
challenge facing the new government was enormous.  On one hand lay the development 
needs of millions of poor, mainly black, South Africans.  On the other, the new 
government had no choice but to build on the foundations of the old, making use of the 
structures and public servants it inherited. 

The foundation of the new government’s policy was the Reconstruction and 
Deve lopment Programme (RDP), of which meeting basic needs, including water and 
sanitation, was one of four pillars.  To he lp implement the RDP the government turned 
to the newly created Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF) as its means to 
rapidly reduce the backlog of citizens waiting for services, and in the early years 
channelled large amounts of money through DWAF which became (for the first time) a 
large scale project implementer in rural areas. 

While this focus on rapid delivery was taking place, the statutory framework regarding 
spheres and roles of government was gradually coalescing.  From the outse t the system 
agreed at the multi-party negotiating forum allocated significant levels of authority and 
responsibility to local government (Galvin & Habib).  The Constitution and first White 
Paper on Local Government established the principle of co-operative governance and 
devolution by giving local government status as one of three equal spheres (alongside 
national and provincial) rather than a subsidiary tier.  At the same time it was clear that 
ultimately local government, rather than national or provincial, was to be tasked with 
the  responsibility of providing basic services to communities.   

Thus while DWAF eagerly took up its role as a project implementer, this was always a 
temporary measure, albeit warmly welcomed by senior politicians as new local 
government found its feet.  This was re flected in growing budget allocations in the early 
years of democracy, as DWAF proved willing and able to scale up its activities.  In many 
senses this was a new role for those involved (the previous Department for Water 
Affairs had been involved primarily in water resources management) and in rural areas 
the  Department proved keen and willing to work through NGOs and CBOs, of which 
the  Mvula Trust (set up in 1994) was the major player.  DWAF, in the search for a rapid 
and scaleable de livery mechanism, also worked closely with the private sector most 
notably through the BoTT programme (Build, Operate, Train and Transfer) that was 

The Water Supply and Sani ta tion White Paper o f 1994 
“The policy  of  the Department of  Water Aff airs and Forestry  is to ensure that all communities in 
the country hav e access to basic serv ices and to the support that they  need to achiev e them.  
This does not imply  that the prov ision of these is necessarily  the direct responsibility  of  the 
Department.  What is required is a f ramework within which responsibil ities and lines of  support 
f or water supply and sanitation activ ities are clear.  This institutional f ramework will necessarily  
inv olv e a range of other agencies, notably  prov incial and local gov ernments as well as other 
interested parties such as the priv ate sector and non-gov ernmental organisations.  The 
Department of Water Aff airs and Forestry will support the work of  the other agencies; as 
important, it will assume the responsibility  to f ill the gaps in the interim.” (DWAF, 1994) 
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active in the four provinces with the largest backlog.  

As the ‘final phase’ of transforming local government took place, starting with the 
Municipal Structures Act (MSA) of 1998 and leading into the second democratic 
elections in 2000, it became increasingly clear that the focus on service de livery would 
shift over to local and district municipalities, as originally envisaged.3  DWAF’s role 
there fore reverted from one of project implementer to ‘custodian’ of the sector, one that 
includes enabling and supporting local government to fulfil its mandate and  now sees it 
gently moving into a role of ‘developmental regulation’.  Uniquely amongst national 
departments DWAF has adopted a mantle it calls ‘sector leader’ (of which more later). 

This transitional phase has especially required co-ordination and collaboration be tween 
sector stakeholders, of which the principal players are DWAF, local government and the 
national Department of Provincial and Local Government (DPLG), but which includes 
other parties such as the South African Local Government Association (SALGA), 
departments of health, housing and education at various levels (especially on 
sanitation), and NGOs, CBOs and the private sector.  At one remove  stand the National 
Treasury and external donors, of which the EU is the largest.   

A significant proportion of co-operation funds from the EU and its members are 
directed to the water sector, of late mostly for institutional support rather than 
infrastructure expenditure.  The Masibambane programme is the flagship for this 
support, and has laid great emphasis on encouraging, co-ordinating and 
institutionalising collaboration between the myriad stakeholders involved. 

The Treasury is strongly committed to decentralisation − its actions to drive this have 
had a large impact on the water sector.  Recently it accelerated the introduction of the 
Municipal Infrastructure Grant (MIG), consolidating several national capital grants to 
municipalities.  The change e ffective ly means that DPLG rather than DWAF oversee 
grant money in the water sector − the impact on collaboration within the water sector, 
and in particular relations between these two departments, is likely to be considerable. 

Today the sector finds itself at something of a threshold as local government 
increasingly asserts itself, the Treasury forces the pace of decentralisation and DWAF 
considers its future role.  The engine of collaboration over the last four years, 
Masibambane, finds itse lf challenged to deepen and broaden itself at the same time – 
moving into new spheres of co-operation at the same time as it tackles six new provinces 
(it originally focussed on only three ). 

From the standpoint of municipal managers and the Treasury the shift to consolidated 
grants and municipal planning certainly makes sense, integrating the range of 
infrastructure functions expected of municipalities and providing one route for financial 
support and reporting.  Taking a long-term view, it is also he lpful to DWAF, as it allows 
it to move  its attention from funding and the risk of micro-managing municipalities, to 
the  ‘sector leader’ role it envisages for itself, a large part of which is ‘developmental 
regulation’.  Attention is slowly turning to this new dynamic, where DWAF and others 
support but also regulate municipalities.  Whereas the transitory period since 2000 has 
been inherently ‘collaborative ’, infused by a strong climate of support, a regulatory 
dynamic may be less so.  This and the recent fiscal shifts may have a significant impact 
on the functioning of the existing sector fora (as well as those being created in the six 
provinces where Masibambane was not previously active ).   

A further significant issue for the sector is how existing water sector fora relate to 
nascent ‘municipal-wide’ ones, such as those introduced alongside MIG, as well as more 
politically linked ones be ing driven by the Presidency.  Whilst the quality of 

                                                 
3  Although an amendment to the Municipal Ser vices Ac t in 2000 shifted the original locati on of municipal 
powers and functions from local to district municipalities as well as  introducing an ‘opaque’ sys tem of 
national or provinci al authorisations  that could trans fer these back. (Savage) 
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engagement by water stakeholders with DPLG and the Treasury has been somewhat 
mixed in recent years, the sector may want to reassess this now especially as the new 
powers and functions bed down.  The challenges here are probably more than just the 
lack of capacity often cited, but also encompass departmental attitudes and the 
perce ived ‘te rms of engagement’ from various sides. 

Significant challenges that the sector has ye t to fully engage with concern e fficiency and 
sustainability.  These should be a core focus for DWAF’s fledgling ‘sector leader’ role − 
improving accountability to the consumer, rather than to other layers of government, 
will certainly be a welcome step forward (and one where the sector can potentially learn 
from international experience).  The water services sector should also consider how it 
can best support municipalities beyond immediate sectoral concerns – sustainable 
de livery will depend upon strong municipal capacity and strong governance across the 
board rather than in isolated ‘cells’.  Here the Municipal Infrastructure Grant and the 
Intergovernmental Relations Bill both represent new opportunities.   

Unpacking collaboration 
Clearly collaboration is not an end in itse lf, rather a tool to enhance outcomes.  
Nevertheless understanding what makes collaboration successful, where it is 
appropriate and what links collaboration to positive outcomes is important.   

Understanding this within a context as broad and complex as the South African water 
services sector is not easy.  Strong linkages outside the sector to broader municipal 
governance, consumer representation and fiscal decentralisation merely add to the 
challenge.  To do so the review has needed to ‘unpack’ collaboration in order to assess 
its constituent parts.  First we have sought to understand collaboration over time.  
Secondly we have looked at how it is reflected across the three spheres of government.  
Thirdly we have  looked at the building blocks of collaboration and the processes that 
take place within these. 

Three eras of service delivery 
The review took in three broad ‘eras’ of service de livery within South Africa, re flected in 
the  overview above.  The first era was that of DWAF implementing actual schemes.  
This ran more or less from 1994 to around 2000.  This was superseded by a second era, 
one of transition, where responsibility was progressive ly transferred to municipalities.  
This ran from around 2000 to the present day.  The third era is to come, and we have 
called this one of municipal service delivery, where the focus will be on how e ffective ly 
municipalities discharge their responsibilities and how national government can play a 
supportive and oversight role in ensuring this. 

Collaboration across the province, at national level and now  w ithin 
municipalities 
A further leve l of unpacking has been across the three spheres of government.  We show 
how collaboration germinated within provinces and then track how this has flowed first 
to national level and now needs to flow outwards to a municipal leve l.  Naturally this 
entails diffe rent actors and different incentives at each stage. 

Process, subjects, structures and stakeholders 
Collaboration is first and foremost about process, which may or may not facilitate 
positive outcomes.  Yet to understand the full picture in such a complex context, it is 
necessary to examine three further aspects.  One concerns the issues or subjects where 
collaboration does and does not occur and how and why this may vary.  A second 
concerns the structures that guide collaboration and how these relate to the subjects.  A 
third pertains to the stakeholders themse lves, how they are structured and how they 
re late to the subjects and structures of collaboration.  
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The table be low shows how the review unpacks collaboration and how this document is 
essentially structured across three sections. 

The first section (era one) looks at how collaboration developed during our first e ra, that 
of DWAF as an implementer.  We examine the structures that were deve loped during 
this period and the processes that led to this. 

The second section (era two) looks at the recent transitional era.  Within this we first see 
what issues collaboration has addressed and how these are related to five ‘arenas’ of the 
water sector.  We then look more closely at specific collaborative structures.  
Throughout sections two and three are a se t of ‘process’ boxes (yellow with dashed 
borders), which allow us a deeper understanding of how and why stakeholders interact. 

The final section (era three ) builds on our understanding of the current ‘balance sheet’ as 
regards sector collaboration.  We look forward to how collaboration may need to evolve 
in a new era where attention and focus shift downwards to municipal level and water is 
seen as one function of municipal services rather than an individual sector.  We suggest 
how this might evolve for various issues and ask how existing structures may need to 
adapt to remain e ffective within the changed context.  In doing so we draw on several 
international experiences that South African decision makers could potentially learn 
from. 

 

 

 

Subjects Structures

Subjects Structures

Municipal Service Delivery

Unpacking collaboration

Era One:
DWAF implements
Structures & Processes

Transition

Stakeholders

Processes

Where do we start?

Era Two:

Era Three:

Pulling it a ll  together 

Boxes with dashed borders 
and y ellow shading ref er to 
some of the process and 
‘partnership’ issues that are 
f undamental to collaboration 
and stakeholder relationships.  
Look out f or these throughout 
the document. 
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Introducing the players − their mandate and structure  

DWAF 

The Department for Water Affairs and Forestry is the legal custodian of the water sector 
(‘sector leader’).   Its role is to saf eguard and harness the country ’s water resources as 
well as ensure all citizens are afforded access to affordable water and sanitation 
serv ices.  It is effectiv ely split into three – water (and sanitation) serv ices, water 
resources and forestry – of which water serv ices is the largest component. 

DWAF has regional offices that divide along prov incial lines.  Importantly, unlike other 
gov ernment departments, it does not hav e Prov incial Ministers or departments as 
counterparts. 

Nationally DWAF is considered one of the more activ e and able departments and has 
been at the frontline of service deliv ery since 1994. 

The Department of Provincial and Local Government’s role is to support and co-
ordinate the work of these two spheres of gov ernment, and the relationship between 
national sector departments and prov incial and local counterparts. 

There has been signif icant change as decentralisation policy has ev olved − its current 
guise dates from the powers and f unctions introduced by the Municipal Systems Act, 
whose implementation it is meant to oversee. 

Prov incial departments of local gov ernment often include housing – otherwise it is 
meant to act as the f ocus f or intergovernmental co-operation (between departments 
and between different spheres of government) as well as supporting human resource 
dev elopment within municipalities. 

Worries about lack of capacity at DPLG are often aired, although recently its size has 
increased.  It has endured frequent re-organisation and high turnov er of staff. 

DPLG 

SALGA 

The South Af rican Local Government Association is not a formal arm of gov ernment, 
although it plays an increasingly important role as the representativ e of the local 
politicians and municipal staff in the local gov ernment ‘sphere’ and is a priv ileged 
‘partner’ of gov ernment in policymaking. 

Originally a loose alliance of provincial associations it recently amalgamated as a 
national body, despite some resistance f rom Kwa-Zulu Natal and the Western Cape 
associations. 

Similar to DPLG its mandate cuts across all local government areas of responsibility – 
howev er as water and sanitation serv ices are the most important of these (f inancially ) it 
has been more active in this sector than other serv ice sectors. 

DFID’s Water Services Support Unit within SALGA acted as a f orerunner to SALGA’s 
current involv ement in Masibambane.  It has a water co-ordinator at national level, and 
more recently within six of the prov inces (f unded by Masibambane). 

The Water Services Act of 1997 created the f unction of ‘Water Services Authority’.  The 
Authority f unction is v ested in local government and its primary responsibility is 
ensuring that the water and sanitation needs of its constituents are met. 

The Municipal Structures Act of 2000 decided whether the WSA function would be 
allocated to local or district municipalities, though it led to some inconsistency and 
conf usion on the ground that still continues. 

WSAs need to decide who will undertake the twin f unction of ‘Water Service Prov ider’, 
which can be retained by local gov ernment or delegated to other actors.  Section 78 of 
the MSA guides this appointment process. 

WSAs 
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Introducing the players − their mandate and structure  

Donors 

Donors have been inv olved in the water serv ices sector since the democratic opening of 
the ‘90s.  Giv en that South Africa is not dependant on donor resources their inf luence 
has been less strong than in other Af rican countries. 

The mainstay of their support has been to institutional and ‘software’ issues – principally 
channelled through DWAF.  Limited support has gone to NGOs, DPLG or other spheres 
of gov ernment. 

The Masibambane programme has seen increased donor co-ordination although donor 
presence has been declining in recent y ears, with the European Commission the largest 
contributor by some margin.   

In f ormer years NGOs and the priv ate sector played a more important role than they 
currently do.  The CWSS programme and donors encouraged working with and through 
NGOs in the early and mid ‘90s, as did BoTT f or the priv ate sector in the late ‘90s.   

The NGO sector is now quite weak and f ragmented despite efforts f rom donors to 
support it through capacity building initiatives.  Only one NGO, Mv ula Trust, has a 
signif icant national presence, and this is in decline.  The priv ate sector, while an 
important play er as regards consulting and construction, is not a signif icant actor in 
operating and managing water or sanitation systems (although Johannesburg do hav e 
a contract which involv es some priv ate management). 

The transf er of powers and f unctions has further marginalised these two actors, as local 
gov ernment is generally perceived as hostile to NGOs and to priv ate sector 
participation.  Both parties are represented at national policymaking f ora , although their 
presence within prov incial fora and at local gov ernment lev el is much diminished. 

NGOs 
and the 
private 
sector 

National 
Treasury 

The National Treasury is responsible f or the efficient and effectiv e allocation and use of 
public resources in the country.  It has been a key driver in the f iscal decentralisation 
process. 

The three div isions most relev ant to the water sector are Budget, Public Finance and 
Intergov ernmental Relations.  These divisions are central to the resource allocation and 
budget implementation processes as well as intergovernmental fiscal transfers. 

It sets resources ceilings f or sector ministries and engages with them during the budget 
process each y ear. It also compiles the Medium Term Expenditure Framework 
Submissions forms that include sector perf ormance targets and resource allocations. 
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Early seeds 
Current collaboration in the water serv ices sector 
has its seeds as f ar back as the early ‘90s, when 
two f ora in particular brought together a range of  
stakeholders to discuss policy  issues and dev elop a 
response to the glaring needs.  The f irst is 
SCOWSAS, the Standing Committee On Water 
Supply  and Sanitation, which was established in 
1992, f irst through inf ormal discussions and then v ia 
a f ormal structure.  Its legitimacy could only lie in 
bringing together a wider cross-section of  
stakeholders than had prev iously  been inv olv ed, 
including non-state actors such as NGOs and the 
trade unions.  The Committee rev iewed national 
policy , dev eloping a single set of  recommendations 
f or the new sector, one of which was the setting up 
of  what became DWAF.  Early  on SCOWSAS thus 
laid the basis f or greater cohesion amongst 
prev iously div ided and scattered roleplay ers (Colv in 
& Gotz). 

The Drought Forum was established in response to 
sev ere drought in the early  ‘90s.  It brought together 
political parties and NGOs with gov ernment 
institutions to ensure that prev iously neglected rural 
communities benef ited f rom gov ernment 
interv ention.  Its approach on the ground, taken up 
by  the nascent Independent Dev elopment Trust (the 
IDT, f unded by  the EU and DFID), was community -
based and f ocussed on setting up and f unding 
CBOs (Galv in & Habib and Colv in & Gotz). 

Section One: The backdrop to the South African water sector  

Chapter 1 – The roots of collaboration 
The nature of sector-wide collaboration (rather than more narrowly focussed 
‘partnership’) is such that it is not possible to say when it begins or ends.  It is an 
ongoing and evolving process, as much shaped by changes in the environment as it 
itself shapes that environment. 

This being said, it is important to explore the roots of more 
recent collaboration to better understand what has been 
e ffective and why.  This section thus looks at the context of 
the  sector and the driving forces behind collaboration.  It also 
discusses specific programmes that have been introduced to 
encourage co-operation between stakeholders and their 
rationale.  Lastly, it allows us a closer look at some of the key 
stakeholders and their underlying motivations.  

DWAF gears up 
When the RDP looked to DWAF to meet the immediate post-
’94 backlogs, a Directorate for Community Water Supply and 
Sanitation (CWSS) was established.  This adopted much of 
the  approach pioneered by the Drought Forum and its spin-
offs (see box); an approach that also found a willing home in 
the  new Institutional and Social Development Directorate.  
This early period also saw the founding of the Mvula Trust 
(funded by the Development Bank of Southern Africa, the 
IDT and the EU), an NGO that advocated a demand 
responsive approach in small rural and peri-urban 
communities.  A close re lationship developed be tween the 
CWSS programme and Mvula (whose role was as an 
‘implementing agent’) that was encapsulated in a signed 
agreement in 1995 (extended for five years in 1997). 

The first three years of democracy saw the sector budget 
expanding rapidly as a ple thora of schemes were developed 
in previously disadvantaged, predominantly rural areas.  
Although local government was envisioned as the ultimate 
provider of services, the lack of functional structures and 

capacity (especially in rural areas and rooted in the deliberate neglect of previous 
decades), led to the water sector in effect creating a parallel rural local government 
system, forged by water users committees that planned, implemented and ran their own 
schemes (Savage).  Others also availed of RDP to ge t rural infrastructure schemes off the 
ground.  For instance, the Eastern Cape Amatole District Municipality established local 
RDP forums whereby communities could express the ir needs and identify projects.  
Such municipal fora tended to overlap the committees se t up by DWAF and Mvula, 
leading to early tensions with local government.4 

The enormous pressure to achieve results and scale of resources being poured into the 
sector were delivering visible results on the ground.  However, the sheer rate of 
progress started to also manifest itse lf in an increasingly supply-driven approach, with 
outputs and expenditure overtaking sustainable community-leve l outcomes as the 
primary focus.  Some of the laudable goals in overall policy were thus being 

                                                 
4  While Mvula apparentl y tried to broker the relati onshi p and seek written contr acts between local 
government and communities, D WAF schemes did not pay much heed to the nascent local government 
structures. 

Era One:
DWAF implements
Structures &  Processes  
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undermined, and on the ground worrying signs of schemes falling into disrepair or 
disuse soon after commission started to appear.  The tensions this generated started to 
show internally.  A prime example was a 1997 workshop to discuss the external 
evaluation commissioned after three years of RDP.  With the evidence to hand, some 
participants argued for a period of consolidation and evaluation to ensure progress was 
not undermined.  However, the political message from the Minister and senior officials 
was clear: the need to accelerate progress was paramount (Colvin & Gotz). 

The BoTT programme in the four provinces of greatest backlog (now Limpopo, 
Mpumalanga, Kwa-Zulu Natal and Eastern Cape) was DWAF’s immediate response to 
this directive – a framework whereby consortia of private sector firms and NGOs would 
de liver a call-down ‘package’ of infrastructure delivery accompanied by consultation 
and training of communities, to be followed by handover of schemes.5  In a sense this 
was a programme of formalised collaboration driven by national government spending.  

However the pressure seemed such that DWAF and others appeared to be racing merely 
to stand still.  The Department of Finance (now the Treasury) was beginning to look 
askance at budget under spend and as RDP came to an end, rather than fold these 
monies into DWAF’s budget, they slashed the capital funding going to DWAF from 
above R1bn in 1998/99 to around half that in 1999/2000 (Colvin & Gotz).  The capital 
funding was thus abruptly shifted from DWAF towards municipalities through a 
growing system of direct grant funding (which in hindsight can be seen as a pattern in 
Treasury behaviour of using the budget to force institutional change).6   

 

 

                                                 
5 “There was nothing in the BoTT contracts that specified when and how to tr ansfer completed schemes 
to community structures or local gover nment”.  (Colvin & Gotz) 
6 Currentl y DWAF are under “substantial pressure to speed up the transfer process  … (Treasur y) … is 
the driving force … i n particular through its  capacity to change funding relati onships.  It has announced 
… that DWAF’s overall water budget will be reduced by 20% per annum.  The danger of this approach is 
that DWAF is essentiall y forced to i mplement an exit str ateg y, whether or not this results in a reliable 
service after the transfer”. (Galvi n & H abib)  

Sani ta tion: fundamenta lly collaborative? 
As early  as June 1995 the multi-disciplinary  nature of  sanitation was f ormally  recognised with 
the setting up of  an inter-departmental National Sanitation Task Team (NSTT).  Led by  
DWAF it brought together other departments such as Health and Education and included the 
Mv ula Trust.  A separate white paper on a national sanitation po licy  came about through a 
highly  consultativ e process in 1996, during which a National Sanitation Co-ordination Off ice 
(NaSCO) was created and housed within DWAF alongside the department’s sanitation sub-
directorate.  They  together helped establish Prov incial Sanitation Task Teams (PSTT).  DFID 
was a major supporter of  sanitation throughout this period. 

NaSCO has since been absorbed into the Municipal Inf rastructure Task Team (more of  which 
later), and in the Eastern Cape at least, the PSTT absorbed into the IWSMF collaborativ e 
structure. 

