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Building Partnerships for Development in
Water and Sanitation

The challenge

The numbers are we Il known — too many poor people still lack access to basic water and
sanita tion services throughout the world. Factors that influence access are numerous.
Financial and economic factors relate to connection charges and tariffs; technological issues
include standards thatare often challenging to introduce in poor communities; political
barriers include the lack of priority thatis placed onservices in poor communities; and
institutional factors relate to the question ofwho makes decisions, who co-ordinates action,
and who implements projects.

Mu lti-sector partnerships

Partnership approaches for implementa tion and stakeholder enga ge mentoverwidersector
re form present progressively important pieces in an increasingly complex puzze. Existing
technical and financial approaches have proven time andagain to be insufficient to meeting
the challenge of providing sustainable wa ter and sanita tion services in poor communities.
Multi-sector partnerships between rele vant stakeholders —be they from public, private, civil
socie ty and donor spheres — provide one tool to overcome these failures. Such partnerships
promote innovationand greate raccountability whilst improving the understandingand
capacity thatmake projects more appropriate andeffective. Understanding more

concre tely the impact ofsector reforms (be they on institutionalarrangements, tariff se tting,
community responsibility oronother issues) contributes to this analysis and to the

de velopment of new implementa tion models.

BPD

As anon-profit membership organisa tion, Building Partnerships for De velopment in Water
and Sanitation (BPD) seeks to respond to this challenge. BPD works withstra te gic
partnerships inwlving gove mment, business, civil society and donors to improve access to
safe waterand effective sanitation for the poor. Taking the lessons learned from these
strate gic partnerships, BPD seeks to influence policy and debate to ensure thatbasic
services are designed with the poor in mind. Furthermore, BPD promotes dialogue around
institutional a pproaches for serving the poor, a more realistic understandingof multisector
relationships and the de velopment of broad-based support forappropriate environments
thatenable partnerships to thrive. Througha setofanalyticaland facilita tion tools, BPD
aims to influence the wayorganisations work together in partnership.

BPD components

The components of BPD derive directly from the recognition thateach sectorhas a

le gitimate 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, dvil society and donor sectors;

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

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

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

At the project or programme le vel, BPD works withappropriate partners from across the

diffe rent sectors to address individualand partne rship goals. BPD is not prescriptive nor

does itimpose a ‘one-siz fitsall model. It emphasises capacity building innovation and

accountability through partnership.
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Forew ord

There is currently no debate on the need forsector collaboration in the water services sector
in South Africa, howe ver the meaningand definition of sector collabora tion varies
according to eachstakeholder’s view point. Litera ture on this topic is relatively scarce and
most people use collaborationand partne rship inte rchangeably. I South Africa we have
come o realise that the challenges accompanying collaboration, while similar to those for
partnerships, are perhaps e ven more complexandharder to overcome.

Under the leadership of DWAF, South Africa has adopted a sector-wide collaborative
approach to waterservices delivery. This approach is supporte dby a programme knownas
“Masibambane” (meaning “let’s work toge ther” in Nguni langua ges) which was formally
launched in 2001. The idea was to forge sector collaborationacross the three spheres of
government, butalso inclusive ofwater services sector bodies outside of government, e.g
NGOs, the private sector, professional waterservices bodies, etc.

The programme is mana ge dby DW AF onbehalfof the sector, but ownedand driven by
sector members collabora tively, with different players taking the leadata ppropriate le els.
Masibambane is meant tobe a vehicle for transformationand decentralisa tion through joint
responsibility and collective accountability. It provides multi-facete d support to the sector
and is govemment-led, pooling donor funds in support of the wate rservices sectorstrate gy
within the govemment’s overall budget Success requires strong leadership from
government anda high levelof trust and flexibility by its de velopment partners.

The intergove rnmental rela tions bill now provides a goldenopportunity forDW AF to build
on the existing sector collabora tion platforms at provincialand national le vel. Without the
clout of financial control and direct authority over the inde pendentsphere of local
gowernment a collaborative approachenables DW AF to work withothers in delivering
agpinst sector goals and targets, forwhich DW AF is ultimately responsible.

Givwen the rapid evolution of the sector, a re view ofcollaboration is timely; aiming to be tter
understand the nature of currentcollabora tion and ways to build upon the progress to date.