Local gov ernment has long been implicated v ia its env ironmental health practitioners who 
take responsibility  f or health and hy giene awareness (and who considerably  predated the 
legislation around Water Serv ices Authorities).  Prov incial lev el politicians also (nominally ) 
hav e a stronger role than in water, as env ironment, local gov ernment, education, health and 
housing all hav e Prov incial Departments and MECs, whereas DWAF does not. 

(Colv in & Gotz and DWAF, 2002) 
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The view  from local government 
In the period preceding the 2000 e lections and the final distribution of powers and 
functions, local government was not idle.  The focus of the ir efforts was the urban 
milieu, where capacity was stronger, the mandate clearer and DWAF less active.  Thus 
in the 1997/98 financial year the six Transitional Metropolitan Councils, and more than 
55 Transitional Local Councils, spent roughly the same as DWAF on deve loping water 
services infrastructure (Colvin & Gotz).  The principal source of finance came from the 
Consolidated Municipal Infrastructure Programme (CMIP), set up following discussions 
be tween DWAF, DPLG7 and the Department of Housing in 1997.  Be tween 1997 and 
2003 the sector thus benefited from R4.9billion of a total R8billion CMIP funding 
disbursed by DPLG.   

Leve ls of expenditure aside though, the contrast between CMIP and CWSS was a stark 
one.  CMIP neither had the same focus on community-driven processes, nor on the role 
of NGOs (partly explained by its urban nature, partly by the differing backgrounds of 
those managing the programme).  Nor were the levels of service and subsidy, nor the 
financial rules governing the programmes, similar − a source of some tension be tween 
DWAF and DPLG, and of some confusion for municipalities on the ground (especially 
once ‘wall-to-wall’ municipalities were introduced in 2000 and many local governments 
assumed both an urban and rural mandate ).  

Tensions also arose concerning the role of water committees which DPLG “saw 
bypassing and there fore potentially undermining politically fragile rural local 
government structures” (Colvin & Gotz).  It also worried about high running costs of 
new (and occasionally over-designed) DWAF schemes burdening weak and under-
resourced municipalities once transfer took place.8  Lack of clarity between roles and 
responsibilities (and the informal accountability engendered by several years of 
implementing schemes) saw communities looking to DWAF for assistance and guidance 
over issues that were fast becoming the rightful purview of local councils.  Thus tension 
be tween local councils and DWAF was also an issue, especially where councils 
perce ived water committees as undermining their role and challenging their authority 
(in some cases that formally and informally vested in ‘traditional leaders’, who were 
be ing incorporated into the lower spheres of local government).  Nor did they always 
appreciate be ing told what to do by DWAF, whose capacity and technical skills may 
have  lent it a certain arrogance, despite (or sometimes because of) the ir receding 
mandate for delivery. 

Tensions on the ground were in part being addressed by, part created by, developments 
at national level.  DWAF’s 1997 Water Services Act brought with it some crucial shifts in 
roles and responsibilities especially relating to local government.  While formally 
recognising local government’s ‘responsibility’ for ensuring access to water services, it 
introduced the twin concepts of Water Services Authority (WSA − always vested in local 
government) and Water Services Provider (WSP−- a function that could be re tained in-
house or delegated to external providers). 

                                                 
7  Known then as  the Department of Constituti onal Development. 
8  “In recent years the Department of  Water Affairs and Forestr y has pursued a multibillion rand 
programme of suppl ying water directl y to communities.  The programme is beginning to have a significant 
and positi ve impact on the quality of life of rural people. H owever, l argely due to the transitional pr ocess 
in local gover nment, this programme has often bypassed municipalities i n the past.  The Department of 
Water Affairs and Fores try has  committed itself to a systematic ins titution-buildi ng programme at the local 
government l evel to ensur e local government involvement in the programme”. (DPLG as noted in Col vin 
& Gotz) 
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Overview of legisla tion 
Key  roles of  national, prov incial and local gov ernment f or water 
and sanitation prov ision are allocated in the Constitution. It 
tasks local gov ernment with the responsibility  f or prov ision of  
sustainable serv ices to communities, with the support of  
prov incial and national gov ernment. 

The Water Serv ices Act (Act 108 of  1997) aims to assist 
municipalities to undertake their role as water serv ices 
authorities and to look af ter the interests of  the consumer. It 
also clarif ies the role of  other water serv ices institutions; 
especially  water serv ices prov iders and water boards. 

The Municipa l Structures Act (Act 33 of  2000) prov ides f or the 
establishment of municipalities in accordance with the 
requirements relating to categories and ty pes of municipality  
and to prov ide f or an appropriate div ision of  f unctions and 
powers between categor ies of  municipality . The Act allocates 
the responsibility  f or water serv ices to the district municipality  
or the local municipality  if  authorised by  the Minister of 
prov incial and local gov ernment. 

The Municipa l Sy stems Act (Act 32 of 2000) f ocuses on the 
internal sy stems and administration of a municipality. The Act 
introduces the diff erentiation between the f unction of  an 
authority  and that of a prov ider. It also identif ies the 
importance of  alternativ e mechanisms f or prov iding municipal 
serv ices and sets out certain requirements f or entering into 
partnerships.  Particularly  pertinent here is Section 78 of  the 
Act, discussed in more detail later. 

The Municipa l Demarcation Act (Act 27 of  1998) created ‘wall-
to-wall ’ municipalities and was important in that rural and 
urban areas were consolidated, which al lowed f or cross-
subsidisation and a more eff ectiv e use of  resources.  It also 
meant later WSAs hav e to cope with both urban and rura l 
water and sanitation. 

The Div ision of Rev enue Act, which is enacted annually , giv es 
eff ect to Section 214(1) of  the Constitution that prov ides f or the 
equitable div ision of  nationally  raised rev enue among the three 
spheres of  gov ernment. The Act f or 2002 makes prov ision f or 
the CWSS as an ’Indirect Conditional Grant ’ to f und a basic 
lev el of  water serv ices and the implementation of  inf rastructure 
projects where municipalities lack the capacity  to do so. 

The White Paper on Basic Household Sanitation (DWAF, 
2001) emphasises the prov ision of a basic lev el of  household 
sanitation to those areas with the greatest need. It f ocuses on 
the saf e disposal of human waste in conjunction with 
appropr iate health and hy giene practices. The key  to this 
White Paper is that prov ision of  sanitation serv ices should be 
demand driv en and community -based with a f ocus on 
community  participation and household choice.  (Amended 
f rom DWAF, 2002)  

Furthermore the Act required all WSAs to deve lop 
Water Services Development Plans (WSDPs) – 
holistic and integrated planning tools requiring 
consultation with communities and supposedly 
aligned with the more macro Integrated 
Deve lopment Plans (IDPs) being promoted by 
DPLG.9   

The Water Services Act also laid the groundwork for 
DWAF to start addressing the hitherto neglected 
issue of regulation, developing norms and standards, 
tariff guidelines, and model contracts and guide lines 
for WSAs.10  In doing so it also provided a framework 
within which DWAF could work constructive ly with 
municipalities to he lp them assume the ir WSA 
responsibilities and to prepare the new WSDPs.11 

Supporting municipalities 
The role of supporting municipalities intimated by 
the  ’97 Act was not wholly new to DWAF, nor 
importantly, for the various donors present in the 
sector since the early ‘90s.  Early donor support 
within the sector had been primarily channelled 
through DWAF (with only 2% going to NGOs) and 
was mostly controlled via DWAF nationally.  The 
vast majority of this was not for hardware but for 
software aspects, including institutional and policy 
aspects and pilot projects.  The funding was mostly 
project-based and donor/DWAF re lations mostly 
bilateral.  Although DWAF did disperse these 
projects regionally, observers have found limited 
evidence of donor co-ordination. (Galvin & Habib) 

DFID, the EU and others had for several years been 
running programmes that tried to build capacity 
within municipalities to tackle water and sanitation 
issues – GTZ had been working within DPLG on 
similar topics.  Shortly after the Water Services Act 
came into force DANIDA embarked on a programme 
to investigate the implications of the new legislation 
and to support nascent WSAs – this grew in Kwa-
Zulu Natal into a DWAF programme called ISWIP 
(Implementing Sustainable Water Services 
Institutions Programme). 

                                                 
9   The Municipal Systems Act of 2000 required interim IDPs  as “comprehensi ve and strategic 
management tools” for local government’s new jurisdictions.  Project Implementation and Management 
Support System Centres to assist were launched and housed withi n some district municipalities.  In 
practice however, IDPs have been criticised for not being as consultati ve as originally hoped, as well as 
encouraging some pl anning and funding par allel to the for mal process.  Moreover the process  of 
preparing them is a laborious one, and they are often not being used as the strategic management tools 
foreseen.  Si milar criticisms have been levelled against DWAF’s WSDP process . 
10   This was apparentl y a consultati ve process i nvol ving 12 nationwi de workshops with municipalities . 
11  Who exactl y had this r esponsibility remained uncl ear for a number of years, thanks to a lack of clarity 
from DPLG etc.,  with the Minister retai ning discretion over allocation of powers and func tions between 
district and local municipalities.  Eventually 155 WSAs were decided upon, many more than the foreseen 
54 district municipalities . In the Eastern Cape a mix of  district and l ocal municipalities are now the 
appointed WSAs. 
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To begin with ISWIP was somewhat stop-start as regional councils (the Kwa-Zulu Natal 
equivalent to district municipalities) were in the midst of transition and focussed on 
trying to recover costs on their existing schemes.  The promise of financial support from 
DWAF he lped ge t them round the table to begin with, allied to the placement of DWAF-
funded support staff directly within local government.  As momentum gathered, ISWIP 
piloted various institutional support models for WSAs and le t the regional councils 
decide themselves on their most appropriate arrangements.12  Across the country new 
WSDP regional co-ordinators were also he lping municipalities prepare these plans and 
tie  them in with IDPs, thus complementing early DPLG support for the latter. 

In contrast the EU was involved primarily in the Eastern Cape and in Limpopo.  In the 
former, R100-120 million was going towards a programme of infrastructure 
deve lopment in which it worked with Mvula and other implementing agents.  This 
programme, while not dissimilar from CWSS, remained outside the DWAF programme 
and also had few links to local government (although it did support some restructuring 
of provincial DWAF).  By contrast, in Limpopo R250 million over three years was 
e ffectively being provided as direct budget support to DWAF – this was channelled via 
BoTT, which in lieu of provincial DWAF capacity proceeded to build its own. (Galvin & 
Habib)  

                                                 
12  Although some local governments felt that the WSA / WSP distinction was  somewhat abstrac t (in Kwa-
Zulu Natal many had been providing water ser vices long before 1994) a concurrent DWAF support 
programme, BoTT, used DWAF ‘sustainability’ funds to ‘retrofit’ schemes to prepare for their trans fer to 
local government. 

Three very d ifferent provinces  
The three prov inces in which the Masibambane programme (discussed later) was rolled out, Kwa-Zulu 
Natal, the Eastern Cape and Limpopo, are v ery  diff erent on sev eral lev els.  These contextual diff erences 
are v ery  important f or how collaboration has dev eloped in each prov ince and f or the strategies adopted. 

In Kwa-Zulu Natal regional councils had more experience in water serv ices than the nascent regional 
DWAF and this has had an important impact on the relationship between municipal ities and DWAF.  It 
also benef ited early  f rom the ISWIP and thus municipal capacity  is generally  stronger here.  The regional 
f ora, WATSAN, had been up and running f or some time bef ore the adv ent of  the Masibambane 
programme. 

The highly  contested political nature of the prov ince and the important role play ed by  traditional leaders 
has also impacted the water serv ices sector, and in particular the attitudes to water users committees and 
the like.  National directiv es tend to be receiv ed more circumspectly in the prov ince and this will inf luence 
the national/prov incial linkages looked at later. 

SALGA, which started as a loose association of  prov incial associations, has charted a diff erent course in 
Kwa-Zulu Natal, which initial ly  resisted the national amalgamation.  National SALGA’s role in the prov ince 
has thus been of a diff erent calibre than elsewhere. 

In the Eastern Cape DWAF has been a stronger presence, partly  as it benef ited f rom strong staff 
transf erring f rom the f ormer homelands of  Transkei and Ciskei.  Municipalities hav e generally  been 
weaker than in Kwa-Zulu Natal and this has led to a diff erent set of relationships between DWAF and local 
gov ernment.  The presence of Amatole Water Board has also been important f or the prov ince.   

Donors and other actors took many  diff erent approaches bef ore 2000 to establishing water serv ices in the 
prov ince.  Thus the issue of f ragmentation was especially  strong in this prov ince. 

Limpopo had (and still has) perhaps the lowest capacity  of all.  The relationship bet ween politicians and 
technocrats has historically been f airly  poor, as has been that between DWAF and local gov ernment.  
Regional DWAF has perhaps been slower to transf orm itself than elsewhere and these and other f actors 
hav e inf luenced the tone of  the collaboration.  Progress in reducing backlog has been the least impressiv e 
and issues such as transf ers ev en more of  a headache.  

Importantly none of  the three prov inces hav e an MEC (prov incial minister) f or Water and Forestry  – this 
has not improv ed the liaison with prov incial politicians and made it harder f or technocratic and political 
spheres to work together. 
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DFID had chosen ye t another route, focusing on local government.  Its 
main project, named the Water Service Support Unit (WSSU), assisted 
in the transfer of water services responsibility to rural local councils.  It 
worked in Limpopo and Mpumalanga via a co-ordinator based within 
SALGA, with the Terms of Reference established and consultants 
chosen by DWAF, DPLG and SALGA (despite the focus be ing on local 
government, DPLG did not take up an offer of staff support hence the 
location within SALGA). (Galvin & Habib).  

Masibambane: ’let’s w ork together’ 
All these various strands came together in 2000.  Within the 
‘international’ water sector the notion of a sector-wide approach was 
gaining ground, and in keeping with this the member states of the 
European Union decided to pool their support to the South African 
water sector.13    This meant they would need to integrate the existing 
programmes into one macro programme of ‘sector support’.  
Accordingly the donors sat down with the South African government to 
discuss what a multi-donor support initiative would look like. 

The result was Masibambane; a  programme of co-ordinated ‘sector 
support’.  The purpose was to ’support and strengthen the water and 
sanitation services sector in South Africa as a whole and in three 
targe ted provinces in particular, and to support the proper functioning 
of local government in terms of the current policy and legislative 
framework’.14  Thus not only did the new programme bring under one 
roof much of the previous donor funding, but it combined elements of 
those previous programmes, including the experience of ISWIP, the EU 
in Limpopo and DFID’s approach to supporting local government via 
SALGA.  Importantly for this particular review, the ‘functioning of the 
water services sector’ (emphasis added) now became a targe t for support 
in and of itself (Colvin & Gotz). 

The first phase of Masibambane provided direct budgetary support 
channelled through DWAF.  The effect of this was that R800 million was 
added to DWAF’s R3.4 billion budget as a lump sum rather than split 
into separate projects (it is not currently clear to the review whether the 
aggregate total also went up).  These monies there fore essentially 
‘topped up’ all DWAF line items, with the primary decisions about how 
this took place and where the money went being made by DWAF (although this may 
have  been in conjunction with donors: more light on how donors came together to 
discuss such issues with DWAF could be helpful).  It was also decided that the 
programme would require dedicated co-ordination, providing it with the leverage 
necessary to introduce programmes and processes outside of DWAF’s normal approach 
(Galvin & Habib).  While the management of the programme resided within DWAF, 
initially a programme co-ordinator was placed within SALGA (presumably building on 
the  experience of the DFID programme), although soon thereafter this was superseded 
by a ‘Programme Management Unit’ created within DWAF itse lf.  This was fe lt 
necessary in order to be tter leverage the Department’s involvement.15 

                                                 
13  This shift  was bolster ed by a move towards  budget support for Poverty Reducti on Strategy Papers 
(PRSPs), which wer e a r equirement for Highly Indebted Poor Countries to get debt relief.  T his did not 
appl y to South Africa though.  As for SWAPs, defi nitions  var y (see Kanda for more). 
14  The three provi nces were those that made up full y 80% of the national backlog, namel y Li mpopo, 
Kwa-Zulu Natal and the Eastern Cape. (Masibambane, 2003a) 
15  The r eview could perhaps better understand the role and efficacy of the PMU (see SS1.1 of 
Masibambane, 2003a). 

The case for focusing on 
building WSAs: 1999 
“Apart f rom a growing concern ov er the 
need f or sustainability, are there other 
inf luences which could or should be 
shaping the f uture RWSS programme?  
The f irst is the declining budgets f or 
DWAF programmes.  There are plans to 
reduce the capital expenditure budget in 
f av our of  an integrated, single window 
CMIP (Consolidated Municipa l 
Inf rastructure Programme) approach, 
administered by  DCD.  Likewise, the 
recurrent cost budget is due to be phased 
out and replaced by  the Equitable Share 
of  National Rev enue going straight to local 
authorities. 

The second inf luence is a clear 
commitment, within the Constitution and 
subsequent white papers, to 
decentralization … The important point is 
that ultimately water serv ices are clearly  a 
local gov ernment responsibility .  
Theref ore the v arious central gov ernment 
agencies which may  hav e had a role in 
serv ice deliv ery , one way or another, need 
to shif t their approach towards f acilitating 
the success of  others, principally  local 
gov ernment.  An important part of this is 
to identify the Water Serv ices Authorities 
… and empowering them to f ulf il their 
roles.  The WSA should be helped to 
identify  appropriate WSPs and to 
conclude f air contracts with them.  For this 
they  need a sustained period of  technical 
support and mentoring.  At this point it is 
important to stress that this empowering is 
essential and non-negotiable if  
sustainable, accountable serv ice prov ision 
is to be achiev ed.  And a lack of present 
capacity in a WSA is no excuse to dictate 
to or ignore them.” (Jackson) 
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While DWAF at the national level was the recipient - via the Treasury - of the 
Masibambane support money, the bulk of the initial activity intended to be at provincial 
leve l.   

The logical framework divided the programme into three main thematic areas: 

1. Sector orientation, including: developing a clear policy framework; the strategic 
orientation of recent policy and legislation; a ‘services’ provision approach 
rather than ‘project’ approach (cited as ‘dominating the sector to date’). 

2. Service delivery, including: implementation of a sustainable water services 
programme; integration of planning (reliant on the MAAPs – see below), 
formulated through ‘an extensive process of consultation’. 

3. Institutional support, including: strengthening the capacity and skills of each 
sphere of government and other role-players … to fulfil respective water 
services functions; improving technical, managerial and administration skills; 
bolstering the institutional capacity of WSAs; supporting … transfer of functions 
from DWAF to local government. 

The programme proposal also stated that, “interaction between institutions is critical, 
hence a significant element of the programme will be to strengthen integrated planning 
and co-ordinated management within the sector.  Co-ordination will be of a horizontal 
and vertical nature … in keeping with the national move towards a multi-sectoral or 
‘cluster’ approach” 16 and that “DWAF will implement the program.  Wherever possible 
the  provision of services will be implemented through District or Regional Councils 

where these institutions have adequate capacity (for which capacity 
will be built up)”17.  (DWAF, 2000b) 

Gearing up collaboration 
The tools for ge tting Masibambane rolling in the provinces were 
what were known as MAAPs, or Multi-Annual Action Plans.  The 
‘Gearing Up’ team, rapidly established to ge t things rolling, saw it 
as “a necessity to involve all the stakeholders” in developing these 
plans.  18   This was fundamental for two reasons; firstly the MAAP 
was meant to be a ‘living document’, which would span several 
years and require the active  involvement of all the stakeholders to 
implement the objectives there in.  Secondly, an inclusive and open 
process from the outse t would be key to achieving this given that 
“re lations between some of the key role -players were somewhat 
strained” (the reasons for which have already been alluded to). 
(DWAF, 2000a) 

Accordingly the team made a deliberate effort to se t up new and 
informal structures rather than ‘squeeze’ into existing ones 
(structures that could have discouraged some stakeholders and se t 
a less collaborative  tone at the outse t).  In the Eastern Cape two 
‘strategy workshops’ were held and apparently well attended by a 
broad cross-section of stakeholders.  Consensus on the future vision 
and direction of water services in the region was sought, with high-
leve l goals and strategies the output.  This fed into the first draft of 
the  MAAP, which was discussed at the second workshop.  

                                                 
16  In a bi d to improve cohesion across  National Departments they have been ‘clustered’ together (on the 
initiative of the Presidency) with D WAF in the soci al cluster alongside the Departments of Health and of 
Social Development. 
17  This document predated the final powers and functions decision between district and local 
municipalities and thus local municipalities are not mentioned. 
18  The r ole of the Gearing Up team may be worth exploring further. The consultants  employed were from 
outside DWAF (but familiar with it) and were felt by others to be neutral and independent enough to act 
as an ‘hones t broker’. 

Tensions  wi thin  DWAF 
At the outset of the Masibambane 
programme, national DWAF national had a 
planning department that was in the process 
of  dev eloping prov incial-wide plans f or water 
serv ices.  The process was f airly rigorous and 
had been underway  f or some time. 

The dev elopment of  the MAAPs, which was a 
v ery  participatory  y et rough-and-ready  
process, done quickly and partly  as a basis 
f or f unding proposals, theref ore ov erlapped 
somewhat with this national process.  This 
caused some tension within DWAF as 
Masibambane was run out of  a diff erent 
department− Project Dev elopment Support. 

This was not the only  instance of  the 
Masibambane programme, which cut across 
sev eral operational responsib ilities within 
DWAF (and thus across ongoing 
programmes, such as planning), raising 
hackles at head off ice. 

This issue, which is explored later, is an 
example of  the importance of where those 
who engage in, or in this case driv e, 
collaborativ e processes, sit within their own 
organisation and how the organisation itself  
manages its ‘partnership interf ace’. 
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Importantly, it was here that time was “devoted to discussing and developing 
recommendations with respect to important ‘cross-cutting’ or theme strategies such as 
gender issues, environmental impacts, PPP’s and the use of the NGO sector”. (DWAF, 
2000a)19 

Fortuitously, the seeds of this formal structure sought by Masibambane (see quote ) 
were already taking root.  DWAF had been worried for some time about the duplication 
of programmes and approaches, something remarked upon by several external 
evaluations during that period.  The Director of Planning and Implementation in the 
Eastern Cape had taken special note and had started to convene a forum aimed at be tter 
co-ordinating the diverse activities.  This coincided nicely with the development of the 
provincial MAAP, which acted as a basis for the initial funding proposal to the donors.  
Thus a plan with no inherent structure (the MAAP) found a welcome home in a 
structure that to all extents and purposes still lacked a plan, and importantly, no 
obvious source of financing. 

Thus was the Integrated Water Services Management Forum (IWSMF) born and a 
Terms of Reference developed.  The structure remained informal and outside the realm 
of formal legislation (unlike WATSAN in Kwa-Zulu Natal, which has sought to 
formalise itself in the provincial legislation) but thanks to a champion within DWAF, 
and the services and support of the nascent Masibambane programme, IWSMF was off 
to a good start. 

According to several informants, the fact that from the outset there was money on the 
table for infrastructure (apart from that for software issues such as training), was 
important for ge tting and holding people’s attention.20  The collaborative nature of the 
first MAAP’s strategic workshops in the Eastern Cape had also persuaded people that 
through attending they could influence how and where this money was to be spent (and 
as the box on page 16 shows, the amounts were not insignificant). 

 

                                                 
19  This is interesting when considering the effecti veness  from a donor standpoint of Masi bambane.  
Clearly none of these issues were comi ng through strongl y in the ‘vision and direction’ and had to be 
wor ked in somewhat artificially at a later stage.  The various reviews of Masibambane find that these 
cross-cutting issues did not fare particularly well. 
20  The pace of change over the previous 10 years had apparentl y contributed to a ver y operati onal 
mindset, and that, combi ned with the pressure on the ground for deliver y, made the availability of  finance 
for har dware a crucial lever for attendance. 

Masibambane’s capaci ty building efforts  
Masibambane has helped f und staff  within DWAF, who could support the collaborativ e processes themselv es, whilst 
also prov iding institutional support to municipalities.  The importance of  this contribution cannot be underestimated.  
Despite this v aluable support, Masibambane staff  and activ ities hav e not alway s been integrated well into line f unctions 
and this has created a degree of  resentment within DWAF.  A number within DWAF still consider Masibambane as just 
another ’donor programme’. 

As well as f unding staff  in DWAF Masibambane has been unusual in taking the step of  f unding (signif icant numbers of ) 
indiv iduals within dif f erent partner organisations.  In the Eastern Cape, this took the f orm of  f unding staff within the 
Water Serv ices Authorities.  Af ter a period of three y ears municipalities were required to pay  these staff in f ull or 
terminate their contracts. This simultaneously ensured that municipalities had minimum lev els of  functional capacity , and 
had staff that could also engage in the collaboration process.  It also presented a clear signal that the programme, and 
hence DWAF, was serious about supporting municipalities to establish capacity  in their new roles.  It also ‘placed’ 
people within both SALGA and DPLG – a tactic that so f ar can be said to hav e worked within SALGA and not within 
DPLG.  Whatev er the reasons f or this, the practice certainly  has important implications f or how the partnership interf ace 
is created within organisations and how this f unction becomes mainstreamed or not.  While staff placements in WSAs 
using Masibambane f unding hav e been important in building the capacity of  municipalities, the f uture rate of  absorption 
of  these staff within municipal structures will be an ind icator of  institutionalisation by municipalities. 

“The ro le of  the Steering 
Committee at the regional 

lev el was in effect play ed by  
the two strategy workshops, 

although a more f ormal 
structure may  hav e to be set 

up in the next phase.  The 
Working Group has prov ed to 

be a particularly  effectiv e 
structure and was v ery  well 

attended by  all six of the 
District Councils, the 
Department of Local 

Gov ernment and Housing and 
DWAF.” 

(DWAF, 2000a) 
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From a provincial programme to national strategy 
One of the issues that the IWSMF and other Masibambane fora faced in the early days 
was that they often found themselves operating in somewhat of a policy vacuum.  All 
stakeholders were struggling with the ongoing transformation of local government and 
at provincial level there was frustration with a lack of clarity from national level about 
certain key issues (free basic water was one, see section three for more).  The mid-term 
review of the programme found, for instance, that, “there was little guidance from 
DWAF Head Office at the start-up and implementation of Masibambane in te rms of 
policy related to a wide range of factors” (Masibambane, 2003a).  While this le ft officials 
within DWAF responsible for the programme feeling “cut-off from management” and 
generated frustration for non-DWAF stakeholders, the message did slowly work its way 
upward, helped in part by Masibambane itse lf. 

Where frustrations at implementation level, stemming from policy incoherence, poor 
guidance or other issues with their roots at national leve l, used to take the ir time to 
‘trickle up’ to national level, and did so in a rather ad hoc way, Masibambane was 
beginning to provide a more solid platform for this dialogue and transmission.  National 
officials close ly involved in operations attended provincial fora meetings and were able 
to hear at first hand some of the challenges.  Moreover, by providing a forum where 
these could be tabled and discussed be tween different stakeholders, the potency and 
strength of these provincial messages was greatly enhanced.  Furthermore, whereas 
regional DWAF had previously found itse lf hamstrung by playing a ‘relaying’ role 
be tween stakeholders (e.g. be tween DWAF national and WSAs) increasingly open and 
multi-lateral dialogue was possible, reducing the scope for confusion, mistrust and 
distortions via ‘translation’. 

At national leve l reporting mechanisms (of which more later), such as the Masibambane 
Co-ordinating Committee, fe lt a  need to move beyond strict ‘reporting’ to discuss and 
compare notes from provincial leve l on the deve lopment and impact of national level 
decisions.  This enhanced collaboration at provincial level, sparked in part by the 
deve lopment of MAAPs and nurtured by the collaborative  fora, was starting to trickle 

Transmission mechanisms 
It is interesting to note how collaboration in one arena (in this 
case at prov incial lev el) can prompt co-operation in another 
(national lev el).  The transmission mechanisms f or this could be 
better understood but it is clear that indiv iduals play an important 
role. 

In the South Af rican water sector early  collaboration benef ited 
f rom the f act that key indiv iduals knew and trusted each other 
(many  had worked together in DWAF in the early days) and that 
they  mov ed round the sy stem, taking their ideas and approaches 
with them. 

Thus the approaches being pioneered in the ISWIP  were 
transmitted f rom Kwa-Zulu Natal to the Eastern Cape  and up to 
national lev el partly  due to good relationships between indiv idual 
early  champions  and the mov ement of  staff  f rom regional DWAF 
to head off ice.  Similarly the early Masibambane co-ordinators 
within SALGA had worked prev iously  in DWAF and knew many  
of  the key  role-play ers personally . 

Howev er, this transmission would not hav e been as successful 
had the enabling f ramework f or collaboration not been in place, 
and as collaboration matures and is broadened we need to make 
sure that we hav e mechanisms that do not rely  solely  on good 
relationships bet ween indiv iduals and personal champions.   

Brokers  and champions  
Partnership analy sts and practitioners 
are increasing ly  pay ing attention to the 
role of  internal and external brokers.  In 
Masibambane, the broker role has been 
important, shifting around ov er time 
between d iff erent indiv iduals and 
diff erent organisations. 

Examples include the current role that 
the EC plays in discussion between 
v arious stakeholders and the honest 
broker role of  consultants in getting 
Masibambane off  the ground.   

Partnership brokers (who f acilitate, cajole 
and encourage) should be distinguished 
f rom the of ten complementary  role of  
partnership champions (who prov ide 
access and enthusiasm). 

In light of the replication and scaling up 
of  Masibambane in phase two and the 
creation of  v arious MIG f ora, the v arious 
roles required to deliv er a partnership of  
this scale require f urther unpacking. 
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upwards, bringing pressures at national level for a similar move towards open and 
collaborative  discussion and decision-making. 

The table be low shows the rates of delivery in the three Masibambane provinces.  As the 
final evaluation of Masibambane phase one notes, “Limpopo was also on target and 
serving roughly equal numbers to Kwa-Zulu Natal during 2001/02 and 2002/03 but 
de livery in Limpopo collapsed from a quoted 430,000 people served with RDP water in 
2001/02 to only 26,000 served with water in 2003/04.  The apparent collapse in de livery 
in Limpopo coincides with funds being transferred to municipalities and municipalities 
taking over responsibility for implementation. It is clear in re trospect that Limpopo 
Province must have been ill prepared for decentralization.”  

A note on sector spending 
The table be low is taken from the final evaluation of Masibambane phase one.  It reports 
on budgeted and actual expenditure across the various KFAs (key focus areas) 
Masibambane is meant to act upon.  These are disaggregated by province.   

 

Budget and actual expenditure by KFA for the three Masibambane provinces 
KFA 11 KFA 10 KFA 12 KFA 13 

Theme 1:  
Sector 

orientation 

Theme 2:  
Serv ice delivery 

Theme 3: Inst. 
support 

Theme 4: 
Transf ers 

KFA 18   
Cross-

cutting/management 
support 

Prov ince 
(figures 

in 
millions 
of. SA 
Rand) 

Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual Budget Actual 

Eastern 
Cape  

15 17 226 505 20 22 8 14 30 16 

Kwa-
Zulu 
Natal 

4 3 718 285 15 15 5 5 40 38 

Limpopo  7 4 561 226 24 23 34 31 2 0 
National 

total 
50 34 2184 1032 81 78 97 73 136 112 

 
(Source: Table 4C by Deloitte Consortium in Masibambane Final Evaluation Report, 2004)  
 
Two things are of particular interest.  One is that 80% or more of the budget is be ing 
spent on ‘service de livery’ (theme two) – this is predominantly capital funding for 
infrastructure (although it is not very clear how existing CWSS and CMIP funding is 

Delivery on Masibambane targets in original three provinces 

Prov ince MSB target: 
people 
serv ed with 
water 

Actual 
people 
serv ed with 
RDP water 

MSB target: 
households 
serv ed with 
sanitation 

Actual 
toilets built 

MSB target: 
health and 
hy giene 
education 

Actual 
health and 
hy giene 
education 

Eastern 
Cape 

800,000 998,018 30 000 37,298 800,000 586,260 
 

Kwa-Zulu 
Natal 

804,000 889,166 55,000 73,611 800,000 317,091 
 

Limpopo 890,000 600,311 57,000 26,899 890,000 282,217 
 
 

(Source: Masibambane, 2003a)  
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being counted relative to the Masibambane budget).  This observation tallies with the 
finding that the opportunity to influence significant decisions around financial 
allocations got people to come to the collaborative  table at the outse t.   

The second observation is that often 25% or more of the budget for each theme is be ing 
allocated outside the original three Masibambane provinces.  Here it appears that 
Masibambane was spending money without the ‘collaborative structures’ necessarily 
be ing in place. 

What  the table does not show is that Masibambane money went from donors to the 
Treasury to DWAF.  The Treasury, in keeping with its normal practice regarding donor 
money, insisted that this be ‘tagged’ as ‘donor money’.   Thus, from the outse t, 
Masibambane money appeared labe led as such in the DWAF budget.  One important 
consequence of this was that Masibambane funding and its allocation within the DWAF 
programme of action became immediate ly visible.  This re inforced the perceptions both 
of Masibambane as a donor-funded programme and as one that, although managed 
from a specific part of DWAF, cut across several other line functions and areas of 
responsibility. 

While this visibility may have he lped Masibambane and the concept of ‘one sector’ gain 
ground in the early days, it probably contributed to a certain ambivalence towards the 
programme and its managers within DWAF in general (who may have resented both the 
size of budgets involved and its intrusion into ‘their line function’).  It may also hamper 
institutionalisation of the collaborative  approach into standard departmental practice. 

 

Treasury and decentral isation 
The National Treasury  is heav ily  committed to the ov erall thrust of  
decentralisation and has in many  cases been driv ing this through the Div ision of 
Rev enue Act and other tools. 

Ref orms to the sy stem of  intergov ernmental f iscal relations and the f inances 
those of municipal structures and systems hav e been designed to be “mutually  
supporting”.  From 2000 growth in downward transf ers has been signif icant, 
rising at a nominal av erage of  25% per y ear f rom R5.5 billion in 2000/01 to 
around R10.8 bill ion in 2004/05.  Thus the share of  nationally  raised rev enue 
going to local gov ernment has risen by around 18% per y ear ov er this period.  
Between 1995/96 and 2005/06 local gov ernment’s share of  national rev enue will 
hav e risen by  ov er 90% in real terms. (Sav age) 
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Section Tw o: Assessing collaboration in the sector today 

Chapter 2 – The subjects of collaboration 
In unpacking collaboration we first look at those subjects that collaboration has dealt 
with and those it has not.  The water services sector is essentially composed of five 
inter-related ‘arenas’.  Implementation takes place at ground level, within 
municipalities, whilst policymaking is typically more of a national affair.  Planning, 
budgeting and regulating link the two, and thus bring together the different spheres of 
government. 

Policymaking  
As a reaction to the changes to the institutional landscape, DWAF 
started work on a new water policy sometime in 2001/02.  This was not 
a particularly multi-lateral process, and began around the same time as 
the  Mini Lekgotlas and WSSLG were being established (see page 23).  
In 2002 a first draft was presented by DWAF at WSSLG.  The other 
sector stakeholders, relishing the new space for dialogue that the forum 
provided, did not receive  the draft particularly well, on grounds 
re lating both to its substance and the process of its preparation.  In the 
face of this opposition DWAF decided that it was be tter to engage  with 
these sector partners, developing a new policy that was acceptable to 
all.  This was a crucial moment for the national collaboration.  The 
consultative process that ensued, involving all major national and local 
partners, resulted in a policy, the Strategic Framework for Water 
Services, which had the buy in of all major national players, including 
SALGA.   

Several advantages were cited by interviewees to having a collective ly-
owned water policy.  Most simply put, a policy prepared 
collaborative ly is owned more widely and there fore easier to 
implement.  Opponents to re form can be made part of the process.  Moreover, at the 
time the policy is promulgated there is like ly to be greater understanding of the 
implications and coherence in interpre tation.  One key factor in the subsequent buy-in 
from local authorities was that SALGA disseminated the policy to its members rather 
than DWAF.  The process surrounding the strategic framework also increased the 
credibility and respect for DWAF as an institution amongst sector partners. 

Planning 
Water Services Development Plans and IDPs: At the municipal leve l, WSAs needed 
support in developing their Water Services Development Plans.  The institutional 
support, both in terms of consultants and staff support provided by Masibambane, has 
he lped significantly in enabling municipalities to prepare their WSDPs.  However the 
preparation appears fairly technocratic and draws significant time and effort from staff.  
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Water services delivery ‘arenas’

Policymaking – sometimes collaborative, sometimes not 
The f ramework of  the WSSLG and MCC prov ided the opportunity  f or greater collectiv e inv olv ement in the 
dev elopment of  policies and strategies but this was by  no means automatic.  Neither the water policy  nor the 
local gov ernment legislation prior to 2000 had f ormalised in particularly  collaborativ e way s, and the 
announcement of  f ree basic water as a policy  in 2001, was gestated predominantly  within Cabinet, and was 
not an initiativ e emanating particularly  f rom DWAF or any  other sector partner.  Both WSSLG and MCC are 
f acilitated by  donor f unding, which purports to support and f ollow gov ernment policy  rather than seek to make 
it (the South Af rican gov ernment itself  is v ery  sensitiv e to suggestions of donor inf luence ov er national policy ).  
One can surmise, howev er, that the relationship is not entirely  straightf orward. 

Sub jects Structures

Transition
Era Two:
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As long technical documents, it is unclear how e ffective 
WSDPs are in informing council decision-making.  While 
on paper the WSDP is a chapter of the IDP, some at 
municipal level see them as two distinct processes – 
ensuring consistency between the two is a  challenge.  
The demands thus being made by the sector on 
municipalities, while understandable, may be 
imbalanced in comparison to other sectors.  Importantly, 
the  IDP process, if followed as envisaged, is a 
transparent and participatory one (although criticism 
regarding the depth and quality of participation in IDPs 
is widespread). 

Some regional DWAF offices seem to have been slow to 
change to a role of support, rather than control, and 
WSDPs may be playing a role in this inertia.    Legally 
WSDPs only need to be approved by council, however 
there are reports in some parts of the country that 
regional DWAF offices insist on ve tting these plans, as 
well as instances of plans being ’rejected’ for technical 
reasons (with limited support given to WSAs to rectify 
this).21   

At national level: The strategic framework se t out a 
sound platform for the development of strategies and 
plans for actors within the sector by establishing:  

•  clear national priorities for the water services 
sector; 

•  the institutional framework that embraced f iscal 
and administrative decentralisation; and  

•  clear ownership by the major players in the 
sector. 

Significant improvements have been made in the quality 
of strategies, plans and budgets.  With the introduction 
of Key Focus Areas in the 2003/04 DWAF strategic plans, 
the  sector is now more aligned with the cabinet’s 
medium-term objectives, and are performance-oriented, 
se tting out clear objectives for the sector as a whole.  This 
is discussed more below. 

Budgeting 
Initially it was unclear how the DWAF strategic plans and KFAs were linked to national 
DWAF or local government budget allocations.  However, the KFAs have increasingly 
been influencing resource allocation, even though the MTEF documentation does not 
take into account the DWAF KFAs specifically. 

An e laborate sector work-planning process has been developed for Masibambane, 
linking budget allocations and activities to these KFAs at a national, regional, and even 
WSA level. Municipal WSDPs are also increasingly taking into account the KFAs.   

Central to the Masibambane programme has been this concept of ’one work-plan’ for the 
sector, and this is a key element of good practice in sectoral approaches.  The corollary of 
this is a collectively agreed sector-wide  medium-term budget to match these plans.  
                                                 
21  This type of resistance to change is common at the outset of decentralisati on and overcoming it will 
require strong management links between regional and national DWAF.  Some change and i mprovement 
is apparent though, for i nstance i n the Eastern Cape. 

The impact o f Masibambane wi thin  
DWAF  
Masibambane play ed a key  role in dev eloping more 
robust regional/national re lationships within DWAF, 
and the sector in those prov inces. It has contributed 
to improv ements in the managerial relationship 
between regional and national DWAF off ices, and 
Masibambane reporting is now being used as a 
prompt f or an internal management meeting within 
DWAF bef ore presenting to the f orum 
(Masibambane was the f irst arena f or quarterly  
reporting in the sector, now widespread).  
Prev iously DWAF’s internal reporting structures 
were less eff ectiv e.  DWAF now has f ar better 
inf ormation on the state of implementation of water 
serv ices budgets and problems being f aced, and 
theref ore is in a f ar better position to respond to the 
needs of  the regions and municipalities. 
 

DWAF Reporting Structures 

MANCO

WSFMC

DWAF DG

WS – P&RWS OPS

DWAF REGIONS
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Thus, as for policy formulation, strategic planning and 
budgeting processes at the national, regional, and local 
government leve l need to be transparent to help increase 
ownership, accountability and the like lihood of 
implementation.  If planning is to be participatory there 
is a case to be made for budgeting to also be – this 
allows those responsible for implementing 
(municipalities) to be engaged in both planning and 
budgeting that feeds up to a national level.  Involving 
local government representatives in sector budgets, and 
in the strategic planning and budgeting for DWAF, may 
make sense. 

However the water sector is some way from this good 
practice.  Although budget allocations are made public, 
it was unclear how allocation decisions were made 
within DWAF.  Sector stakeholders are concerned that 
the  DWAF budget process is not particularly 
transparent.  Moreover, the annual sector work-
planning process appears to have evolved somewhat 
outside the core DWAF strategic planning and 
budgeting process, reacting to the outcomes of those 
processes, rather than being part of them.   There was 
disappointment about the DWAF budget in 2004/05, 
where Masibambane funds were moved out of 
collaborative  areas into infrastructure provision by DWAF, without significant 
consultation taking place.  This undermined the credibility of DWAF in terms of the 
partnership.  

Regulation 
The Strategic Framework se ts out the basic principles for water services regulation, 
however there has been little movement on this until recently.  Two important se ts of 
initiatives are underway that will contribute towards this.  Firstly, a regulatory 
framework is being drafted by DWAF, putting meat onto the bones of what is proposed 
in the Strategic Framework.22  Secondly, various benchmarking initiatives were recently 
launched by different institutions in the water services sector.  These include initiatives 
by the South African Association of Water Utilities and by SALGA.  Although currently 
these benchmarking initiatives are being used as internal tools to improve  performance, 
they also provide an opportunity for improving accountability to the public (more of 
which later).  A recent development has seen these various initiatives merged (via a 
Memorandum of Understanding between DWAF and the various parties) and DWAF 
will re ly on these as it takes benchmarking forward.  This may be there fore a good 
example of collaborators, initially working separately, coming together and melding 
the ir e fforts into a standard tool for the sector. 

Implementing 
At the regional level, provincial fora and their technical committees have been the focus 
for practical problem solving.  Early on in the collaboration provincial structures were 
le ft to sort out their implementation problems, but as the linkages be tween provincial 
and national improved, so did the responsiveness of national DWAF in providing 
appropriate policies and guidance to solve local issues.  The Section 78 and transfer 

                                                 
22  It has not been clear how much of a consultati ve process this has been.  R egulation can be percei ved 
as an intrusi ve and confr ontational topic, thereby upsetting relations between the centr e and WSAs – it  
seems that with this i n mind D WAF has to date seemed reticent to introduce it explicitl y and open it up for 
collaborative discussion. 

Transfers and Section 78 
The transf er of powers and f unctions f or water serv ices 
deliv ery to local authorities meant that DWAF had to 
withdraw f rom deliv ering serv ices directly .  This prov ed to 
be more than just a simple exercise of  handing ov er 
schemes.  Municipalities did not want schemes loaded 
with excess personnel that required ongoing subsidies to 
run.  Staff working f or DWAF were not comf ortable mov ing 
to work f or municipalities.  Section 78 threw up a diff erent 
set of  problems.   WSAs were largely  institutions with 
weak capacity , howev er they  were being asked to go 
through a v ery  complex process to select serv ice 
prov iders.   

It was clear that there were a series of  issues that needed 
resolution at the national lev el in both cases bef ore 
consistent implementation could take place.  An Inter-
departmental Transf er Committee was established 
including DWAF, DPLG, SALGA and importantly  National 
Treasury .  A similar interdepartmental committee was 
established f or Section 78.  Interestingly  these processes 
were not part of  the f ormal national lev el sector 
collaborativ e process, although the Masibambane 
programme has f acilitated the committees.  The MCC and 
WSSLG are inf ormed of progress, and the issues arising 
out of the implementation are discussed. 
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processes were rolled out to the provinces, with regional task teams established 
replicating the ir national counterparts.   Unlike the national collaboration, in Eastern 
Cape these groups became part of the collaborative structures.  Provincial stakeholders 
in Eastern Cape felt that national DWAF had become more in touch with local issues, 
and that communication had improved.  An initial confrontational re lationship has been 
replaced by a more constructive  collaborative approach. 