We see this re view as a mechanism for the waterservices sector to share the lessons leamed.
We also beliewe that, in focussing on how collaboration can putlocal gove mmentand the
consumer at the heart ofservice delivery, the re view provides a valuable contribution to
moving the sector forward.

uu'!"dh

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, howe ver the nature of collabora tion is
such that views are subjective, answers rarely definitive and many questions remain ‘open’.
There is no one ‘right’ approach. We do notsuppose to change that here.

The intention of this work is to spur discussion and deba te within the sector, especially
focusse d onsome of the processes thatbringactors together (or drive them apart) and what
the implica tions of this mightbe for waterandsanitationservice delivery. Readersare

the re fore not expected to a gree with the entire ty of ouranalysis — we hope that these points
can be debated within the sector itself.

While the purpose of the overall review is one of criticalanalysis, the work is also intended
as a platform from which othe rs can progress. We are there fore notowerly prescriptive
with our suggestions and do not close off our ‘recommenda tions’, although we do draw
conclusions and lessons where a ppropriate.

Looking back, as well as forward

As a document recording what has driven collabora tionand how it has progressed, the tone
of the early parts of the re portwill come across as somewhat historical to some, especially
those intimately acquainted with developments in the sector. Howe wer, in doingso itis
hoped to respond to a specific point raise d in earlier re views of Masibambane: namely that
the re has been little documentation ofwhat has occurred to date and why. We also wish to
place current collabora tion within the ‘broadsweep of history’ and thus geta feeling for the
general macro trends impacting the sector.

The importance of ‘view point’

The findings and observations in the reportare based on three weeks spentinterviewing a
broad range ofsectorstakeholders, oure xperience in the inte mational watersector, as well
as considerable re view of existing literature. As such we have indeed relied onsubjective
points of view related to us in interviews, for which we make no apology. Beingstrongly
concerned with process and with intangibles such as ‘stakeholder buy-in’, individuals’
perceptions and viewpoints are as importantas objective ‘facts’. Naturally we have taken
care to canvass a broad range of opinion as well as looking atwritten policyand primary
sources. Howe ver, the perce ption ofstake holders remains important to progress in the
sectorand we thus incorporate some of tha tsentimentwithin this report
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Scope and purpose of review

The last 10 years have seen dramatic institutional changes in how basic se rvices are
delivered in South Africa. The water and sanitationsector has beenat the fore front of this
ewlution. These shifts have necessitate de ver increasingco-operation and collabora tion
betweena variety of sector stakeholders, which has helpe d smooth the transition over time
and betterco-ordinate the efficient, effective andsustainable delivery ofservices.

While the achie vements of the sector have been widely praised, both within and outside
South Africa, se veral ke ystakeholders would like to de velop a be tter unde rstanding of how
collaboration has e wlve dand whatits contribution to service delivery has been.

With this in mind a project steering committee, comprising all the rele vant players (atboth
national and provincial le vel) was convened in late 2004, to sponsor a ‘sector collaboration
review’. The main purpose is to “critiaally review and document forkey stakeholdersboth the
rationale for and progress to dateof the collaborativeapproach taken, analysing thedriving forces
behind sector collaboration and its evolution over time”.

The review cowers collaboration at both nationaland provincial level, looking at the
dynamics ateach lewve], and importantly, at the interdinka ges be tween them.' Itaims to lay
the basis for the steering committee to:

1. institutionalise a collaborative approach;

2. inform successive stagesthrough 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. allowothersto develop guidelines on what to consider and how to proceed in
collaborative initiatives (or ‘partnerships)).

This re port ca ptures the re view team’s’ 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 thenand provides a ‘balance sheet ofwhere we stand. The
finalsection looks forward, suggesting various options on how collaboration canadapt to
the changed context and new challenges faced by the sector in 2005.

" Only one province (the Eastern Cape) was studied in depth but learning in this province was discussed and

tested with representati ves from the other seven provinces during a half- day wor ks hop.

* The team of four included a South African local government and water speci alist, an international expert on
sector decentralisation and financing, the co-ordinator of the South African Water Information Network, and
was led bya BPD specialistin partnerships that deliver water and sanitation to poor communities. The
review was ajoint exercise between the steering committee (managed by WIN) and BPD Water and
Sanitation, aninternational non-pr ofit organis ation.
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Introduction

Overview of the water services sector in South Africa

The democratically elected government of 1994 inheriteda country of vast disparities,
within which the delivery of basic infrastructure services was particularly visible.
Shortcomings inwaterandsanitation delivery were particularly pronounced, withan
estimated 15.2 million people across the country lacking adequate watersupply services
and 20.5 million without adequate sanitation (many in those rural areas thathadbeen
most disadvantaged under the pre vious re gime).