At the local level, when it comes to actual implementation, much policy is implemented 
bilaterally.  For instance individual transfer agreements are reached between DWAF and 
the  concerned WSA.  Section 78 processes are carried out within local governments.  
Municipalities themse lves manage infrastructure provision.   

 

Chapter 3 – The structures of collaboration 
Within the Masibambane framework there are three principal structures: the provincial 
fora (such as IWSMF), the Masibambane Co-ordinating Committee and the Water 
Services Sector Leadership Group.  These have been the three most important structures 
for sector collaboration generally, although others within and outside the water sector 
are also re levant. 

Structuring provincial collaboration  
A major initial impetus for stakeholders to collaborate in the three Masibambane 
provinces was the prospect of being able to influence the provincial MAAPS, and hence 
benefit from the new donor funding.  The provincial collaborative structures that 
deve loped the MAAPs, such as the Integrated Water and Sanitation Management Forum 
(IWSMF) in the Eastern Cape and the WATSAN in Kwa-Zulu Natal, were subsequently 
made responsible for co-ordinating and supporting the Masibambane programme as 
well, as it was fe lt that it naturally fe ll within the ir mandates.   It also became clear that 
the  IWSMF could become an umbre lla for ongoing sectoral initiatives, including 
Sanitation and the Provincial Sanitation Task Teams.  The IWSMF, aided by the 
Masibambane sector-wide ethos, there fore helped consolidate and co-ordinate existing 
collaborative  structures within the sector. 

The IWSMF brought together representatives from the key actors in the water services 
sector regional DWAF, the provincial DHLGTA, councillors, Water Services Authorities, 
the  Department of Health and civil socie ty organisations.  Technical working groups 

Collaboration across sectors proves more d ifficul t 
As we shall see, not all implementation problems that hav e needed collaboration hav e actually  been solv ed.  Capacity  
building and sanitation represent examples where collaborativ e policies hav e been dev eloped, but implementation has 
prov ed f ar f rom easy or automatic.  These two areas hav e one common f eature – they  are both cross-sectoral issues, 
and theref ore by necessity inv olv e more than one department.  The nature of  collaboration ov er ‘water issues’ is that it 
has been easier f or DWAF to take the lead and plough on in spite of  others’ actions.  The f act that DPLG has been a 
relativ ely inactiv e partner has not hindered progress.   

Both these issues almost inherently require collaboration, but struggle to mov e f orwards decisiv ely , whilst a f urther 
problem f acing both sanitation and capacity building is that they are often not a political priority  (although both hav e risen 
up the agenda recently ).  In terms of  sanitation, replacing buckets with latrines (VIPs) is not a politically  popular mov e, 
whilst waterborne sanitation is v ery hard to aff ord (certainly  not without national assistance). Actors in the health sector 
tend to be more interested in curativ e serv ices rather than prev entativ e measures.  Capacity building is of ten not a local 
political priority , because there are f ew v isible results.  Theref ore councils hav e little incentiv e to address capacity  gaps, 
or conf ront sanitation.  Strategies in these f ields hav e not been able to address these f undamental concerns and this may 
explain in part their lack of  progress. 

For the purposes of  rev iewing ‘sector collaboration’, contrasting these two issues with more successf ul examples of  
collaboration would be interesting, and more analy sis should be f ruitf ul. 

Sub jects Structures

Era Two:
Transition
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were established to assist and inform the IWSMF (which became 
the  decision-making forum).  These groups dealt with issues 
re lating to various aspects of the implementation of the MAAPs, 
including institutional development, operational sustainability, 
planning and de livery, and sanitation. 

The IWSMF’s explicit aim was to provide strategic direction to the 
sector, improve  co-ordination and integration, and oversee the 
implementation of the MAAPs. The focus of the forum moved 
quickly towards practical sector implementation problems.   
Although there was a significant hardware component in the 
MAAPs, much of their substance was focused on institutional 
deve lopment and sustainability, areas which were particularly 
important to the EU.   There fore once the MAAPs were finished, 
the  collaborative structures including the IWSMF in Eastern Cape 
re turned to the ir original agendas of supporting the new WSAs in 
taking on their roles and responsibilities under the Water Services 
Act.      

National DWAF had a reputation of issuing seemingly erratic or 
random directives with little consultation.  Regional DWAF 
support to municipalities ran along similar lines. Initially the 
Eastern Cape forum was a somewhat top-down affair – regional 
DWAF merely reporting to the municipalities on re forms and 
initiatives.  Neverthe less, with DWAF as one of the many players, 
the  process was convened by consultants who were able to play an ’honest broker’ role 
be tween the parties, giving the process credibility.  (The dynamics also changed over 
time, as discussed later.)   

Evolving drivers  and barriers to  
provincial  col laboration 
A cross-section of  stakeholders in the Eastern 
Cape were asked what their indiv idual or 
organisational motiv ations f or collaboration 
were in 2000 and then now.They  were also 
asked what barriers or constraints to 
collaboration existed then and now.  Although a 
clear driv er in 2000, as decisions about 
allocation of  signif icant capital f unding were 
being made, since the adv ent of MIG money no 
longer dr iv es the participation of  stakeholders 
at IWMSF.  Lesson learning, an aspect of  
Masibambane much appreciated by  the WSAs, 
has since come strongly  to the f ore.  
Dev eloping ‘deliv ery capacity ’ and deliv ering 
results on the ground both remain signif icant 
challenges and thereby  driv ers in the prov ince.  
’Turf  wars’ and some conf usion as to what 
collaboration inv olv ed were signif icant barriers 
in 2000.  Discussion and learning ov er the last 
f ew y ears hav e reduced these, but a lack of  
commitment to actually  collaborating remains a 
barrier ( ie. people understand what it is about 
but are still not alway s interested).  Despite 
strong eff orts to resolv e this, capacity to take 
part in collaboration remains a big challenge. 

 Eastern Cape Collaborative Structures, 2005 
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In each of the three original Masibambane provinces the collaboration structures  were 
slightly different depending on what existed previously.  Like the Eastern Cape, Kwa-
Zulu Natal already had a provincial collaborative forum (WATSAN, which was also 
legislated for by the provincial government).  Limpopo created a forum called Collacom.  

Structuring national collaboration 

The MCC and sector reporting 

The Masibambane Co-ordinating Committee was originally formed as the mechanism 
for oversight and review of progress against regional MAAPs nationally.  The MCC met 
(and still meets) quarterly.23    The MCC was formed to play an operational monitoring, 
reporting and co-ordination role for sector players, and it has large ly stayed that way.  A 
secondary objective was to fulfil requirements of reporting to donors collectively, 
replacing individual donor reporting requirements.24  The Committee involved a 
spectrum of sector partners including DPLG, SALGA, civil socie ty, representatives from 
the  provincial fora and donors.   

In the context of a sector-wide approach, such reporting should be on a sector-wide 
basis, and MAAPs were originally a foundation for this. However, having only three 
Masibambane provinces reinforced the initial perception of Masibambane as a donor 
programme covering a small part of the country.  However, now that the second 
Masibambane programme has been scaled up countrywide, the process can be described 
as truly sector-wide. 

The WSSLG 
The MCC was not conceived as a policymaking forum, however after the raft of 
municipal legislation at the turn of the millennium, and the introduction of free basic 
services, there was a glaring need for the sector to look at its policy in the light of new 
local government legislation.  As the provinces developed the ir MAAPs, DWAF’s 
strategic plans continued to be of relative ly poor quality.  The increased coherence in the 
three Masibambane provinces was not be ing matched at the national level.   

This was realised by stakeholders within DWAF, and in 2001 a series of Mini Lekgotlas 
were held, involving key stakeholders in the water services sector to look at the gaps in 
the  strategic thinking in the sector.  In these Lekgotlas a series of good bilateral 
discussions were held on core policy issues.  This process was very much the initiative  

                                                 
23  It has recentl y changed its  name to Water Ser vices Sector Quarterly Meeti ng: signs perhaps  of the 
institutionalisati on of Masi bambane processes. 
24  Although in a traditional SWAP this is intended to streamline reporting there was a feeling in some 
quarters that the MCC had originally greatly increased the reporting bur den.  Some of this may however 
be explained by a certain lack of rigour in DWAF i nternal reporting at the ti me. 

Structural  Flexibi li ty: Al lowing for Evolution 
Collaborativ e initiativ es need to ev olv e in order to remain relev ant and eff ectiv e.  Importantly  the 
collaborativ e f ora hav e allowed themselv es to ev olv e and adapt ov er time, and hav e av oided being too 
rigid in their approach. The partners hav e been prepared to be introspectiv e, discussing how both internal 
and external change is aff ecting their relationships, and whether the structures and mechanisms they 
hav e put in place remain relev ant.  This is nowhere more ev ident that in the Eastern Cape where the 
f orum has gone through sev eral bouts of  discussion – the upshot being that recently  it has decided to 
amend the terms of  ref erence of  the IWSMF – rationalising the number of  working groups, updating the 
terms of  engagement (f or instance to ref lect the role of  local as well as district municipalities) and 
amending the arrangements relating to the f orum chair.  Clearly  the ongoing role of  the honest broker and 
of  supporting resources f rom Masibambane has been helpf ul in this regard, as well as the conscious 
emphasis on the processes as well as the outcomes of collaboration.  The mid-term rev iew and f inal 
ev aluation hav e been inv aluable as both an excuse f or and a guide to ‘mid-course’ corrections.   



SECTOR COLLABORAT ION REVIEW – PAGE 24 
S2. ASSESSING COLLABOR ATION TODAY 

 

of the DWAF leadership, but was supported by the 
Masibambane secre tariat.  However it became apparent if the 
’one work-plan’ approach advocated at the provincial level was 
to work at the national leve l some kind of high leve l forum 
would be needed to discuss these ideas.  This led to the 
formation of the Water Services Sector Leadership Group.   

The purpose of the WSSLG was for the leaders of sector partners 
to share a common vision and work in alignment to meet 
national objectives and sector goals.  The WSSLG would enable 
partners to provide policy and strategic input whilst aligning 
the ir approaches to each other.  Sharing information (which was 
emerging as a central benefit of the provincial fora) was also at 
the  core of the group’s functions.  Unlike the MCC with its 
operational decision-making mandate, the WSSLG was not se t 
up as a formal decision-making forum, but more to influence 
policy and obtain consensus.  All the role players, including 
DWAF, re tain their policymaking autonomy, and are under no 
obligation to adhere to the resolutions of the WSSLG – it is 
through peer pressure that that occurs.  The WSSLG’s mandate 
has remained informal, although its existence was formalised in the Strategic 
Framework for water services.25  

 

                                                 
25  The WSSLG benefits directl y from Masibambane support: Masi bambane provides resources for 
WSSLG’s secretariat which prepares the agenda for meetings and helps follow up on action points. 

The Masibambane sector work-plan and budget 
The Masibambane sector work-plan and budget is an important element 
of  the sector collaboration.  Combining regional and DWAF water 
serv ices sector work-plans, it takes into account the majority  of the 
f unding f or the water serv ices sector f rom diff erent sources.  The work-
plan is structured by KFAs, making it possible to correlate water sector 
allocations to the sector’s strategic objectiv es.  The annual work-plan and 
budget is endorsed by  the MCC and prov ides the f ocus of quarterly  sector 
reporting to the MCC during the f inancial y ear.  (Note: this is not y et a 
‘sector budget’ as there are some central gov ernment f unds – housing, 
health and education etc. – not included, as well as f unds raised by 
municipalities themselv es.) 

WS SECTOR LEADERSHIP GROUP
Strategic guidance & coordination

MASIBAMBANE COORD
COMMITTEE

National coordination & reporting 
on sector strategies & plans

PROVINCIAL SECTOR
FORUMS

Collaborative development of 
strategies & plans

Sector collaborative structures 
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Should s tructures  be formal  or in formal? 
In South Af rica there are sev eral interesting contrasts here that merit further inv estigation.  One is between the 
Prov incial Liaison Committees (PLCs) and structures such as IWSMF.  The PLCs are f ormal (legislativ e?) f ora 
designed to bring together a wide group of  stakeholders – howev er, they  are not regarded as particularly  f unctional and 
in the Eastern Cape the IWSMF f ulf ils some of its functions.  In the Eastern Cape the two are not strongly  linked which 
may reduce the buy -in and understanding of  politicians to the IWSMF.  In contrast, the stakeholders in Kwa-Zulu Natal 
hav e sought to enshrine WATSAN, IWSMF’s equiv alent, in the prov incial legislation.  The NSTT, set up early  on and 
approv ed by cabinet as a multi-stakeholder f orum to work on sanitation, and the sanitation ‘core group’ recently  
f ounded under the auspices of  the WSSLG in part as a response to a moribund NSTT, remain inf ormal. 

Decisions on the lev el of ‘f ormality ’ are best taken by the partners rather than outsiders / donors; it is generally  good 
practice howev er f or any  decisions to be strategic, f orward looking and regularly  rev iewed so as to adapt as 
circumstances change.  The table below (amended f rom work on ‘partnerships’) prov ides some pros and cons to 
f ormalising collaboration. 

Arguments for and against formalising collaboration (amended from Tennyson)  

FOR formalising collaboration AGAINST formalising collaboration 

More stability and security of financial flows More flexibility and freedom of operation 

More mainstreamed into the sector More risk-taking 

Less dependency on individuals Less buck-passing and deflecting of responsibility 

More conventional administration and management 
systems in place 

More innovative administration and management systems 

More access to conventional resources More creativity in locating new resources 

Potential for impact based on existing partner profiles and 
networks 

Potential for impact based on the fact that it is different fro m 
existing institutions 

More ‘checks and balances’  and greater accountability 
built into the working relationships 

More opportunity for appropriate governance systems to be 
developed by partners – more tailored to the circumstances 

Greater influence with policy and decision-makers 
because it is considered part of the ‘system’  

Greater influence with NGOs and CBOs because outside the 
‘system’  

Able to build on existing reputations and networks of 
partner institutions 

Free fro m any negative reputation or ‘baggage’  of partner 
institutions 

Institutionalising collaboration 
There are some good examples of  systems and practices, f irst dev eloped within or as a response to the collaborativ e 
f ora, being mainstreamed within the partner organisations.  Introduced by  the MCC, quarterly  reporting, f or example, is 
now f inding a home in many  of  the sector organisations including DWAF.  Ov erall sector reporting is another; 
prev iously DWAF used to report on inf rastructure spending and backlog targets merely  in respect of its own budget and 
eff orts.  Since then it has interpreted its role as ‘sector leader’ to collate and report on the internal eff orts of 
municipalities, water boards and other departments, f or which the MCC is a primary outlet.  DWAF has also mov ed its 
entire trading account within the Masibambane budget, thus opening it up f or collaborativ e discussion (although this 
has generated tensions within DWAF with some f eeling that as the collaborativ e approach has grown, the interf ace 
should be better mainstreamed with in DWAF. It remains, as at the outset, as a single unit within one directorate - 
f ormerly  responsible f or local institutional support and now f or water serv ices support).  At the prov incial lev el, the 
motiv ation f or collaborating has shif ted; among municipalities the importance of lesson learning and inf ormal 
benchmarking is now v ery  pronounced, hav ing been entirely  absent at the outset. 
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Chapter 4 – The stakeholders in collaboration 
Understanding the various stakeholders is crucial to analysing how collaboration 
functions within the sector.  In this chapter we take a look at the framework of 
incentives and disincentives to collaborate that shape the ir actions.  We also discuss 
issues particular to each actor that impact the ir general involvement in sector structures 
and on particular topics. 

 

Stakeholder incentives and disincentives to collaborate 

DWAF 

DWAF is largely driv ing the collaboration.  Given the changed institutional landscape, collaboration 
allows it to draw others into its vision of how the water serv ices sector should f unction and provides a 
v ehicle for moulding WSAs within this. 

It aims, via collaboration, to get the buy-in of the other actors it needs in order to fulf il its ‘sector 
leader’ role – generating goodwill and improving communications between a legislativ ely fragmented 
sector is in its long-term interests. 
As f or disincentives to collaborate – these stem from the pressure on DWAF that the backlog targets 
bring to bear, principally because these f ocus on infrastructure, which can arguably be f aster 
implemented unilaterally as opposed to a sustainable service.   
Moreov er, collaboration sees technocrats within DWAF cede some of their decision-making authority 
to politicians and others.  While they may f eel this compromises some of their own objectiv es, they 
are unlikely to be able to see these realised over the long run by acting more unilaterally. 

 

The internal w orkings of DWAF 
The collaborative structures for the sector did not replace or change DWAF’s own 
decision-making structures.  The DWAF Water Services Functional Management 
Committee is the highest body dealing with water services exclusive ly, and reports to 
the  DWAF ManCo, which in turn reports to the minister.  The WSFMC’s purpose is to 
direct and coordinate water services functions across branches and regions to ensure 
DWAF’s water services strategic objectives and outputs are met.  The WSMFC’s 
functions include the preparation of water services strategy, work-plan and budgets, 
and the monitoring and evaluation of progress of water services implementation.  In 
many ways the WSMFC plays, within DWAF, the role that WSSLG and the MCC play 
for sector partners – with the notable distinction that the WSFMC has real decision-
making powers. 

The e lements of DWAF responsible for water services – the policy and regulation 
directorate and the operations directorate − report to the WSFMC on water services- 

How is the water services sector defined? 
The Strategic Framework f or Water Serv ices of 2003 discusses what is meant by ‘water serv ices’ and 
‘sector’.  The f irst ref ers to “water supply  and sanitation serv ices and include regional water schemes, 
local water schemes, on-site sanitation and the collection and treatment of  wastewater”.  The sector is 
not as clearly  def ined, but those currently ‘inv olv ed in water serv ices’ are listed, and include DWAF, 
DPLG, WSAs, municipalities, water boards, community -based organisations, publicly  or priv ately -owned 
companies that prov ide water serv ices and v arious others, including consumers, training institutions, 
prof essional bodies, contractors, NGOs etc.  DWAF, water board and municipal ities are estimated to 
employ  56 000 water serv ices related staff  and manage R102 billion in assets (US$17 billion). 

The term ‘sector leader’, used to ref er to DWAF’s current role in the water serv ices sector, is commonly  
heard.  It is perhaps f irst mentioned in the Strategic Framework, but a def inition is hard to come by , and 
in South Af rica the term seems to be unique to the water sector. 

Although many  within DWAF insist that the role is clearly  understood and agreed upon, it is not at all 
clear that a common understanding exists, either within DWAF or amongst other stakeholders, of  what 
‘sector leader’ actually  means.  Perhaps in response to this, recent eff ort has been made within DWAF 
to def ine what the term means and then to ‘communicate’ this both internally  and externally  (it does not 
seem that a collaborativ e def inition is being sought!).  
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re lated issues.  The DWAF regions are supposed to report to the DDG Operations (since 
renamed DDG Regions).  In fact DWAF regions have historically acted as fairly 
independent entities, and there is little institutional coherence across them , whilst their 
responsiveness to the changing policy environment under decentralisation has varied 
significantly.  The Masibambane reporting also now is the focus of managerial reporting 
be tween DWAF national and DWAF regional.  This is an important element of 
generating coherence be tween the different arms of DWAF.  

DPLG also has incentiv es to collaborate with the other role play ers, howev er they are expressed 
differently.  Its first points of contact are with municipalities and then SALGA, with which it engages 
ov er a range of issues.  It is concerned with the functioning of municipal gov ernment as a whole, with a 
primary  focus on f inancial management and the relationships between municipal staff and elected 
councillors. 
The water serv ices sector is clearly very important to municipalities (a source of revenue as well as the 
majority of their inf rastructure spending) and is the first to undergo significant transformation. 
DPLG’s participation within sector structures has been inconsistent – this reflects a lack of capacity but 
perhaps also a desire to engage on its terms, rather than DWAF’s.  Its v iewpoint is therefore akin to the 
municipal manager who has to balance the needs of the water sector with other considerations, 
including the internal structure and f inancial management of the municipality.  
One v iew f rom DPLG may be to force DWAF to engage as an equal partner (alongside other 
departments) in co-ordination structures such as MITT, and conserve its resources rather than engage 
more f ully in Masibambane and other sector structures. 

DPLG 

 
How  DPLG and National Treasury relate to sector collaboration 

With transfers and Section 78, both DPLG and the National Treasury have been 
involved in implementation issues, but their participation in the regular water services 
sector collaborative structures is apparently much less active.  This is probably because 
both of the former issues have potential macro fiscal implications as well as implications 
for the nature of the local government system (transfers in te rms of the national Division 
of Revenue Act, and Section 78 in terms of overall policy and framework for service 
de livery).  SALGA's involvement in such collaboration has also he lped to arrive at 
compromises acceptable to local governments. 

Poorly understood and ye t interesting for the review is the root causes of this differing 
leve l of participation.  One characterisation was that the issues above are for ‘doers’ and 
fora such as WSSLG for ‘thinkers’, which while certainly not the whole truth, may 
capture a substantive difference between the more transitional implementation issues of 
preparing Section78 and transfers from the more strategic issues raised at WSSLG.26 

 

SALGA 

SALGA is newer to the institutional landscape and as a non-departmental body, needs to constantly 
carv e out and maintain its niche.  The water sector has been v aluable in this respect, as it has allowed 
SALGA to engage with newly f ormed or restructured municipalities ov er a specific topic that has 
signif icant implications f or their role. 

DWAF has been willing to support SALGA ‘cut its teeth’ in this manner, and thus reduce the transaction 
costs of dealing with a 155 newly created WSAs. 
As a relativ ely young and small organisation SALGA does howev er need to build credibility both within 
municipalities and within the sector (a relationship that DWAF has on occasion found challenging) and 
has chosen to adopt an ‘aggressiv e’ approach to this.  In the long run though SALGA may come under 
pressure to scale back its attention to a single sector, giv en its broad remit that mirrors more closely that 
of DPLG. 