As the recent Ten year history of waterservices in South Africa’ highlights, the
challenge facing the new government was enormous. On one hand lay the de velopment
needs of millions of poor, mainly black, South Africans. On the other, the new

gove rnment had no choice but to build on the foundations of the old, making use of the
structures and public servants it inherite d.

The foundation of the new government’s policy was the Reconstruction and

De velopmentProgramme (RDP), of which meeting basic needs, including wa ter and
sanita tion, was one of four pillars. Tohelp implement the RDP the government turned
to the newly created Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (DW AF) as its means to
rapidly reduce the backlog of citizens waiting for services, and in the early years
channelled large amounts of money through DW AF which became (for the first time )a
large scale project implementer in rural areas.

While this focus on rapid deliverywas taking place, the statutory framework re garding
spheres and roles of government was gradually coalescing. From the outset the system
agreedat the multiparty ne gotiating forum alloca ted significant le vels ofauthority and
responsibility to local gove mment (Galvin & Habib). The Constitution and first White
Paperon Local Gove rnment establishe d the principle of co-operative governance and
de volution by giving local gove mmentstatus as one of three equalspheres (alongside
national and provincial) rather than a subsidiary tier. At the same time it was clear that
ultima tely local gove mment, ra ther than national or provincial, was tobe taske d with
the responsibility of providing basic services to communities.

Thus while DW AF ea gerly took up ifs role as a project implementer, this wasalwaysa
temporary measure, albeit warmly welcome d by senior politicians as new local
gowernment found its feet This was reflected in growing budge tallocations in the early
years of democracy, as DW AF prove dwillingand able toscale up its activities. In many
senses this was a new role for those inwlwed (the pre vious Department for Water
Affairs had been involved primarily in water resources mana gement) and in ruralareas
the Department prove d keenand willing to work through NGOs and CBOs, of which
the Mvula Trust (set up in 1994) was the major player. DW AF, in the search fora rapid
andscaleable delive ry mechanism, also worked closely with the private sector most
notably through the BoTT programme (Build, Operate, Train and Transfer) thatwas

The Water Supply and Sanitation White Paper of 1994

“The policy of the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry is to ensure that all communities in
the country hav e access to basic services and to the support that they need to achieve them.
This does not imply that the provision of these is necessarily the direct responsibility of the
Department. What is required is a framework within which responsibilities and lines of support
for water supply and sanitation activities are clear. This institutional framework will necessarily
involv e a range of other agencies, notably provincial and local governments as well as other
interested parties such as the private sector and non-governmental organisations. The
Department of Water Affairs and Forestry will support the work of the other agencies; as

important, it will assume the responsibility to fillthe gaps in the interim.” (DWAF, 1994)




SECTOR COLLABORATION REVIEW — PAGE 2
INTRODUCTION

active in the four provinces with the largest backlog.

As the ‘final phase’ of transforming local government took place, startingwith the
Municipal Structures Act (MSA) of 1998 and leading into the second democratic
elections in 2000, it became increasingly clear that the focus onservice delivery would
shift over to localand district municipalities, as originallyenvisaged’ DW AF’s role

the re fore re verte d from one of projectimplementer to ‘custodian’ of the sector, one that
includes enabling and supportinglocal government to fulfil its mandate and now seesit
gently moving into a role of ‘de velopmental re gula tion’. Uniquely amonggst na tional

de partments DW AF has adopted a mantle it calls ‘sector leader’ (of which more later).

This transitional phase has especially require d co-ordina tion and collaborationbe tween
sectorstakeholders, of which the principal players are DW AF, local government and the
national Department of Provincial and Local Government (DP LG), but which includes
other parties suchas the South African Local Gove rnment Association (SALGA),

de partments of health, housing and e ducationat various le vels (especially on
sanitation), and NGOs, CBOs and the private sector. Atone remowe stand the National
Treasury and external donors, of which the EU is the largest.

A significant proportion of co-ope ration funds from the EU and its members are
directed to the water sector, of late mostly for institutional support rather than
infrastructure e xpenditure. The Masibambane programme is the flagship for this
support, and has laid greatemphasis on encoura ging, co-ordinatingand
institutionalising collabora tion between the myria d stakeholders involve d.

The Treasury is strongly committed to decentralisation —its actions to drive this have
hada large impact on the watersector. Recently itaccelerated the introduction of the
Municipal Infrastructure Grant (MIG), consolida ting se veral national capital grants to
municipalities. The change effectively means that DPLG rather than DW AF ove rsee
grant money in the water sector — the impact on collabora tion within the watersector,
and in particular relations between these two departments, is likely to be considerable.

Today the sector finds itselfat some thing ofa threshold as local gove rnment
increasingly asserts itself, the Treasury forces the pace of decentralisation and DW AF
considers its future role. The engine of collaboration over the last four years,
Masibambane, finds itselfchallenge d to deepenand broaden itselfat the same time —
moving into new spheres of co-operationat the same time as it tackles six new provinces
(it originally focussed on only three ).

From the standpoint of municipal mana gers and the Treasury the shift to consolidated
grants and municipal planning certainly makes sense, inte gra ting the range of
infrastructure functions expected of municipalities and providing one route for financial
support and reporting. Taking a long-term view, itis also helpful to DW AF, as it allows
it tomowe its attention from funding and the risk of micro-mana ging municipalities, to
the ‘sector leader’ role itenvisa ges for itself, a large part of which is ‘de velopmental
regulation’. Attention is slowly tuming to this new dynamic, where DW AF and others
support butalso re gulate municipalities. Whereas the transitory period since 2000 has
been inherently ‘collaborative’, infused bya strong climate ofsupport, a re gulatory
dynamicmay be less so. This and the recent fiscal shifts may have a significant impact
on the functioning of the existingsector fora (as well as those beingcreated in the six
provinces where Masibambane was not pre viouslyactive).

A further significantissue for the sector is how existingwater sector fora relate to
nascent ‘municipal-wide” ones, suchas those introduce dalongside MIG, as wellas more
politically linked ones being drivenby the Presidency. Whilst the quality of

> Although an amendment to the Municipal Services Actin 2000 s hifted the original location of municipal
powers and functions fromlocal to district municipalities as well as introducing an ‘opaque’ system of
national or provincial authorisations that could transfer these back (Savage)
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engagement by water stakeholde rs with DPLG and the Treasury has been somewha't
mixed in recent years, the sector maywant to reassess this now especiallyas the new
powers and functions bed down. The challenges here are probably more than just the
lack ofcapacityoftencite d, but also encompass de partmental a ttitudes and the
perceived ‘terms ofengagement from various sides.

Significantchallenges that the sector has yetto fully enga ge with concern e fficiency and
sustainability. These shouldbe a core focus for DW AF’s fledgling ‘sector leader’ role —
improving accountability to the consumer, rather than to other layers of gove mment,
will certainly be a welcome step forward (and one where the sectorcan potentially leam
from inte mationale xpe rience ). The waterse rvices sectorshould also conside rhow it
can bestsupport municipalities be yond imme diate sectoral conce ms — sustainable
deliverywill depend upon strong municipalcapacity and strong gove mance across the
board rather than in isolated ‘cells’. Here the Municipal Infrastructure Grant and the
Intergovernmental Rela tions Billboth re present new opportunities.

Unpacking collaboration

Clearly collaboration is not an end in itself, rathera tool to enhance outcomes.
Ne e rtheless understanding what makes collabora tion successful, where it is
appropriate and whatlinks collaboration to positive outcomes is important.

Understanding this within a conte xtas broad and complex as the South African water

services sector is noteasy. Strong linka ges outside the sector to broader municipal
gowernance, consumer representationand fiscal decentralisation merely add to the
challenge. To do so the review hasneeded to “unpack’ collabora tion in order to assess
its constituent parts. Firstwe have sought to understand collabora tionover time.
Secondly we have lookedathow it is reflected across the three spheres of gove mment
Thirdly we have looked at the building blocks of collaborationand the processes that
take place within these.

Three eras of service delivery

The review took in three broad ‘eras’ of service delivery within South Africa, reflected in
the overview above. The firstera was that of DWAF implementing actual schemes.

This ranmore or less from 1994 to around 2000. This was superseded by a second era,
one of transition, where responsibility was progressively transferred to municipalities.
This ran from around 2000 to the present day. The third era is to come, and we havwe
called this one of municipalservice delivery, where the focus willbe on how e ffectively
municipalities discharge their responsibilities and how national govemmentcan play a
supportive and owersight role inensuring this.

Collaboration across the province, at national level and now w ithin
municipalities

A further le velof 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 le vel and now needs to flow outwards toa municipal level Naturally this
entails differentactors and differentincentives ateach stage.