                                                 
26 Whereas first the strategic framewor k and then sanitation were dealt with as ‘core groups’ of WSSLG, 
neither trans fers nor Section 78 has followed that route, with the drivi ng forces here choosing to set up 
separate fora which ar e much more loosel y rel ated to WSSLG etc.  Again interesting is that in the 
Easter n Cape all these issues fall under the remit  of the IWSMF.   Exactl y how all these different fora are 
structured and have evol ved differently could do with more anal ysis, but may be helpful in tryi ng to 
understand where collaboration wor ks and where it does not, and what moti vates different types  of 
stakeholders to get and s tay i nvol ved.  It may also point to how these affairs need to be funded and by 
whom, which is i mportant in arenas benefiting from l ess flexibl e donor funding than that available through 
Masibambane ( which supports both types of for a). 
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Bringing organised local government ‘on board’ 
The mainstreaming of collaboration within SALGA can be illustrated best by the Eastern 
Cape and national office experiences.  In the Eastern Cape, the Masibambane co-
ordinator (funded by the programme) has been taken up in the Municipal Services 
Directorate, which is responsible for SALGA input in the areas of housing, energy and 
electricity, transport, water and sanitation, and health.  Although the co-ordinator is 
notionally only responsible for issues relating to water supply and sanitation as well as 
water sector transformation, the reality is that the staff member has been drawn into 
working across the spectrum of municipal service issues and the resource is thus thinly 
stre tched over a wide area of responsibility.  At national level, Masibambane funded a 
staff member who, as Director of Water Services, sat as part of the top management 
team within the national Municipal Services and Infrastructure Directorate.  Her brie f 
was to strengthen the profile of SALGA in the water sector at the national level, as well 
as developing a strong relationship be tween the central water services department and 
the  provincial water services units of SALGA.  The political impetus for this water-
re lated activity stemmed from various SALGA resolutions re lating to water (including 
the  Water Summit Declaration signed be tween the SALGA Chair and the DWAF 
Minister in 2003).   Having successfully incorporated the resources from Masibambane  
into its operation, SALGA is  challenged to sustain the impetus created now that the 
staff member has moved on.  

Differing perceptions of a  b ila teral  relationship 
Bilateral re lationships bet ween stakeholders of ten hav e signif icant implications f or more wide 
ranging collaboration.  The relationship bet ween DPLG and DWAF is no exception to this rule.  
Within DPLG there is a sentiment that DWAF has not y et fully come to terms with the reality  that 
inf rastructure f unding (in the f orm of  MIG) is now coming f rom DPLG.  They  cite instances of  more 
junior DWAF off icials being somewhat dismissiv e of municipalities and SALGA, retaining an ‘old-
sty le’ tone of  directiv es and compliance.  Disbursement issues add to the tension, as the DORA 
determines that DWAF f unds must be spent prior to MIG f unding being drawn down, and thus 
delay s with one knock on to the other.  Furthermore, DPLG would like to see Masibambane f unds 
earmarked f or capacity  building directed towards  PMUs with in municipal ities – in consultation with 
the relev ant municipal managers.  In this way  they hope that Masibambane f unding would also f low 
across other sectors (such as the Expanded Public Works Programme as serv iced by  the PMUs) 
instead of  only  concentrating on water serv ices.   

For their part DWAF hav e been f rustrated at high staff turnov er within DPLG, a lack of  capacity to 
f ollow up actions and a perceiv ed disinterest in sector dialogue (engagement in Masibambane 
being a good example).  Donors hav e in the past seemingly shared some of  these f rustrations.  
Tensions bet ween dif f erent gov ernment departments are a f act of  lif e, but ov erall it seems that 
there is a need now f or some key  strategic decisions to be made at the senior lev els (incorporating 
perhaps those heading MIG, SALGA and the DWAF DDG responsible f or policy and regulation). 

Relations between the sector, poli ticians and local  government departments 
In much of  sector collaboration to date there has genera lly  been limited political inv olv ement – the Eastern 
Cape is a part exception to this and the f eeling is that here inv olv ement of  inf rastructure or water portf olio 
councillors has added greatly  to the impact of  Masibambane and sector collaboration.  At prov incial and 
national lev el there has been v irtually  no political inv olv ement, something now recognised as a signif icant 
problem, and one that has probably  restricted the impact of  Masibambane as a programme.   

As f or off icials, rather than politicians, at prov incial lev el it seems their inv olv ement has also been limited.  
This may  be partly  a ref lection of  the water sector not hav ing MECs at prov incial lev el and thus no political 
backer.  The backdrop to this is that communications between diff erent spheres of  gov ernment hav e been a 
concern f or some time, with some of the more trenchant criticism of  DPLG coming f rom the local gov ernment 
departments in the prov inces, who themselv es are of ten unpopular with municipal ities.   
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The legislativ e env ironment means that both NGOs and the priv ate sector are v ery ‘weak’ 
play ers, whose choice is either to collaborate or withdraw.  Broad representativ e f ora allow 
them to retain a v oice at the table, f rom where they can try to influence policy decisions that 
assist them or their constituents. 
NGOs currently face a dilemma between serv ice provision and advocacy, where the need to 
f ind f unding has some influence.  They  also hope that the emerging regulatory env ironment will 
allow them some space to play a watchdog role. 
As DPLG sponsored fora emerge, the priv ate sector (which is inherently less collaborativ e) may 
hav e to make decisions over where to direct their resources.  DPLG legislation has tended to 
be more hostile to their inv olvement than that of DWAF. 

NGOs 
and the 
private 
sector 

 

Not everyone is w elcome … 

Civil socie ty groups and non-governmental organisations, although present, are 
re latively subdued members of the partnership given the preponderance of government 
approaches to service delivery, the limited space for genuine civil socie ty participation, 
and the dominance of the ANC throughout government structures which makes it 
difficult for civil society to compete for ideas.  Donors are probably most responsible for 
creating channels for civil society participation, creating a need to reconcile the potential 
conflict between state -centric decentralisation and accountability to the public. 

This hostility to civil society in general (including NGOs and CBOs) extends beyond the 
advocacy and ‘watchdog’ roles to the service and ’software ’ delivery functions that they 
have  played in the past.  Section 78 legislation makes it very difficult not only to engage 
the  private sector, but any external provider including NGOs.  CBOs, in particular, are 
prohibited from registering as formal bodies (Section 21 non-profit firms) and thereby 
face difficulties competing in open tender processes. 

Civil socie ty itself is not particularly organised and is divided be tween taking up a 
service provision function or a stronger advocacy and watchdog role.  A perceived lack 
of ‘professionalism’ and low capacity also make them look bad (compared to 
professional ‘service providers’) in the eyes of municipalities. 

The private sector is not as large a player as one would expect, neither in service 
de livery nor in a support function to municipalities.  Apparently ‘service providers’ 
have  been banned from several of the provincial fora largely as WSAs are hostile to the ir 
presence.  Some NGOs have had to seek national intervention in order not to meet the 
same fate. 

Thus the scope of the ‘sector’ is in fact much narrower than one would expect and 
heavily dominated by government or parastatals.  This has several consequences, most 
significantly in reinforcing a top-down centralised approach and placing priority on 
expenditure and planning over the efficient and sustainable delivery of services. (see 
Galvin & Habib for more) 

 

WSAs are relatively recently created and hav e inherited the sometimes f raught relationships 
between DWAF and local gov ernment. 
Demands on their time and skills are v ery heavy and they hav e a large burden of reporting 
f or DWAF, DPLG and internally.  These deliv ery pressures pose immediate disincentiv es to 
collaborate in ‘dialogue’. 
At f irst their inv olvement in Masibambane f ora was partly prompted by the opportunity to 
inf luence decisions on significant financial outlays (in the Eastern Cape their motiv ation has 
since shifted). WSAs now appreciate the opportunity to share experiences with colleagues 
and to engage in constructiv e dialogue with DWAF. 

WSAs 
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Institutionalisation undermined? 
Though short-term technical assistance has facilitated progress, some fear an over-
re liance on consultants is undermining the process of institutionalisation.  To be 
sustainable in the long term, collaboration cannot be consultant driven and needs to 
move beyond individuals to encompass the ir organisations.  The ‘partnership interface’ 
should facilitate collaborative decisions and discussions that are well integrated into 
internal decision-making and communicating.  One (far from isolated) example can be 
found within municipalities, where the ‘contact point’ for collaboration is nearly always 
the  person responsible for ‘water services’.  Capacity building within municipalities 
requires the active involvement of the human resources department – and ye t they are 
usually unfamiliar with ‘water sector’ collaboration and the opportunities or risks it 
offers.  The same can be said for sanitation, where municipalities are typically 
represented sole ly by the Environmental Health Co-ordinator, who is often at the wrong 
leve l and with the wrong specialism for many of the discussions.  In both these instances 
the  would-be ‘gateway’ to the organisation is more often a ‘gate -keeper’, and thus 
collaboration remains fairly shallow and dependent on the capacity, willingness and 
longevity of the individual in that post.   

 

Donors 

Donors are sometimes criticised elsewhere f or not collaborating amongst themselv es and f or 
f ollowing their own agendas.  In South Africa the strong role taken by government has seen them 
engage more on DWAF’s terms, ov er time disengaging from direct project work and moving to 
institutional and other support. 
By getting diverse actors working together collaboration has allowed them to hav e more 
inf luence than isolated and diminishing project work would hav e allowed, as well as alternative 
routes for championing policy and other messages.  In lieu of f unding work on the ground this 
allows them to still contribute to the delivery of services. 

Through inf luencing the structures and terms of collaboration they hav e also been able to table 
more broadly cross-cutting issues of concern to them, such as gender, the role of civil society or 
the env ironment. 
One disincentiv e is that by pooling their resources they lose direct control over where and how 
the money is spent (and find it harder to ‘brand’ support) – howev er they would risk their 
remaining legitimacy were they to choose to try and do otherwise.  In the longer term donors 
aspire to withdraw f rom South Africa although programme inertia remains an issue. 

 

Using collaboration to  resist decentra lisation 
Although collaboration has general ly  run in line with decentralisation, there are suggestions that it can 
work in rev erse. With the adv ent of MIG, municipalities now consult with DWAF but report to DPLG f irst 
and f oremost f or approv al of  spending plans.  As DWAF has historically  approv ed WSDPs and receiv ed 
reports on backlog reduction, municipal ities may still perceiv e DWAF’s role as to ‘sanction’ WSDPs 
ev en though the legislation suggests otherwise.   

Equally , as a response to slow handov er of  inf ormation f rom MIG, DWAF has been approaching 
municipalities directly  and in the Eastern Cape they hav e f ound municipalities obliging (again partly  due 
to the good relationships engendered through Masibambane). 

DWAF justif ies its role in spending on inf rastructure (which under the new legislation it should no longer 
do) by  citing a need to complete contracted work, the def inition of  which is unclear.  One reading of  the 
current situation is that DWAF is using its (f lexible) donor money  to continue to implement inf rastructure 
in spite of ov erall policy .  For instance, in the f irst y ear of Masibambane II DWAF unilaterally  altered the 
budget (collaborativ ely planned v ia a ref erence group spun out of  WSSLG) and div erted capacity 
building f unds to inf rastructure (citing DPLG underspend on capacity  building as the rationale). 

In all three cases, while DWAF’s actions may  be understandable, it may in f act slow down some of  the 
change that policy  originally  intended.  And while not entire ly  clear-cut, here collaboration may  in f act be 
helping a partner de f acto to resist macro-lev el change rather than adapt more smoothly  to it. 
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As a result of  
collaboration there is a 
wide ly -owned, more 
coherent policy  
f ramework f or water 
serv ices, and 
implementation issues 
are being solv ed 
pragmatically … 

…but not ev ery where. 

Sector- wide strategy , 
work-plans and 
reporting hav e 
improv ed the 
coherence of  
interv entions…. 

…but there is little 
inf ormation on WSA 
perf ormance.  

Chapter 5 – Assessing collaboration to date: a ‘balance sheet’ 
This chapter suggests a ‘balance sheet’ of collaboration, looking at the positives and 
negatives, alongside some of the factors that are aiding or holding back progress.   

Collaboration over policy and its implementation, but selectively… 
Collaboration has undoubtedly contributed to decentralisation and a water services  
policy framework that is more balanced, coherent and consistent for the sector.  It is thus 
more likely to be implemented by actors in the sector.  Large ly understood and owned 
by all major stakeholders, the Strategic Framework was a key output of collaborative 
policymaking. It is beginning to influence resource allocations, which is a key indicator 
of ownership.    It is also very evident that DWAF has seen the benefit of collaborating 
on policy and that future water services policies are likely to be deve loped 
collaborative ly.  

By no means all policies that impact on the water services sector have been formed 
collaborative ly.  For example, the free basic services policy and a significant share of 
municipal legislation came from the Presidency and the Executive , bypassing the 
collaboration process around water services.  Many policies remain disjointed and 
direction from national and provincial governments can still be inconsistent.  There fore, 
although coherence has improved, it is often obtained ex-post, with collaborative 
structures reacting to external changes rather than influencing them.  This highlights a 
need for greater political engagement in future.   

Collaboration has enabled parties to reach pragmatic compromises around real 
implementation issues, and made progress smoother and less confrontational.  Focused 
on improving and clarifying inter-governmental relationships, throughout the 
collaboration there has been an emphasis on provision of new infrastructure, 
understandable given the political prerogative to fill infrastructure gaps.  However 
softer issues, although on the agenda, are still not given sufficient priority (although 
some improvement has been made, partly thanks to Masibambane).  This is 
undermining e fforts to ensure the sustainability of existing infrastructure.  There are 
also significant challenges in implementing policy made collaboratively across sectors in 
the  areas of sanitation and capacity building.    

Strategic planning and reporting, but WSA performance? 
The initial approach in the provinces was of sector-wide strategy formulation, work-
planning and reporting, which represents good practice.  National strategic planning for 
the  sector improved within DWAF, clarifying the priority interventions for DWAF in 
implementing the Strategic Framework, and the sector through emphasising Key Focus 
Areas.  The fact that all water services activities, and the entire budget, were presented 
to the MCC by DWAF at the outset meant that the process was comprehensive from the 
beginning.  These interventions have helped move the sector from a situation where 
fragmented interventions, based on individual programmes with separate sources of 
funding, created islands of success and ine fficiency to one that is more coherent and 
comprehensive. 
Again the Strategic Framework and national strategic plans have begun to influence 
resource allocations across the whole sector, including municipalities.  However, the 
opaque process by which DWAF reaches its allocation decisions has not always 
followed the spirit of collaborative decision-making.  The preparation of and reporting 
against activity-based sector work-plans within the context of the MCC has been strong 
and is being internalised, promoting accountability be tween actors within the sector.  
There does, however, appear to be a disjoint be tween high-level government 
performance management systems, the MTEF submissions made to the National 
Treasury, and practical work-planning and reporting. 

Transition
Era Two:

Balance Sheet  
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Collaboration has 
improv ed intra 
gov ernment relations, 
and accountability  to 
peers within the 
sector… 

…but where are the 
consumers? 

 

Collaboration has 
made great strides… 

 but is still not truly 
‘sector-wide ’ 

A major gap in the focus of early collaboration was an inadequate focus on measuring 
the  performance of municipalities in terms of ongoing service delivery.  Understandably 
the  issue given most attention was the pressing need to deliver against infrastructure 
targe ts, however early neglect of this issue has meant a missed opportunity and growing 
problem.  Three years into the collaboration, little information is available or discussed 
regarding the state of services and their sustainability in WSAs.   

During the preparation of any strategic policy or plan it is important to consider how 
progress is going to be measured.   Although the Strategic Framework set out a 
regulatory and monitoring framework, DWAF has only recently begun to grapple with 
how to measure municipality performance and how to regulate the implementation of 
water services by WSAs.  Whilst reporting to the MCC focuses on high-leve l 
expenditure against budget, infrastructure and implementation of policy initiatives, no 
clear performance measurement framework for the quantity and quality of water 
services being de livered by WSAs has been developed.  

Accountability to w hom? 
The MCC and WSSLG have been important mechanisms for including municipalities in 
the  policy debate nationally.  However, a feature of the collaborative relationships 
emerging in the water services sector appears to be a weak focus on consumer and 
citizen.  The collaborative processes tend to focus on sorting out re lationships between 
the  different spheres of government and be tween institutions within each sphere. It is 
understandable that the government actors would want to give priority to sorting out 
re lations be tween themse lves, however much of the early Masibambane collaboration 
focused on the slightly nebulous concept of accountability to the sector.   

Very little of the collaborative process involves trying to enhance accountability to 
consumers.  This is confirmed by the low profile of civil socie ty involvement and the late 
focus on performance measurement.  Even at the lowest level – that of the water service 
provider −there is little or no provision for community involvement in the management 
or supervision.  Avenues for citizens to express their voice in the delivery of public 
services are not being emphasised.  The IDP process does provide for some community 
consultation, however, IDPs focus on the provision of new infrastructure and not the 
sustainability of existing infrastructure.   

Holistic, but still not sector-wide or cross-sectoral 
The collaboration has definite ly helped build a new more holistic approach to the water 
services sector and the achievements have been substantial.  However, the collaboration 
is not ye t truly sector-wide.   

1. Firstly, the collaboration does not involve water resources and within DWAF the 
two ‘sub-sectors’ within the water sector have been moving on a somewhat 
parallel track − water resources actors adopt a more traditional, less consultative 
approach to policymaking and implementation.    

The donor perspective 
From a donor perspectiv e, collaboration may  hav e allowed donors to hav e a wider impact, but 
perhaps at the cost of  a greater integration of  cross-cutting issues like gender, the env ironment, the 
inclusion of  civ il society , etc.  (This is the f inding of  both the mid-term rev iew and the f inal ev aluation 
of  Masibambane and has also been cited elsewhere.)  Inf luencing the Masibambane agenda to table 
these issues has not led to local ownership or to the desired outcomes on the ground.  Try ing to f orce 
the agenda in this manner may  ev en be counter-productiv e – one rev iew f ound that “the resultant 
limited role and impact of  civ il society  groups has led municipalities to be of  the opinion that NGOs 
and CBOs are not an appropr iate means by  which to implement the programme, but that the role f or 
civ il society  is an “imposition f rom national lev el structures””.  (Delay et al) 
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There is better 
communication, 
stronger mutual 
accountability , and 
greater trust between 
stakeholders 

…but not in all 
prov inces. 

Sanitation is prov ing 
altogether more 
challenging…. 

…and collaboration 
has made much less 
progress. 

2. Secondly, the collaboration reviewed here only started in a few provinces and is 
not national.  Only recently has there been a move, with the onset of the 
Masibambane II programme, to scale up collaboration countrywide. 

3. And finally consumers are not engaged in the process and civil society 
organisations have had a low profile. 

Also collaboration that requires significant co-ordination across multiple disciplines, as 
is the case for sanitation or for capacity building, has been less successful than within the 
‘pure’ water services sector.  Water professionals have ye t to face the challenges that 
arise when one sector acts more or less unilaterally, causing incoherence and duplication 
across sectors.  The overlaps and incongruity be tween Water Services Development 
planning and the IDP process are one example – something that significantly multiplies 
the  load borne by municipalities.  A further example is found in the capacity 
strengthening of WSAs, which virtually bypasses those responsible for overall human 
resource development in a municipality.27   

Collaboration has facilitated institutional change 
The collaboration process has facilitated less confrontational institutional change.  In the 
Eastern Cape, where provincial collaboration has worked well, the improved DWAF / 
municipal relationships are very evident.  The dynamics of the fora themselves have 
changed from ones where DWAF lectured the municipalities, to more of a municipality-
to-municipality lesson-learning platform.   DWAF is now taking on a supportive role 
and re lationships with municipalities are less confrontational.  The collaboration has 
drawn councillors into discussions and increased the ir ability to understand and engage 
in sectoral issues.  Even national DWAF officials appear more in touch with 
implementation issues on the ground, and there is an element of trust that did not exist 

                                                 
27 DPLG’s and the Nati onal Treasur y’s inconsistent collaboration in water sector-specific structures has 
perhaps not hel ped promote greater coherence across different sectors.   All the same, their participation 
in Secti on 78 and Trans fer Teams shows that they are willing to participate on certain issues . 

Collaboration in  the sani ta tion sector 
Sanitation is at somewhat of  a crossroads.  The NSTT, if  not moribund, has certainly  
been dy sf unctional recently  and f inds its f unctions being more or less usurped by  the 
core group set up under the auspices of  the WSSLG.  The inf ormality of  the latter is 
prov ing usef ul at present (and prov ides an interesting contrast to the f ormality  of 
NSTT), but while collaboration between the v arious role-play ers seems ev en more 
necessary  than in water, the quality  of  existing co-operation can be questioned.   

The backdrop to this is the large and increasing amounts of  money being poured into 
sanitation, as ref lected in sanitation’s heavy share of MIG.  Sanitation is v ery  much 
on the political radar in South Af rica, thanks in part to 1) the cholera outbreaks of 
2000, 2) the size and stubbornness of  the backlog, and 3) the social history  of  South 
Af rica, where the bucket system is associated with apartheid and thus its remov al a 
political imperativ e. 

Thanks to DWAF’s current f ocus on supporting municipalities to assume their new 
powers and f unctions, SALGA and DWAF of ten see ey e-to-ey e on many  issues.  The 
relationship ov er sanitation is not as smooth – one reason being that urban 
councillors ref use to accept pit latrines as an acceptable lev el of serv ice f or their 
poorer v oters (while neighbouring richer, of ten white, citizens enjoy  waterborne 
sewerage).  DWAF seems to hav e reconciled itself  to this situation, despite the 
f rightening f inancial outlay that it implies, but is torn between hav ing a separate unit 
dedicated to sanitation and try ing to mainstream it within its ov erall structure.  
Meanwhi le health and education hav e their own worries, with sanitation not f oremost 
amongst them.  DWAF has not attempted the trick of placing staff  within these 
institutions in order to smooth collaboration, as has been done with SALGA, DWAF 
and v arious municipalities (which is itself  an unsatisf actory  solution). 
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DPLG, Treasury  and 
politicians hav e all 
been weak partners…. 

…which undermines 
the eff ectiv eness and 
sustainability  of  
progress 

before.  There fore, as the collaboration has evolved, 
communication and trust be tween different stakeholders 
has improved and the nature of collaboration has become 
increasingly practical, assisting in solving operational 
issues.   