Process, subjects, structures and stakeholders

Collaboration is firstand foremost about process, which may or maynot facilitate
positive outcomes. Yet to understand the full picture in sucha complex context, itis
necessary to examine three furtheraspects. One concerns the issues or subjects where
collaboration does and does notoccur and how and why this may vary. Asecond
concerns the structures that guide collaborationand how these relate to the subjects. A
third pertains to the stakeholders themselves, how theyare structured and how they
relate to the subjects and structures ofcollabora tion.
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The table below shows how the review unpacks collaborationand how this document is
essentially structured across three sections.

The firstsection (era one) looks at how collaboration de veloped during our firstera, that
of DW AF as an implementer. We examine the structures that were developed during
this periodand the processes thatled to this.

The second section (era two) looks at the recent transitionalera. Within this we first see
what issues collabora tion has a ddressed and how these are related to five ‘arenas’ of the
watersector. We then look more closely ats pecific collaborative structures.
Throughoutsections two and three are a set 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
re gards sector collaboration. We look forward to how collaborationmayneed to e wlve
in a new era where attentionand focus shift downwards to municipal leveland water is
seenas one function of municipalservices rather than an individualsector. We suggest
how this mighte wlve for various issues and ask how existing structures may need to
adapt to remain e ffective within the changed context. In doingso we draw on several
inte ma tional e xperiences that South African decision make s could potentially leam
from.

Unpacking collaboration

I

1

3

! Boxes with dashed borders
I andyellow shading refer to
I some of the process and

I ‘partnership’ issues that are
1

1

1

1

1
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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’). lts role is to safeguard and harness the country’s water resources as
well as ensure all citizens are afforded access to affordable water and sanitation
serwvices. Itis effectively split into three — water (and sanitation) services, water
resources and forestry — of which water serv ices is the largest component.

DWAF has regional dffices that divide along provincial lines. Importantly, unlike other
gov ernment departments, it does not hav e Provincial Ministers or depatments as
counterparts.

Nationally DWAF is considered one of the more active and able departments and has
been at the frontline of serwvice delivery since 1994.

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

There has been significant change as decentralisation policy has evolved —its current
guise dates from the powers andfunctions introduced by the Municipal Systems Act,
whose implementation it is meant to oversee.

Provincial departments of local government often include housing — otherwise it is
meant to act as thefocus for 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.

DPLG

It has endured frequent re-organisation and high turnov er of staff.

SALGA

The South African Local Government Association is not a formal arm of government,
although it plays anincreasingly important role as the representative of the local
politicians and municipal staff in the local government ‘sphere’ and is a privileged
‘partner’ of government in policymaking.

Originally a loose alliance of provincial associations it recently amalgamated as a
national body, despite some resistancefrom 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 services are the most important of these (financially ) it
has been more active in this sector than other serv ice sectors.

DFID’s Water Services Support Unit within SALGA acted as aforerunner to SALGA'’s
current involvement in Masibambane. It has a water co-ordinator at national level, and
more recently within six of the provinces (funded by Masibambane).

The Water Services Act of 1997 created thefunction of ‘Water Services Authority’. The
Authority function 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 WSAs

confusion on the ground that still continues.

WSAs need to decide who will undertake the twin f unction of ‘Water Service Provider’,
which can be retained by local government or delegated to other actors. Section 78 of
the MSA guides this appointment process.
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Introducing the players — their mandate and structure

Donors

Donors have beeninvolved in the water serv ices sector since the democratic opening of
the ‘90s. Given that South Africa is not dependant on donor resources their influence
has been less strong than in other African countries.

The mainstay of their support has been to institutional and ‘software’ issues — principally
channelled through DWAF. Limied support has gone to NGOs, DPLG or other spheres
of government.

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

Infomer 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 for the priv ate sector in the late ‘90s.

The NGO sectoris now quite weak andfragmented despite efforts from donors to
support it through capacity building initiatives. Only one NGO, Mvula Trust, has a

significant national presence, and this is in decline. The priv ate sector, while an NC;OtT]
important play er as regards consulting and construction, is not a significant actor in an te
operating and managing water or sanitation systems (although Johannesburg do have :;::‘égre

a contract which involv es some private managemernt).

The transfer of powers andfunctions has further marginalised these two actors, as local
government is generally perceived as hostile to NGOs and to priv ate sector
participation. Both parties are represented at national policymakingfora, although their
presence within provincial fora and at local government lev el is much diminished.