Collaboration in other provinces has not always been as 
successful as in the Eastern Cape.  There are several 
explanations, though one suggestion is that some regional 
DWAF offices are disinterested in collaboration and 
unwilling to take a lead role (perhaps re flecting a 
re luctance to accept the change that devolution implies).  
National DWAF has seemed somewhat reluctant to 
address this issue and enforce a more consistent approach 
at regional level.  Soon national DWAF will need to 
confront those regional offices that have not embraced 
change.      

Missing partners 
Very important partners have been inactive or missing at 
the  sector collaborative  fora at both the provincial and national level.  The National 
Treasury’s absence, particularly from the WSSLG and MCC, means that there is limited 
pressure on the sector to ensure that its choice of policy and strategy is e fficient and 
e ffective.  Instead the National Treasury has been involved in specific issues that impact 
on the fiscal sustainability of local governments.  To a degree the Treasury is right not to 
ge t involved in the micro-management of a sector, however, the Treasury should 
challenge the affordability and e fficiency of expenditure choices.  In addition, MTEF 
documentation is not strongly linked to the DWAF strategies, which means that it is 
difficult to see how the Treasury can perform this ‘challenge’ function.  Involving the 
branches of Public Finance and Intergovernmental Relations would add legitimacy to 
the  national collaborative processes.  At a very practical level, municipalities had no 
mechanism to engage with the National Treasury – many did not know whom they 
should approach within that institution when they had funding-related issues. 

DPLG’s inconsistent participation is also problematic.  DPLG has a new role under 
decentralisation.  Only recently has it begun expanding its capacity to manage 
decentralisation, however, it has simultaneously been required to oversee the 
introduction of the Municipal Infrastructure Grant.  The DPLG also complains that 
DWAF demands too much attention, and this distracts from its core functions.   Greater 
participation of DPLG in water services collaboration would be desirable, however 
DWAF (which is a re lative ly strong and well-established department) should be care ful 
not to be seen to be forcing the agenda on DPLG.  That DPLG has been a more consistent 
partner in Section 78 and Transfer Teams also indicates that they are willing to 
participate on select issues as an equal partner.  The challenge is compounded by 
DPLG’s focus on establishing municipal systems and structures, at the expense of 
engaging in existing water services. These new municipal systems and structures have 
evolved in parallel, competing against DWAF’s own programmes.   

The absence of national level politicians, with SALGA being the only real route for 
political involvement at the national level, has contributed to inconsistencies in 
policymaking.   Though involved more in implementation issues, provincial treasuries 
and departments responsible for local government have also not been strong parties to 
the  collaboration.   

 
 
 

The role  of Masibambane in  spurring 
sector col laboration 
Although leg islativ e ref orm was inspired by  the concept 
of  co-operativ e gov ernance, the approach and support 
prov ided by the Masibambane programme was a major 
f actor in sparking the collaboration processes.   

Flexible f unds to support and f acilitate collaboration 
were important (ultimately  collaboration is not ‘f ree’) but 
so were less tangible issues, such as the sector-wide 
ethos of Masibambane.  Support f rom outside DWAF 
and the portray al of Masibambane as a ‘neutral ’ initiativ e 
may also hav e helped bring sceptical partners to the 
table (perceptions here could be better explored).   

Howev er, the programme is still perceiv ed by  many  as a 
donor-f unded initiativ e and this may  increasingly  
become a problem in ensuring the institutionalisation of  
the existing collaboration – ov er the longer term it would 
be desirable f or ownership and f unding to be 
internalised by  the local stakeholders. 



SECTOR COLLABORAT ION REVIEW - PAGE 35 
S3. LOOKING TO THE FUTURE 

 

 

Section Three: Looking to the future: w here to now for water sector 
collaboration? 

Chapter 6 – A new  era for the water services sector 
Section one looked back at the roots of collaboration and the first post-‘94 era, notably 
the  emergence of DWAF to deal with the backlog as new local government structures 
were put in place.  Section Two looked at collaboration be tween 2000 and 2005, which 
was essentially a period of transition and a second era for the sector.  As new 
municipalities found their feet, and the local government system bedded down, the 
focus was on he lping them understand their roles and responsibilities, hand over 
infrastructure and systems, and build their capacity.  The sector is now on the cusp of a 
third era: municipalities are now better established and many of the transitional 
elements characterising era two (for instance transfers and the preparation of Section 
78s) will soon draw to a close.  The emphasis will be on the municipalities themselves, 

providing them with the tools and finances, but also making sure 
that they are the ones to actually deliver.  The focus should shift 
ever closer to the ground, and as backlog is dealt with, from 
infrastructure delivery to actual service delivery. 

This chapter looks at some of the major changes both within and 
outside the sector and then concludes by suggesting three 
principal directions in which we feel sector collaboration needs to 
move in order to remain re levant and e ffective  in this third era of 
local service de livery. 

Delivery of infrastructure or delivery of services? 
Two trends are now coming to a head and bringing about a sea 
change in the landscape of the water service sector.   

Outside the sector itse lf the ongoing political and fiscal 
decentralisation process is nearing its conclusion. The sector has 
been adapting to this dynamic, and in many ways was the leader 
in doing so, engaging before DPLG had begun to establish strong 
municipal-wide planning and delivery systems.  Some progress 
has been made on this front, but in a bid to acce lerate it the 
Treasury has recently taken the aggressive  step of consolidating 
all infrastructure grants and moving them from separate line 
departments to the control of DPLG.  

Inside the sector good progress has been made on reducing the 
backlog and the national targe ts are in sight.  As more and more 
citizens take their place on the ‘water ladder’ the focus naturally 
swings from building infrastructure to its operation and 
maintenance – from backlog to service de livery.  We look more 
close ly be low at the implications of these two factors.  

Decentralisation moves forward  

By the 2004/05 financial year the legal framework for decentralisation had been followed 
up with fiscal devolution and the introduction of Municipal Infrastructure Grant (see 
box).  The Municipal Infrastructure Grant has consolidated all sector conditional grants 
for municipal infrastructure in different sectors, including water services (72% of funds 
are earmarked for water services in a formula defined at national level, making the 
re lationship of the water services sector to MIG, and DWAF to DPLG  particularly 
important).  It is being used as the platform for introducing municipal-wide systems for 
infrastructure planning and delivery, and presents an important opportunity for the 
water services sector to contribute  towards this.   

MIG’s  ‘big  bang’  
An ev ent that has changed the dy namics of  
resource allocation at the national and 
regional lev els has been the rapid 
introduction of  the Municipal Inf rastructure 
Grant (MIG) f or 2004/05.  All DWAF 
conditional grant f unding f or water serv ices 
inf rastructure was somewhat controv ersially  
transf erred into the MIG in one go.  Although 
DWAF and others f av oured a staged 
introduction of  the grant, f earing that serv ice 
deliv ery could otherwise be undermined, the 
National Treasury  and DPLG, concerned with 
f oot dragging by central agencies, pushed 
through this big bang approach to its 
implementation.   

The MIG has f ocussed the eff orts of  water 
sector actors in the municipalities on the 
Integrated Dev elopment Planning process, as 
it is a condition of accessing MIG f unding.  
The WSDP no longer exerts such 
conditionality , and is rightly now a subsidiary  
of  the IDP process.   

Howev er, the MIG has added f urther 
complication by  hav ing its own planning 
procedures f or appraising and implementing 
inv estments.  There is also concern that its 
f ocus is purely on inf rastructure, which makes 
deliv ery on the sof ter issues of  serv ice 
deliv ery diff icult. 

Sub jects Structures

Municipal Service Delivery
Era Three:
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As for municipal stakeholders, while they fe lt that the 
introduction of the MIG had been somewhat chaotic they felt 
it did present an opportunity for improved delivery in the 
long run.28  In the context of MIG, a new se t of collaborative 
structures has been established at the national and at the 
provincial level, cutting across sectors in an attempt to 
ensure greater coherence.  These structures are re lative ly 
new and have added an extra dimension to the water 
services sector collaboration. 

In the run up to this DPLG has been making a serious 
attempt to build its own institutional capacity (for instance 
through lots of recruitment ), whilst simultaneously 
establishing municipal systems.  It has also been involved in 
the  deve lopment of a new parliamentary bill that will clarify 
the  structure for intergovernmental relations.  Given the 
importance of the grant to municipalities, and the changed 
tenor of relationships be tween DWAF and municipalities, 
these initiatives are all very close to the success of future 
collaboration.    

The Intergovernmental Relations Bill (IGRB) mentioned 
above attempts to se t out a formal framework for relations 
be tween the three spheres of government.  The objectives of 
the  Bill, inter alia, are “…to provide…an institutional framework 
for the national government, provincial governments and local 
governments and organs of the state within those governments to 
facilitate coherent government, coordinate the implementation of 
policy and legislation and provide for effective delivery of services, 
general realisation of national priorities, and the monitoring of 
implementation of policies and legislation.”   

The box overleaf se ts out the envisaged structure of 
intergovernmental fora and the framework for political 
discussions that are likely to influence the dynamics of 
future collaboration.  Importantly fora are not given 
executive decision-making powers, and only have the power 
to make resolutions and recommendations that will not be 
binding.  It is envisaged at each leve l that fora be supported 
by technical structures. 

Collaboration rolls out  
It is important to reite rate that Masibambane has recently been scaled up countrywide. 
Thus, whilst both the national collaborative processes and those in the three original 
provinces need to mature and evolve, in six more provinces new collaborative structures 
are finding the ir feet.  An important consequence of the roll out is that the collaborative  
process is now a national one, and Masibambane can no longer be dismissed as a 
location-specific programme. 

An important difference between Masibambane II and its predecessor is that there was 
no new money for infrastructure, which was an important incentive for collaborators to 
come together early on.  Masibambane co-ordinators have been appointed in all nine 
provinces to help facilitate the collaboration process and also to attempt to mainstream 

                                                 
28  Although MIG effecti vel y has many of its r oots within the CMIP programme, whose openness towards 
‘software’ issues – so cruci al to sanitation – has been questi oned.  Thus  ‘improved deli ver y’ may not 
mean that the current i mbalance towards hardwar e is automatically rectified. 

MIG s tructures  
At the national lev el there is a Municipal 
Inf rastructure Task Team that was established to 
co-ordinate municipal inf rastructure policy and the 
activ ities of  the diff erent national departments to 
ensure there is a common approach to supporting 
local gov ernment.  The MITT is chaired by  DPLG, 
and includes representativ es f rom the National 
Treasury  and all the national line departments with 
an interest in municipal gov ernment, including 
DWAF.  In the context of  the MIG, sector ministries 
still retain their policy making powers but the MITT is 
supposed to act as a clearing house f or those 
policies to ensure that they are consistent.  The 
MITT is supported by  the MIT3 (the Municipal 
Inf rastructure Technical Task Team), which has the 
same representation as the MITT and prov ides 
specif ic technical support.  A national MIG 
Management Unit, which sits within DPLG, 
manages the implementation of  the Municipal 
Inf rastructure Grant, and is intended to play  a 
supportiv e and monitoring role with municipal 
gov ernments.   

Crucially , the water serv ices collaborativ e structures 
need to align themselv es with the national MIG 
collaborativ e structures, and ensure that there is 
eff ectiv e interf ace with them.  DWAF appears to 
hav e been relativ ely  consistent in participating in 
the MIG collaborativ e structure, which contrasts with 
DPLG's lack of  consistency  in participating in water 
serv ices collaboration structures.  Howev er, giv en 
the problems encountered to date with DPLG, it is 
important that DWAF is prepared not only  to attend 
but also to take a step back and work on DPLG's 
terms, rather than attempt to dominate the agenda.    
This is important if  trust is going to be built between 
DWAF and DPLG.  Practical issues such as timing 
of  ev ents will need addressing so that WSSLG 
meetings precede the MIT3 meetings and enable 
their recommendations to be considered by  a cross-
sector body bef ore being f orwarded to the Water 
Sector IGR Forum.   In addition, MCC meetings 
could be held at a time consistent with when DPLG 
has collated data f rom the MIG reporting process. 
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the  cross-cutting issues, such as gender and appropriate technology that had been 
ge tting insufficient attention. 

The need to move from w ater service to 
municipal-focused collaboration 
The first issue that is important to highlight is the 
need for the mechanisms for water delivery, and 
the  collaboration itself, to be more integrated 
within municipal-wide systems, and the initiatives 
that support those systems.   

To date the water services sector has been very 
demanding of municipalities’ time.  In the early 
days of collaboration this was perhaps necessary 
as well as justifiable given that the water services 
sector is the most important sector for 
municipalities.  However as municipalities deal 
with several sectors and cannot devote all the ir 
time to a single issue, there is likely to be a need to 
somewhat rationalise water services collaboration.  
This could avoid duplication both within the 

sector itself and across different municipal functions.  Gradually DWAF should step 
back from driving collaboration, allowing the municipal managers to take control and 
dictate things on their te rms. 

Now municipal-wide systems are being established, DWAF is increasingly 
acknowledging the need to engage  with DPLG, however it has found it very difficult to 
ge t DPLG to engage in the sector’s collaborative  structures.  Rather than being frustrated 
at DPLG engaging in the ir own collaborative  structures, DWAF will need to allow 
themselves to be co-ordinated by the DPLG, by engaging in cross-cutting collaborative  
frameworks, accepting the mandate of DPLG and ensuring that water specific systems 
re inforce the municipal systems.29   

                                                 
29  Withi n DWAF there is li kel y to be a natur al fear that doing so will not onl y lessen the focus on water, a 
vital ser vice, but also risk jeopardising the progress made to date by having to trust in someone else’s 
capacity to make and take the ‘right’ decisions.  However, resisting the macro-level change will likely not 
assist thi ngs in the long run and DWAF  therefor e needs to assist from the inside, rather than disengage. 
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Fora envisaged by the In tergovernmental  Relations Bill  
The IGRB env isages a network of collaborativ e f ora in the spirit of  co-operativ e gov ernance.  The President’s 
Coordinating Counci l wil l beat the apex, made up of  national ministers of key  cross-cutting ministries such as 
f inance and public serv ices, the Premiers f rom all nine prov inces, and SALGA.  At this high lev el f orum key 
national pol icy  and legislativ e issues will be discussed as will perf ormance in the prov ision of  serv ices.   

Below that sit a set of  national intergov ernmental f ora that can be established by any  cabinet minister.  They  will 
eff ectiv ely  replace Minmecs that are the current f ora f or discussing sector issues with prov incial gov ernments.  
Importantly these f ora will also hav e representation f rom SALGA, as well as prov incial MECs.  They  will be 
responsible f or discussing the dev elopment and implementation of  sector policy and legislation, the co-ordination 
and alignment of  priorities, objectiv es, and perf ormance plans, and monitoring sector perf ormance.   

At the sub-national lev el premier, district and inter- municipal intergov ernmental f ora discuss sectoral issues and 
replace pre-existing structures.  All hav e mandates to co-ordinate the implementation of  policy and monitoring of  
serv ices at their lev el.  District may ors and administrators are represented in prov incial f ora, whilst district f ora 
include all the may ors of  local municipalities. 
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Looking outw ards – moving aw ay from government-centred collaboration to 
a regime that emphasises performance 

A second issue is the need to move away from a 
government-centred approach to collaboration.  Early 
collaboration has focused on government and specific 
re lationships within government, particularly the 
re lationship be tween national and regional DWAF, 
municipalities (and WSAs), and councillors.  There 
has also been some attention to the relationship of 
municipalities with service providers (although the 
process of selecting service providers under Section 78 
of the Municipal Systems Act is loaded towards the 
choice of public rather than private ).    

Meanwhile the involvement of national politicians, 
civil socie ty, the private sector and, most importantly, 
the  consumer in the sector is very weak.  Justifiably 
the  focus has been on filling infrastructure gaps for 
those consumers that have nothing, rather than on how to improve  the e fficiency, 
e ffectiveness and sustainability of services to existing customers.  Now the need to 
sustain services to the consumer, and move  people up the water ladder, becomes 
increasingly important as does the need to enhance the accountability of service delivery 
to the consumer. 

As the decentralisation process matures, an important element of ensuring that there is 
pressure on WSAs to improve  is by monitoring how they  perform in relation to the ir 
peers.   In this context, there is a need for the centre to move towards regulation of 
municipalities and WSAs, increasing the focus on WSA performance internally within 
the  sector and also as a means of enhancing public accountability of municipalities.  
Regulation will change the dynamics of the relationship be tween DWAF and 
municipalities, and potentially it could be more adversarial.  There is a need to 
investigate how collaborative relationships can remain constructive , whilst 
implementing effective regulation that keeps the pressure on municipalities and their 
WSAs to perform. 

Broadening and institut ionalising sector collaboration 

As we have seen, collaboration often relies on individuals to drive  it forward at the 
outse t.  Whilst sector collaboration has been fairly good at adapting to the rapid changes 
within and outside the sector (although ongoing vigilance is required, especially in light 
of MIG and the need for the sector to move towards a paradigm of ‘developmental 
regulation’), it has perhaps been less good at internalising collaboration – in other words 
“moving care fully and systematically beyond the individuals and into institutions” 
(Caplan et al, 2001).  Over time however, to be sustained it is crucial that the 
collaboration moves beyond being about co-operation be tween a discrete group of 
individuals and becomes about co-operation between organisations as a whole.  The 
broadening of the scope of collaboration to all regions in the country presents a further 
challenge.  It is also crucial that collaboration moves away from being a donor financed 
activity and starts to rely on internal sources for the funds required to ensure the process 
runs smoothly. 

Refocusing future collaboration 
The water services sector is therefore trying to consolidate progress and broaden the 
collaboration to cover the whole country, whilst at the same time deve loping a 
regulatory framework for the sector.  All of this within the new context posed by the 

Public
WSPs Public, 

Civil Soc

Municipal
Admin/W SA

DWAF National
Politic ians

Councillors

Private
WSPs

Government – centred collaboration 

Major WS  
Collaborative 
relationships 

 



SECTOR COLLABORAT ION REVIEW - PAGE 39 
S3. LOOKING TO THE FUTURE 

 

 

developing intergovernmental framework and the advent of MIG.  In conclusion then, 
there are three key issues that sector collaboration needs to address in the future: 

1. Putting municipalities first in collaboration The water services sector now 
needs to support broader strengthening of municipal systems across sectors, in 
a way which will facilitate the building of strong, autonomous local authorities.  
This means engaging with DPLG on their terms.  Both the Municipal 
Infrastructure Grant and Intergovernmental Relations Bill represent concrete 
opportunities to improve municipal systems for delivering across sectors.   

2. Taking the customer’s perspective The water sector collaboration needs to 
move away from being government-centred, whilst the sector needs to be 
geared towards being more accountable to the consumer, and engage more pro-
actively with civil society.  In future this will mean that central government will 
need to move towards a more regulatory role which provides incentives for 
municipalities to perform. 

3. Ensuring the gains are sustainable Now that collaboration is being rolled out 
countrywide (with support from Masibambane II) the sector needs to consider  
how it should be institutionalised, and how collaboration can rely less on a few 
key individuals and options for its support in future (beyond the lifespan of donor 
programmes). 

The following chapter looks at some of the options for dealing with these issues. 

 

The collaborative interface, evolution and institutionalisation  

DWAF 

The strong branding of collaboration (Masibambane) has had significant implications f or 
DWAF’s inv olv ement.  It (and the f lexibility of donor f unding) has allowed the creation of 
tailor-made collaboration mechanisms, and support for those mechanisms within and 
outside DWAF.  The programme-based nature of donor support has also created natural 
windows f or rev isiting and evolv ing this engagement (f or instance the replication of the 
programme to six new prov inces). 

As collaboration has grown tensions between the Masibambane interface and the 
remainder of DWAF hav e waxed and waned.  Going forward it will be important to resolv e 
these and f or each department to assess where and how it relates to the various 
collaborativ e f ora.  As MIG beds down this will be even more important – communications 
between those representing DWAF, and those driv ing Masibambane collaboration need to 
be strong. 

Holding internal DWAF meetings just prior to Masibambane meetings, and the use of MSB 
reporting internally, shows progress in improving managerial relations between regional and 
national DWAF. 

As a regulatory dy namic establishes itself and as DPLG grows into its role, strategic 
decisions about how collaboration develops need to be made.  Without the buy -in of senior 
management and open discussion tensions are likely to emerge. 

DWAF attempts to draw DPLG into Masibambane f ora by appointing a MSB-f unded staff 
member there have failed.  The approach risks marginalising an individual within their own 
organisation and is unlikely to succeed without either buy-in of senior management or a 
strong dependent relationship between the organisations.  Asking DPLG staff to co-chair 
Masibambane f ora has had more success, although the dev elopment of MIG may 
undermine this. 

As DPLG dev elops stronger systems for municipal co-ordination, this will provide an 
opportunity f or improving collaboration with DWAF, although both parties need to be 
prepared to compromise.  There is a danger that the relationship will become more 
adv ersarial as DPLG now controls the purse strings of MIG, and DWAF moves towards 
regulation.  To temper this it would help if an external party (perhaps the Treasury or 
SALGA) could play a more prominent broker role and if good working relationships could 
be built up ov er specif ic topics (such as capacity building). 

DPLG 
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The collaborative interface, evolution and institutionalisation  

SALGA 

An immediate challenge for SALGA is the recent departure of the water services co-ordinator and the 
appointment of a new CEO.  It remains to be seen whether SALGA’s commitment to collaboration in the 
water sector will continue at its current high level.   For this to take place the CEO will need to see water 
as a strategic priority for the organisation, where it can both galvanise and appear useful to its members 
and inf luence the national agenda. 

DWAF’s relationship with WSAs is currently quite good but may come under stress as regulation begins to 
dev elop teeth.  SALGA could f oreseeably continue to play the broker role that it has for the contentious 
issue of transfers.  Is this v iewed as a recognised and v alued part of the ov erall mission of SALGA – either 
by the new CEO or by its members? 

The interf ace at WSA lev el is often the water services manager, or for sanitation, the env ironment health 
officer.  Thus its lev el of engagement is quite technocratic, ref lecting the tenor of discussion in the f ora.  
This div orce of collaboration from the political arena may warrant f urther discussion especially as issues 
at WSAs mov e f rom their current transitional f ocus to address themes such as regulation.   

Moreov er MIG f ora are more likely to engage the municipal manager, who has a broader set of concerns.  
DWAF-led f ora may need to assess theref ore with whom they engage within a municipality and how.  
WSAs act as a natural ‘bridging point’ f or water serv ices into the wider world of municipal serv ices and 
politics.  As attention should increasingly come to focus on the consumer, for whom water and sanitation 
are one of many concerns, using WSAs to broaden the terms of collaboration may warrant consideration. 

WSAs 

Donors 

Donors are represented at two major points.  One is within the collaborative fora itself, where they join as 
senior partners.  Another is in negotiations with the Treasury and senior management of DWAF.  In both 
these instances the donors’ role is partly as a broker – which relies upon indiv idual temperament, 
experience and background in the local sector. 

Donors have other interesting functions: to keep important cross-cutting issues on the table; to prov ide 
resources deliberately aimed at supporting the process (rather than outcomes) of collaboration; and lastly, 
by v irtue of their ‘programme-based support’, to provide natural windows and resources f or rev iew and 
reorientation of sector collaboration. 

A key question for donors (both as individuals and organisations) is how important these f ive functions are 
and, should they depart the scene, who would continue to carry them out?  How can these functions be 
institutionalised, either by a donor or external partner, or within the collaborating partners themselves? 

Two issues should concern this group: that of f ormalisation and of ev olution.  Firstly the Masibambane 
f ora are not formal legislativ e f ora – this allows them a certain f lexibility and a window f or these two 
actors to play a role.  This may be a temporary situation and theref ore if they desire to continue to play 
their current role they need (more than ‘legislated actors’) to review whether it can or should be 
f ormalised. 

The second is evolution: as the relationship between DWAF and WSAs changes, how will this affect 
them?  As DPLG gains strength (an assumed result of its increased control over finance), where should 
they  best direct their energies?  If donor f unding ceases, how will this impact them and how can they 
prepare f or such an eventuality ? 

NGOs and 
the priv ate 
sector 

National 
Treasury  

Aside f rom the budget process, which is on its own terms, the National Treasury is likely to maintain its 
current habit of collaborating on specific issues where it sees fit.  In doing so, howev er, it is likely to miss 
two opportunities to improv e the effectiv eness of resource allocation within sectors, and ensure consistent 
policy  for serv ice delivery across sectors. 
First of all the apparent disconnects between policy, the MTEF process, strategic planning and operational 
planning needs addressing, if high lev el resource allocations are to be translated into actions on the 
ground.  Although it is not the Treasury’s role to micro-manage these processes, it has a role in ensuring 
consistency during the budget process, and monitoring results.  Engagement in sector collaboration 
processes via the WSSLG and MCC would prov ide an important opportunity to do so, with minimum 
transaction costs. 
Secondly  the Treasury has the potential f or play ing an honest broker role between sector ministries, 
including DWAF and DPLG. It could ensure that sector ministries activities are consistent with local 
gov ernment structures, and that DPLG engages with sector ministries on sector-specific issues.   
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Chapter 7 – Planning for the future: ensuring collaboration moves w ith the 
times 
The water services sector is not static – it therefore follows that collaboration be tween its 
role-players must and will not remain static either.  Even if structures remain the same, 
the  agenda will move on and new pressures will come to bear on those that sit around 
the  table.  In this chapter we look forward, hoping to shed some light on how 
collaboration can pro-active ly react to the changes going on, in order to remain as 
e ffective and relevant as possible in the coming years.30   

Refocusing the substance of collaboration 
As discussed, to be truly e ffective South Africa’s decentralised service delivery model 
will require both functioning municipal services across the board (in lieu of an 
imbalance in favour of one sector or another) and the means to engage the consumer to 
ensure accountable delivery.  Re turning to our ‘five arenas’ model we look here at how 
the  agenda of collaboration could change in support of these two requirements. 

 
The table overleaf shows the types of alignment required, both across sectors and 
vertically within the sector, through the cycle of policy, planning and budgeting, 
implementation, and monitoring and evaluation.  In the chapter we suggest how the 
water sector can better integrate itself within cross-sector national and municipal 
systems across the different arenas, as well as the potential role of collaborative  
structures.  The last issue to be looked at is regulation and the involvement of customers 
and civil socie ty to ensure better accountability to the public over service delivery. 

Policy formulation 
The collaboration was very successful in creating policy coherence within the sector.  
However cross-sector co-ordination of policy has not worked so well, especially in the 
context of municipal legislation and major politically-driven policy initiatives such as 
free basic services.  Although cabinet and parliament are bound to continue to generate 
new policies that have not originated from technical ministries, the more they are 
involved in collaborative structures the more coherent polices and strategies are likely to 
be.  Therefore, rather than discussing a change  of substance of collaboration, as policies 
have  tended to be aimed at the right issues, it is important to discuss a change in the 
terms of engagement of those involved in generating sector and cross-sector policies.  

For a start, the technocrats who dominate institutions such as the WSSLG and the MITT 
need to ensure that the ir political masters are engaged in that debate.  This would be the 
role of the National Intergovernmental Fora for Water Services, which would be headed 
by the Minister and other national sector fora.   Furthermore, at some point in the future, 
DWAF should consider broadening the scope of collaboration over policy and its 
implementation to cover water resources (but probably only once water services’ 
collaborative  structures begin to become institutionalised in the new provinces). 

 

                                                 
30  This is not to excl ude the fact that collaboration may be less rel evant to some of the new landscapes  
the sector is creating; there is certainl y little mileage i n tr ying to force the issue, and where inappropriate 
collaboration should be hel ped to a natural end. 

Sub jects Structures

Municipal Service Delivery
Era Three:
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First of all the water services sector policies and 
plans need to be aligned with the cabinet 
medium term objectiv es and f ree basic serv ices.  
At a macro lev el this has been largely achieved, 
howev er the water services sector needs to be 
able to adapt. 
 
 

 

The second level is planning and resource 
allocation.  There is a need to ensure that the 
DWAF strategic plan, sector work-plans and 
budgets at the national, regional and local 
gov ernment lev el are consistent with the 
national MTEF and the respectiv e municipal 
IDPs and budgets, as well as national sector 
policies.   

 

Thirdly , whilst local deliv ery mechanisms must 
be able to deliv er on sector work-plans, they 
also need to be consistent with municipal 
sy stems.  

 

Finally , water sector monitoring and 
benchmarking systems need to f it within the 
ov erall f ramework for monitoring the 
achiev ement of national and municipal progress, 
as well as being adequate for tackling water 
serv ice sector issues. 

 

 
 National & Municipal Water Services Sector 

 
Integrated and responsive planning and budgeting 
We have noted that planning and budgeting systems are not as integrated as they could 
be.  Starting from the municipal level there seems to be a disjoint be tween water services 
planning and the wider municipal, provincial and national cross-sector planning and 
budgeting processes. Efforts at each of these leve ls need to be made either to integrate or 
be tter link sector specific planning and budgeting tools to cross-sector systems. 

The focus of planning for MIG funding is rightly the municipal five -year IDP, however 
the  water services sector has been focusing on its own five -year WSDP.   The IDP is 
envisaged as, and should be, the main planning tool for the municipal government, and 
the  instrument by which councils decide on which infrastructure investments they 
should make.  In this context the role for a stand alone WSDP is limited, as the water 
services component of the IDP should present councils’ investment decisions for the 
Water Services Authority.31  The water sector should there fore consider how to better 
integrate the WSDP with the IDP (perhaps by reducing the WSDP to a technical annex 
which supports the IDP and provides technical background to the chosen investments).  
                                                 
31  There is some debate over WSDPs: some percei ve them as a mere chapter of the IDP whilst others 
see them as an al most separate exercise.  It is always a challenge to combi ne a technical pl anni ng 
document with a participator y process  and there is still some learning and refinement to be done. 
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This does not replace the need for annual business planning for the WSAs, but the 
process of business planning also needs to be integrated with the municipality 

budgeting process.  There should be no separate decision-making process 
for water sector investments or resource allocation, beyond the IDP and 
budget process. 

The planning and budgeting process at any leve l, including the 
municipality, is ultimate ly a political one.  It is councillors who should make 
decisions on the investments that should take place in the municipality.  
However, planning and budgeting processes often become technocratic 
affairs.  What is important is that investment and other resource allocation 
choices are presented to councils in a way that they can understand so that 
they facilitate a rational decision. A concern is that WSDPs and IDPs are 
overly technocratic documents, and do not facilitate political choices.  
Although the involvement of portfolio councillors in provincial 
collaboration is important, the rest of council need to be presented with 
information in an easily digestible form. 

Under MIG provincial governments are responsible for ensuring that IDPs 
are properly prepared, build municipal capacity, and provide technical 
support to and monitoring of municipalities.  Representatives of the 
provincial collaborative fora and regional DWAF offices need to engage 
with the Departments of Housing and Local Government to ensure that 
water services issues are adequately catered for in this process.  

At the national level, work needs to be done to integrate be tter strategic 
planning with the DWAF MTEF process, collaborative  annual workplan and 
reporting processes.  Currently it is very difficult to ascertain how the 
DWAF budget is aligned to either the KFAs in the strategic plan or the MSB 
work-plan.  DWAF and municipal budgets for water services programmes 
need to be more aligned with the KFAs.  DWAF should open up its own 

budget proposals for debate during the collaborative processes, and should not just 
present allocations to the MCC.  Here the Treasury has a potentially important role in 
ensuring consistency, by looking deeper than MTEF submissions and by monitoring the 
consistency of high-leve l budget allocations with strategic plans and work-plans. 

Consistent implementation mechanisms 
In the past the water services sector has been concentrating on developing capacity, via 
WSAs and WSPs, to de liver on infrastructure targe ts.  However under the MIG 
municipal governments are be ing encouraged to establish MIG project management 
units under the municipal manager.  This has somewhat disrupted pre -existing water 
services implementation structures, however it does not make sense having two entities 
responsible for infrastructure delivery, so the inconsistency does need to be addressed.  
An option that would address this would be for WSAs to delegate responsibility for 
infrastructure delivery to the Municipal Infrastructure PMU.32   

This would also enable the WSAs to step back from implementation and to concentrate 
on its regulatory function over WSPs already providing services under them. They 
could then develop the collaborative relationships with WSPs and consumers as 
described earlier.33     

                                                 
32  Some have expressed concerns about higher ‘levels of ser vice’ under such an arrangement, MIG 
focussing on basic ser vices .  However this is resol ved it makes more sense for there to be a single unit 
within a municipality that focuses on infras tructur e hardware, rather than multiple units,  and which can 
look at basic ser vices in conjunc tion with higher l evels of ser vices.  Without this, such concepts as the 
‘water and sanitation’ l adder become operationall y even more challenging. 
33  It is i mportant to note that MIG and its associated fora deal first and foremos t with i nfrastructure 
deliver y, ie.  hardware.   As we have noted earlier, for the sector as a whol e hardware has tended to 

Engaging wi th  MIG 
In the 2004/05 f inancial y ear the 
regional and national Masibambane 
work-planning process has needed 
to be sy nchronised with the MIG 
sy stems that hav e been dev eloped.  
This has lent urgency  to the need f or 
DWAF to collaborate with DPLG and 
municipalities in compiling sector 
work-plans.  DWAF will, in f uture, 
need to earn credib ility  with local 
gov ernment sector partners during 
the resource allocation process, or 
risk being ignored.  Increasingly  
DWAF will need to open up its own 
resource allocation process to 
collaborativ e decision-making, whi lst 
prov iding support to local 
gov ernment planning processes 
without try ing to control them.  One 
hurdle in the process is the poor 
relations between DPLG and DWAF, 
and the f act that DPLG is not an 
activ e participant in the water 
serv ices collaborativ e structures at 
both the national and prov incial 
lev els. 
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In areas like capacity building DWAF and other external water sector actors should 
perhaps start to work through the municipal manager and human resources sections of 
municipalities, rather than directly with WSAs.34  In 
addition, hardware aspects of sanitation investments need 
to be handled in the context of the MIG PMU, and the 
software aspects by the relevant parts of the municipality.  
This will help with a shift of mindsets, encouraging WSAs 
to be seen to be part and parce l of a municipality, rather 
than as a separate entity receiving independent support. 

Monitoring and regulation of w ater services 
performance 
The development of the regulatory framework is crucial if 
we are to introduce strong incentives for municipalities to 
improve delivery of water services, both as regards 
e ffectiveness and sustainability.  This involves both the 
WSAs regulating the WSPs under them, but also the 
national government monitoring the performance of 
municipalities as Water Service Authorities and the 
performance of the WSP, whoever this is.  The strategic 
framework highlights the need for regulation against 
norms and standards, economic regulation and contract 
regulation. 

Here we will not attempt to pre -empt the regulatory 
framework be ing developed by DWAF.  However, as 
emphasised earlier it is important to highlight the fact that 
it is impossible to regulate against policies, norms and 
standards without a mechanism for performance 
measurement.  An important e lement of this is developing 
mechanisms for performance assessment of benchmarking 
of municipalities.  The initiatives introduced by SALGA 
and SAAWU provide valuable input, however they need 
to be brought together into a unified framework by 
DWAF.  Importantly any benchmarking framework will 
also need to incorporate methodologies that enable WSAs 
to assess their own WSPs’ performance.   

In the spirit of collaboration, regulation should be 
accompanied by support to those be ing regulated, and this 
is the main way of avoiding regulation becoming an 
overly adversarial exercise.35  Benchmarking is done in the 
spirit of assisting both WSAs and WSPs to identify the ir 
own problems and ways to solve  them.   Funds such as the 
capacity building grant should be available to enable 
municipalities to address identified institutional weaknesses and gaps.   

                                                                                                                              
dominate the sector, perhaps to the detriment of  ‘softwar e’ and other aspects cruci al to ef ficient,  ef fecti ve 
and sustainable service delivery.  There is a danger that this error risks being repeated with MIG and 
other DPLG sponsored fora – while we therefore advocate better alignment between Masibambane and 
DPLG fora, the for mer should certainl y play a rol e in ensuring software issues  remain on the agenda.  
34  This will perhaps complicate matters for those within the sec tor looking to support municipalities , but 
will facilitate water ser vices becoming a mainstr eam function of municipalities, r ather than a ‘special’ 
portfolio.  Efforts to bring human resources and municipal managers ‘on board’ may be required, and 
could perhaps be facilitated by SALGA or DPLG, if not D WAF itself. 
35  Another way is to involve the municipalities in the design of the regulator y framewor k and thus develop 
it collaborati vel y.  But this must be done without weakeni ng its ability to bring about effecti ve and 
sustainable delivery of services. 

Local Authority Benchmarking in the UK 
The UK has introduced a system of performance 
planning and benchmarking of local government 
based on a common agreed set of performance 
measures.  
Best value indicators -  a set of indicators agreed 
between central and local government which were 
agreed as representing local government 
performance 
Corporate Review – local authorities set visions 
and strategic priorities for action for each sector 
every five years. 
Best value plans – local authorities review 
performance against other local authorities and set 
performance targets for improving services on an 
annual and long term basis, and the means for 
achieving them. 
Corporate assessment – Annually local 
authorities’ performance in a selection of key 
governance areas such as prioritisation, capacity, 
and learning is assessed. 
Sector performance assessment – National Audit 
Office and sector ministries  benchmark local 
government services by carrying out inspections 
and evaluate the quality of services and the 
likelihood they will improve.   The results are 
discussed with the local government, and a rating of 
services agreed.  
Scorecards – the results of the assessment of sector 
services are published, with star ratings given to 
each local government. As shown for West Sussex 
County council below: 
 
 
 

 
 
 

How well is West Sussex County 
Council Run? 3 out of 4  (Corporate)  
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In addition, if one is attempting to support the building of strong municipal systems, 
there needs to be a framework to provide incentives for municipalities to upgrade their 
institutional capacities.  This can be done through benchmarking the institutional 
capacity of municipalities as a whole alongside other sectors, as in the UK’s 
Comprehensive Performance Assessment of local governments (see box).  Again the 
water sector will be developing its regulatory framework before such strong municipal- 
wide systems are deve loped, but DPLG should be encouraged to deve lop such 
benchmarking systems.   

One problem that is always highlighted by non-DWAF actors when talking about 
regulation is that DWAF cannot be both a re feree (i.e. a regulator) and a player (a 
collaborator) in regulation. Certainly a way to he lp ensure that collaboration be tween 
DWAF and municipalities is constructive  is to have an independent regulator.36  An 
interim measure would be to clearly de lineate the role of regional DWAF offices and 
national DWAF, with national DWAF providing the regulatory function and regional 
DWAF offices dealing solely with institutional support to municipalities.   

One of the major strong points of the collaboration has been the reporting against sector 
work-plans through the provincial fora and the MCC.  However a recent problem has 
been that the MCC has had to rely on the MIG reporting systems for water service 
performance.  The systems have ye t to become functional and there fore data has not 
been forthcoming.  When it becomes operational DWAF and other stakeholders will be 
re lying on information processed by DPLG, rather than information directly from 
municipalities.   A unified reporting system for all sectors is beneficial for the municipal 
manager and council as it reduces transaction costs there fore, rather than complain, 
DWAF should continue to engage in the process and assist DPLG to develop these 
systems. For its part, DPLG needs to co-operate fully with sector ministries (within a 
framework that encourages it to ensure that data is promptly available). 

Making the sector publicly accountable for performance  
A major focus of the collaboration in future should be ensuring that consumers are 
adequately represented.  This should be in the minds of the collaborators at each level of 
collaboration.  Ultimately municipalities, and eventually provincial and national 
government, need to be held to account for the de livery of services and consumers can 
play a very e ffective role in doing this. 

We have already described consumer involvement in collaboration at the local level, as a 
means to entrench local accountability.  Policies and guide lines need to be made to that 
e ffect, formally empowering consumers.  First and foremost though, consumers need to 
be made publicly aware now only of their entitlement to water and sanitation services, 
but also of how they can hold the ir municipalities and their councils to account for 
de livery.  Public information campaigns to this effect are crucial in creating public 
demand for accountability.  This can be combined with requiring municipalities to 
publish summaries in the media of their budgets and investment choices for the 
financial year.   

The operations of collaborative  structures need to become publicly accountable, and 
reporting on performance against policy should not just be a technical, in-house affair.  
The National IGR Forum, if formed, would be the natural home for a public debate on 
water sector performance.  The media, alongside civil socie ty groups should be invited, 
and DWAF should actively market the event.  The results of benchmarking municipality 
performance should be made public, and intergovernmental fora at the provincial and 
national leve l would represent an opportunity to publish municipality water services 
performance. 
                                                 
36  There is some debate both within DWAF and internationally about the circumstances i n which this is 
appropriate and the transaction cos ts of doing so.  Roles, responsibilities and functions withi n DWAF  
itself certai nly need to be clearl y understood and delineated. 
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Chapter 8 – Building collaborative structures at the local level 
In section two we looked at the structures being part created by, and part guiding, 
sector collaboration.  We go through each of these in turn to see what future directions 
may be.  First of all though we look at an area that was not given priority in the early 
collaboration and should now be emphasised − namely collaboration at the municipality 
leve l.   

Municipal-level collaboration 
Within a given district municipal managers need to take the lead in developing cross-
sector relations and fostering co-ordination, regularly holding management meetings 
with the administrative heads of each sector as well as portfolio councillors.  The IGRB 
provides for district intergovernmental for a, which would bring together all local 
municipalities within the district as a means of fostering integrated, cross- sector 
deve lopment.   

Another aspect that needs 
exploration is the role of local 
collaboration in the relations 
be tween local and district 
municipalities, the ir constituent 
WSAs and WSPs, and consumers.    
The dimensions of these 
re lationships are se t out in the 
accountability triangle above. 

As municipalities comple te the ir 
Section 78 processes, the 
re lationship be tween the WSA and 
the  WSP becomes important.  
Building partnerships at this level 
will be crucial for delivery.  It is 
important that municipalities are 
given adequate guidance on how to 
conduct this relationship, and the 
balance be tween regulation and 
support.  A district 
intergovernmental forum would play a potentially important role in ensuring 
communication and co-operation be tween different WSPs in the district, and facilitating 
political as well as technical coherence where the WSA is at the district leve l. 

There is a need to ensure that the consumer has adequate channels to express his or her 
views to councillors, the WSP and WSAs, (as the consumer voice), and is adequately 
involved in the delivery of services (having consumer power).  This is important for 
generating accountability and trust in service delivery.  It is especially important given 
the  natural monopoly characteristics of the water sector and the re inforcement to top-
down approaches that free basic services introduce. 

Consumer voice could be enhanced in two main ways. Citizens could be more engaged 
in the planning process for the provision of water services (especially where they have 
little or no service currently).  Although the IDP process is participatory to a degree, 
stakeholders feel that ward committees are an important potential entry point into the 
planning processes that are not properly be ing exploited.  Participatory planning is one 
area where South Africa can learn from other African countries.37  However it is 
important to note, in the spirit of supporting municipal systems and avoiding 

                                                 
37  Tanzania has  been making some strides i n this direction, as has Uganda.  There is also relevant 
experience i n Brazil. 
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duplication, that customer involvement in planning comes 
under the umbre lla of the IDP process and not just for the 
WSDP alone. 

Secondly, the consumer has a role in ensuring the effective 
de livery of services to local communities.  In fact the 
consumer is explicitly recognised in the Strategic Framework: 
“A regulatory framework should recognise that consumers 
are in the best place to monitor the e ffectiveness of water 
services provision. There fore the most effective monitoring 
strategy for the sector is strengthening the voice of consumers.  It is 
the  responsibility of water service authorities to put in place 
mechanisms to facilitate, listening and responding to 
consumer and citizen feedback on the quality of service 
de livery.” (DWAF Strategic Framework, page 60). 

Se tting up of customer complaints units in WSAs and larger 
WSPs, or arranging regular customer consultations, are 
examples of how WSAs could institute such mechanisms.  

In addition consumers need power, which is the shortest route 
to accountable services.  It is possible to involve  consumers 
directly in the oversight of service delivery, by encouraging 
the ir participation in the management decisions of Water 
Service Providers themselves.   This type of collaborative 
arrangement would obviously vary for differing types of 
service provider, and could range from having consumer and 

civil socie ty groups represented on the board of a large municipal water corporation, to 
having a water user committee overseeing a small scale rural water supply system (akin 
to parents sitting on the board of governors in a school).  Such groups need to have a 
real role in the delivery of services.   

Grievance mechanisms are important to all collaborative exercises, and the South 
African water sector is no exception.  Thus while providing consumers with avenues for 
complaints and feedback is necessary, so is involving them in planning decisions and in 
the  oversight of services.  However local collaborative structures and relationships along 
these lines will not happen automatically.  They will need to be supported by the 
provincial-level structures for collaboration, with policy and institutional support and 
guidance from national DWAF.  Ultimately, it will have to be in the interests of 
consumers to participate in these structures, and for that they need to be given a real 
stake in decision-making. 

Flexible provincial structures 
Collaborative structures at the provincial leve l have been allowed to evolve  differently 
in different provinces.  This is an important positive aspect of the experience to date, and 
DWAF should continue to allow such a flexible approach to collaboration.  This next era 
will see the evolution of MIG structures, and perhaps other structures that aim to build 
municipal systems.   

Provincial Municipal Infrastructure Task Teams are be ing established to oversee the 
implementation of MIG, bringing together sector departments from the province, as well 
as regional DWAF offices.  It is important that water services structures should not 
attempt to compete with these new provincial MITTs, but rather engage with them.  It 
may be appropriate for the water services collaboration to cede primary discussion of 
infrastructure delivery (i.e. hardware aspects) to such a forum.  This would also provide 
space for the collaboration to deal with other aspects of delivery, which present a full 
enough agenda for future collaboration.      

Involving consumer groups  in  the 
management o f water supplies 
In Bangalore consumers are inv olv ed in assessing 
the perf ormance of  public municipal serv ices v ia an 
innov ativ e system of report cards.  These gauge the 
lev el of  satisf action with serv ice deliv ery across the 
municipality , but diff er from opinion polls in that they  
benchmark diff erent municipal serv ices against 
each other.  Versions of  this specif ic to the water 
sector hav e been introduced in Ethiop ia and not 
only  prov ide a powerf ul inf ormation tool f or those 
responsible f or assessing and improv ing the 
deliv ery of  serv ices, but bring pressure to bear on 
the serv ice prov iders themselv es. 

In Maputo another approach is being inv estigated. It 
brings CBOs and NGOs to the support of  the 
regulator by  monitoring serv ice deliv ery in ‘at risk’ 
areas and improv ing the lev el of  inf ormation 
av ailable to decision-makers as well as operational 
staff .  In Zambia ‘water watch’ groups also work with 
the regulator and prov ide representativ es that sit on 
the board of  both public and priv ate water prov iders.  
Such techniques could be brought to bear in South 
Af rica to improv e both the v oice and power of  
consumers regarding the del iv ery  of  basic serv ices. 
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Whilst provincial collaborative structures should be allowed to evolve independently, it 
is important for DWAF regional offices to be engaged proactive ly in collaboration across 
the  board.  To date their involvement has been far from uniform throughout the 
provinces.  Collaborative  fora do need to be used by DWAF to communicate the 
national policy agenda, guidelines and basket of institutional support in a coherent 
manner.  Moreover, DWAF needs to ensure that there is strong line management of 
regional DWAF offices to guarantee that there is a degree of institutional coherence in 
DWAF’s engagement in the collaboration process.  Although it is easier for regional 
DWAF to use the WSA as the point of contact within the municipality, it is important 
that DWAF starts to work through the Municipal Manager. 

In this respect a degree of formalisation is required.  Engagement in collaborative 
structures needs to be written into regional DWAF officers’ job descriptions, and their 
performance appraised in terms of the success of regional collaboration as well as 
institutional support provided to municipalities.   

The IGRB does not tackle one major issue.  The lack of a provincial MEC means that 
there remains an inadequate political home for the water services sector.  An option over 
the  longer term, consistent with the devolution process, would be to devolve 
responsibility for water services to the provincial leve l and establish an MEC for water.  
This would allow national DWAF to concentrate on policy and regulation issues, whilst 
leaving provincial MECs to provide the support role to municipalities. 

National Structures 
An important implication of the IGR Bill will be that it opens up the potential for 
arguing for a national intergovernmental forum for the water sector, which would be 
headed by the Minister responsible for water.  This would be the forum with overall 
responsibility for policy formulation, legislation and reviewing sector performance.  It 
would provide a focus for reporting on performance from the MCC, and a decision-

How water sector and MIG 
collaborative structure relate  

WATER SECTOR 
LEADERSHIP 

GROUP 
Policy guidance and 

co-ordination 

WATER SECTOR 
COORDINATING 

COMMITTEE (MCC) 
National co-ordination 

and reporting 

PROVINCIAL WATER SECTOR FORA 
Development of strategies and plans, service 

delivery issues, reporting, lesson learning 

WATER SECTOR 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL 

FORUM 
Policy, legislation, co-

ordination and performance 

MUNICIPAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE  

TASK TEAM  
Policy, legislation, co-

ordination and performance 

MUNICIPAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

TECHNICAL TASK TEAM 
National co-ordination, 

monitoring and reporting 

PROVINCIAL MUNICIPAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE TASK TEAMS 

Co-ordination, IDP process 

INTERMINISTERIAL 
COMMITTEE/CABINET 
Overall responsibility for 

policy, legislation and 
performance 

 
This interface will be key 



SECTOR COLLABORAT ION REVIEW - PAGE 49 
S3. LOOKING TO THE FUTURE 

 

 

making forum for policy recommendations from the WSSLG.  
This would mean that the recommendations of those large ly 
technical collaborative  structures were actually considered by 
the ir political leaders and top management – current 
collaboration would thus be better linked into the political 
sphere.  At the moment the top management of DWAF and the 
Minister appear somewhat separated from the operationally-
minded WSSLG and MCC – such a step would help ensure 
political engagement.  There may be examples in Uganda that 
would be of interest. 

Some observers have expressed concerns about the 
politicisation of technocratic fora should the two spheres be 
drawn closer together.  While a risk, there are many examples 
both within and outside South Africa of how this can be 
guarded against, including independent review mechanisms, 
cross-party committees e tc.  Overall it is be tter to re ly on such 
safeguards and encourage and enforce productive dialogue 
be tween politicians and technocrats, rather than have them 
work in isolation, as this leads to poor decision-making and 
policy estranged from technical and operational realities.  A 
second risk is having working fora suffer from association with 
discredited or ine ffective existing political fora (such as the 
PLCs?).  Clearly any decision will require care ful thought in 
advance, debate be tween stakeholders, and perhaps several 
options considered. 

In an agenda that is  oriented towards regulation and performance, the role of the MCC 
will become more important as the custodian of reviewing sector performance, and 
coordinating the implementation of policy.  The committee should not just focus on 
reporting against work-plans, but should also be the focus for discussion of municipality 
performance with respect to service delivery norms and benchmarks.  Early in 2005 the 
MCC decided to change  its name, proposing to stop using the term Masibambane.  It is 
now called the Water Services Sector Co-ordinating Committee.  As collaboration has 
now been rolled out countrywide this is a good move and helps institutionalise the role 
of the forum in the sector (many still perceive of Masibambane as a programme rather 
than an approach and thus the labe l, however well meaning, may hinder 
institutionalisation).  In the scenario outlined above  the WSSLG would continue to play 
its role as the custodian of collaborative  policy formulation, providing policy 
recommendations to the Intergovernmental Forum.  This would result in an explicit 
process for re ferring policy recommendations to policymakers and avoid concerns of the 
WSSLG becoming a talk shop on policy issues. 
 

   

Uganda’s  Local  Development 
Grant 
All local gov ernments hav e access to a 
discretionary  local gov ernment grant, howev er 
their access and lev el of f unding is dependent 
on the annual local gov ernment assessment. 

•  Local gov ernments are assessed on their 
corporate perf ormance against minimum 
conditions and benchmarks related to 
areas such as planning, budgeting, 
f inancial management and engineering 
capacity.   

•  Those local gov ernments that do not 
meet minimum conditions do not access 
the Local Dev elopment Grant.  Howev er 
they  do continue to access a capacity  
building grant enabling them to upgrade 
their perf ormance. 

•  The best scoring local gov ernments in 
the assessment receiv e 10% greater 
allocation in the Local Dev elopment 
Grant. 

This f ramework has prov ided a strong incentiv e 
f or local gov ernments to upgrade their 
corporate perf ormance.   
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Chapter 9 – Making the processes of collaboration w ork 
The preceding two chapters have dealt with future subjects and structures of 
collaboration.  They have not, however, addressed important process issues − for the 
system to truly come to life the actors need to work together effective ly, breathing 
substance into structure.  Above  all it needs to be in both individuals’ and institutions’ 
interests to be engaged in collaborative  initiatives.   

Creating demand for collaboration at a local level 
In an era focused on municipal performance and delivery the foremost challenge  will be 
to ensure that municipalities become and remain engaged.  Ensuring collaboration is 
functional and effective at this local level will be no easy task. Municipalities will first of 
all need strong incentives to perform, and then recognise collaboration as being a step 
towards this.   

These incentives to perform should ideally come from both below and above ; from 
consumers and from provincial and national government.  Moreover both these parties 
can play a role in encouraging municipalities to collaborate – from below by pushing to 
be involved, and from above by creating both an enabling framework and appropriate 
incentives. 

If consumers are informed of their rights and their potential 
role in overseeing the delivery of service, then they are more 
likely to exert those rights.  However, they will only be 
interested in exerting those rights if policy gives the consumer 
real power in the delivery of services.  For example, 
consumers will only engage in water user committees if they 
know that they have influence on the running of water 
providers.  Civil socie ty groups will only engage with larger 
water utilities if they know those providers are going to be 
open to what they have to say.   

Although from a municipality’s point of view such 
engagement may be beneficial in the long term, in the short 
term it requires additional resources and brings additional 
pressure on them to perform.  What is there then to stop 
water providers or authorities ignoring the voice of 
consumers?  This is where performance benchmarking and 
regulation comes in.  Through benchmarking of 
municipalities (both WSAs and WSPs) more than just the 
short-te rm performance as regards service delivery can be 
assessed.  The extent to which collaborative processes are 
be ing followed can also be monitored.  Through regulation, 
sanctions can be imposed on those that do not engage in 
collaborative  forms of management and delivery, and who do 
not consider or respond to consumers’ complaints.  The 
adjoining box shows how an infrastructure grant in Uganda 
(similar to the MIG) has been used to provide incentives for 
local governments to adhere to various governance processes 
considered important for ensuring service delivery.38     

                                                 
38  The j uxtaposition between the long- and the short-term view is important here.  In some regards it 
shoul d be ser vice deli ver y outcomes, and thus solel y perfor mance, which is monitored from above.  
However, good governance, which can incl ude consumer participati on, is increasi ngly considered 
invaluable in ensuring the long-term perfor mance of utilities, as  well as bringing to bear additi onal and 
more focussed pressure.  T hus there may well be a legitimate role for higher-level players to monitor and 
encourage consumer participation. 

Al locating resources to  co llaboration 
and moni toring in Uganda  
In 1998 the Gov ernment of  Uganda established the 
Pov erty  Action Fund, which was the part of  the 
national budget allocated towards pro-poor serv ices 
such as primary education, basic healthcare and 
water and sanitation.   

The Ministry  of  Finance set up a national cross-
sector steering committee of national ministries, 
which it requi red to report quarterly  on progress in 
programmes to the committee.  The press, as well 
as civ il society groups and donors, were inv ited to 
those meetings.  Local gov ernments were deliv ering 
the majority  of PAF programmes, including those f or 
water and sanitation.   

The Ministry  of  Finance also allocated resources 
specif ically  f or enhancing monitoring and 
accountability .  This f unded the cost of  collaborativ e 
structures centrally, but also enabled national line 
ministries to monitor and support local gov ernment 
who were del iv ering programmes.  Funds were later 
also allocated to local gov ernments themselv es to 
allow them to monitor and also f acilitate 
participatory  planning and budgeting. 

Thus the Min istry  of Finance play ed both an honest 
broker role, bringing sectoral ministries and local 
gov ernments to the table, whilst also f inancing 
cross-sector collaboration. 

Processes

Municipal Service Delivery
Era Three:
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Brokering collaboration across sectors at national and provincial levels 
We earlier recommended deeper collaboration across sectors.  Importantly though, 
several of the attempts currently being made in this direction are not working 
particularly well.  For example in the Eastern Cape a team formed by DHLGTA to this 
end has failed to take off effective ly, while MIG management nationally has been 
somewhat disheartened by the lack of interest from line departments in engaging with 
it.  At provincial level, IWSMF has also had difficulty in engaging with the MIG 
management structures at the provincial leve l.  Weak DPLG  participation in water 
services collaborative structures has also been noted. 

If there is to be coherence at national and  provincial level, cross-sector collaboration 
needs to be made to work. But how?  One option would be to look at the scope for an 
‘honest broker’ (such as has worked at provincial level) to bring departments together 
and encourage more constructive  co-operation.   In other settings, such as Uganda (see 
box), the Treasury has been able to play this role – would something similar be possible 
in South Africa?  The Presidency has also showed an interest in such cross-sector 
collaboration – could the water services sector benefit from more macro-engagement of 
such an actor? 

As the box on Uganda shows, the Treasury has also financed collaboration be tween 
ministries.  We observed earlier how important flexible funding, specifically aimed at 
supporting the process of collaboration, has been.  The ghost haunting the collaborative  
process in the water services sector is that donors finance it and there is a strong risk 
that if the donors pull out then this vital funding will cease.  In the long run resources to 
fund sector and cross-sector collaboration will need to come from within departments’ 
budgets at every level.  However, this needs to be planned for explicitly by spending 

departments, who may not prioritise such soft activities.39   In such 
circumstances, a possible role for the Treasury would be to ensure 
that departments budget adequately for collaborative activities. 

However, neither the National Treasury nor the Eastern Cape 
Provincial Treasury have been particularly active participants in 
collaboration, nor played a strong role in promoting or brokering it.  
A key issue for the sector is there fore to gauge how necessary such 
support is, and find ways to e ither engage the Treasury or others 
more active ly, or seek alternative solutions. 

From individuals to institut ions 
As mentioned before the sector is unusual as it has had resources to 
pay for consultants and to ‘place’ people within organisations, in 
order to help them collaborate.  This has not always worked as 
envisioned and is certainly not commonplace, but definitely warrants 
a mention.  Whether existing collaboration would have reached its 
current level without this is doubtful, but equally it does raise some 
concerns about the sustainability of current practice (for example, 
would finances be made available from partners’ own budgets or 
from the Treasury if the current sources dried up?). 

Moreover, collaboration has often relied on key individuals to drive it 
forward.  To be sustained over time though collaboration needs to 
move beyond individuals into organisations.  40  This section concludes 
by looking at options for the sector on this front. 

                                                 
39  Such support is akin to a ‘ public good’, prone to the same problems of free riders and weak indi vidual 
willingness to pay. 
40  SALGA, for ins tance, has a new CEO and the indi vidual that has championed much of its  invol vement 
in collaboration in the water sector is soon to leave.  DWAF has a new DDG for operations and regions , 

Ownership and 
ins ti tu tionalisation 
“Diff erentiating between indiv iduals and 
institutions – Without doubt, the nature of  
the indiv iduals that come to the table is 
critical to the eff ectiv eness of  the 
partnership. Partnership projects need 
champions to carry the cause and sell 
the idea and process. Champions can 
reduce lay ers of  management in order to 
propel projects into action. Howev er, the 
challenge is that indiv iduals can usually  
mov e faster than institutions. To ensure 
sustainability , partnerships need to mov e 
caref ully  and systematically  bey ond the 
indiv iduals and into institutions. 
Ownership cannot be v ested in any  one 
indiv idual. As indiv iduals also mov e on, 
mechanisms need to be put in place to 
ensure smooth transition. Induction 
programmes, f requent and structured 
rev iews, rotating chairs and other 
mechanisms will enable greater 
ownership.”  (Caplan et al, 2001) 
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Institutionalising is certainly not easy, and ways of tailoring it to the context of the water 
services sector need to be further explored, but there are good examples.  Important 
features include creating and re taining institutional memory, planning for succession 
and rotating partnership ‘representatives’.  Internal reflection about the benefits and 
risks of collaborating, how internal decision-making re lates to collaborative decision-
making, and how well the ‘interface’ is developed are also use ful.  The ‘paperwork’ 
(Memorandums of Understanding, Terms of Reference e tc) that underpins the 
collaboration (both be tween and specific to partners) is also important – more for the 
process of deve loping and reviewing it, than its mere existence.41  

                                                                                                                              
and sever al other staff at various l evels may soon be retiring or moving on.  This pattern of change has  
been a constant backdrop to much of the collaboration described in this report, but is now coming to 
affec t several of  the key champions  referred to in section two. 
41 Sever al ‘partnership’ publications may be of help in this regard: a good start woul d be “Flexibility by 
Design”, “Institutionalising Partnerships” and “The Partnership Paperchase”, all of which are i n the 
bibliography. 

Is  there an over-reliance on consultants? 
There is legitimate concern that the water serv ices sector has 
used consultants excessiv ely during the ref orm process.  
Although initially  they  play ed an important honest broker role, if  
consultants rather than the institutions are those tasked with 
‘ref orm’, this enables those institutions to continue doing 
business as usual.   

This is pertinent to DWAF’s relationship with municipa lities.  
Mainstream DWAF staff hav e not been f orced to prov ide support 
superv ision to local gov ernments as the additional Masibambane 
money  has enabled them to use consultants.  DWAF theref ore 
does not dev elop a reputation f or hav ing changed as an 
institution.  Similarly  at the national lev el consultants are used 
excessiv ely  in the ref orm process, where the work could and 
should be being carried out by  staff in line positions. 
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Chapter 10 – Where do w e start?   
We have se t out several options that could help collaboration adjust to the new 
landscape.  It may not be easy to know where to begin, but be low we se t out e ight 
actions that, if initiated in the short te rm, could he lp shift both the agenda and substance 
of collaboration towards municipalities and the consumer. 

1. Rapidly implement a unified system of WSA benchmarking, and ensure that all 
WSAs are benchmarked by mid-2006 and publish the results. 

2. Disseminate information on sector performance through publicity campaigns and 
raise awareness of developments within the sector. 

3. Establish a National Water Sector Intergovernmental Forum, to which the MCC 
and WSSLG should report, thus anchoring the sector deeper into the political 
realm. 

4. Develop policies on consumer involvement and collaboration within 
municipalities and roll them out through provincial fora. 

5. Lobby the National Treasury to take on a more proactive role as an honest 
broker in national cross-sector collaboration. 

6. Develop guidelines to better integrate the WSDP with the IDP, and hand over 
primary responsibility for co-ordinating the delivery of water services 
infrastructure to MIG fora, clarifying the backstopping role of DWAF and how 
MIG will relate to the other aspects of service (rather than infrastructure) 
delivery.  

7. Review how water sector support relates to the broader strengthening of 
municipal systems (and conduct a risk analysis of municipal systems from a 
sector standpoint). 

8. Review how decision-making within key stakeholders relates to collaborative 
processes (acro ss all five ‘service arenas’) and discuss strategies for better 
institutionalising the organisational ‘interface’.

Era Three:
Municipal Service Delivery

Where do we start?
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General lessons regarding collaboration 

Enabling and disabling factors 

Collaboration does not occur in a v acuum and in seeking to draw lessons from the experience of the South African water 
sector it is important to recognise how the environment has shaped outcomes.  Here we look at enabling and disabling 
f actors and draw some lessons for those interested in supporting collaboration more broadly. 

Why collaboration has succeeded  
 It was built on solid foundations, such as ISWIP etc 
 It concentrated on supporting municipalities  

 It mov ed with the trend of legislation and was f orward looking 
 There were good relationships and understanding between key 

indiv iduals at outset 
 DWAF was able to build capacity within partner organisations 

allowing them to collaborate 

 It was important to hav e honest brokers at the start of 
collaboration 

 Assistance to SALGA enabled it to grow into its role as the 
organised v oice of disparate municipalities, enabling a real 
dialogue in collaboration 

 Considerable flexible f unding was available from donors to 
support collaborative processes   

 The collaboration concentrated on tangible issues and 
‘projects’, such as the MAAPS, WSDP, transfers etc  

 An eff ort was made to bring  councillors into the collaboration, 
at least in Eastern Cape  

 National DWAF was willing to compromise and see the benef its 
of collaboration on the ground 

 Attention was paid to structures f raming collaboration and there 
was a willingness to rev iew and rev isit these as well as other 
‘process’ issues  

What has not helped collaboration  
 DWAF’s strong presence may be intimidating 

f or others, discouraging them f rom participating 
in the collaboration 

 The state of f lux within municipalities and DPLG  
has made consistent participation difficult for 
those institutions 

 The National Treasury and DPLG were absent 
from key collaborativ e f ora 

 There was a large turnov er of staff and under-
dev eloped induction and succession 
mechanisms f or those involv ed in collaboration 

 Support f rom DWAF senior management was 
inconsistent, and turnover high at this level.  

 There is a heavy reliance on consultants 
 Too many  new initiatives and demands on 

(municipal) time f rom national and other 
agencies, undermines the quality of 
collaboration 

 There is an inconsistent approach to, and 
inv olvement of, the political sphere with a 
sometimes ov erly technical focus  

 There is a heavy gov ernmental and state-
centric f ocus  

 

Lessons 

 Diff erent ty pes of collaboration are needed at different lev els. Regular rev iew of collaborative structures helps them stay 
relev ant in a context of rapid change. 

 Honest brokers can help get different parties together and can be v ery usef ul in recognising change and assisting the 
collaboration to evolv e. 

 Sometimes informality helps in building relationships.  ‘Mandating’ an organisation’s collaboration often does not get 
y ou v ery far. 

 Collaboration and communication builds trust during a ref orm process, whilst transparency helps build y our credibility.  
Regular region/national reporting has improv ed inf ormation f low within the sector, and built trust. 

 Collaboration is not necessary all the time, as it can both hold-up as well as f acilitate transformation.  In addition, 
collaboration is no substitute f or strong line management within departments (eg. national and regional DWAF). 

 The absence of the National Treasury and DPLG from the collaboration undermines the process, but it needs to be in 
their interests to collaborate. 

 Collaboration across sectors is more difficult than intra-sector collaboration, but equally important. 
 Collaboration over the planning, budgeting and implementation is as important as collaboration ov er dev eloping policy 

itself  

 There is a need to measure performance of municipalities early on in a decentralised framework, as this promotes 
accountability. 

 Both driv ers for and barriers to collaboration will change over time, and this will impact on both structures and the 
inv olvement of certain stakeholders.  One must be flexible enough to recognise and accommodate this change. 

 We should not expect the same constellation of indiv iduals or of partners to remain static ov er time – better to embrace 
and plan f or turnover in adv ance. 

 Collaboration costs money which needs to be budgeted for – it cannot always be a donor-funded activity. 
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