National
Treasury

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

The three divisions 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 for sector ministries and engages with them during the budget
process eachy ear. It also compiles the Medium Term Expenditure Framework
Submissions forms that include sector perf omance targets and resource allocations.
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Section One: The backdrop to the South African water sector

Chapter 1 — The roots of collaboration

Era One:
DWAF implements

Structures & Processes

The nature of sector-wide collaboration (rather than more narrowly focussed
‘partne ship’) is such thatitis not possible to saywhen it beginsorends. Itisan

ongoping and e wlving process, as much shape dby changes in the environmentas it
itself shapes thatenvironment

Early seeds

Current collaboration in the water services sector
has its seeds asfar back as the early ‘90s, when

two fora in particular brought together a range of
stakeholders to discuss policy issues and develop a
response to the glaring needs. The firstis
SCOWSAS, the Standing Committee On Water
Supply and Sanitation, which was established in
1992, first through informal discussions and then via
a formal structure. Its legitimacy could only lie in
bringing together a wider cross-section of
stakeholders than had previously been involved,
including non-state actors such as NGOs and the
trade unions. The Committee reviewed national
policy, developing a single set of recommendations
for the new sector, one of which was the setting up
of what became DWAF. Early on SCOWSAS thus
laid the basis for greater cohesion amongst
previously divided and scattered roleplay ers (Colvin
& Gotz).

The Drought Forum was established in response to
severe drought in the early ‘90s. It brought together
political parties and NGOs with government
institutions to ensure that previously neglected rural
communities benefited from government
intervention. Its approach on the ground, taken up
by the nascent Independent Dev elopment Trust (the
IDT, funded by the EU and DFID), was community -
based and focussed on setting up and funding
CBOs (Galvin & Habib and Colvin & Gotz).

This beingsaid, itis important to e xplore the roots of more

re centcollaboration to better understand what has been
effective andwhy. This section thus looks at the context of
the sector and the driving forces behind collaboration. Italso
discusses specific programmes that have been introduced to
encourage co-operation between stakeholde rs and their
rationale. Lastly, itallows us a closer look atsome of the key
stakeholders and their unde lying motiva tions.

DWAF gears up

When the RDP looke d to DW AF to meet the imme diate post-
'94 backlogs, a Directorate for Community Water Supply and
Sanitation (CWSS) was established. This adopted much of
the approach pioneered by the DroughtForum and its spin-
offs (see box) anapproach thatalso founda willing home in
the new Institutional and Social De velopment Directora te.
This early periodalso saw the foundingof the Mvula Trust
(funde dby the De velopme nt Bank of Southern Africa, the
IDT and the EU), an NGO thatadwcateda demand
responsive approach in small rural and peri-urban
communities. A close relationship de velope d be tween the
CW SS programme and Mvula (whose role was as an
‘implementingagent’) that was encapsulated ina signed
agreement in 19% (extended for five years in 1997).

The first three years of democracysaw the sectorbudget
expanding rapidlyas a ple thora ofschemes were de veloped
in previously disadvanta ged, predominantly rural areas.
Although local gove rnment was envisione d as the ultimate
providerof services, the lack of functional structures and

capacity especially in ruralareas and rooted in the delibera te ne glectof pre vious
decades) led to the water sector in effect creating a parallel rural local gove mment
system, forge dby water users committees that planned, implemented and ran their own
schemes (Savage). Others also availed of RDP to get rural infrastructure schemes off the
ground. For instance, the Eastem Cape Amatole District Municipalityestablished local
RDP forums whereby communities could express their needs and identify projects.

Such municipal fora tended to overlap the committees set upby DW AF and Mvula,
leading to early tensions with local gove mment*

The enormous pressure to achie ve results andscale of resources being poured into the
sectorwere delivering visible results on the ground. Howe ver, the sheer rate of
progress started to also manifestitself in an increasingly supply-driven approach, with
outputs and e xpenditure overtaking sustainable community-le vel outcomes as the
primary focus. Some of the laudable gpals in overall policy were thus being

' While Mvula apparentl ytried to broker the relationshi p and s eek written contr acts between local
government and communities, D WAF schemes did not paymuch heed to the nascent local government

structures.
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undermined, and on the ground worrying signs of schemes falling into disrepair or
disuse soon afte rcommissionstarted toappear. The tensions this generatedstarted to
show intemally. A prime example was a 1997 workshop to discuss the extemal
evaluation commissione dafter three years of RDP. With the evidence to hand, some
participants argued fora period ofconsolidationande valuation to ensure progress was
notundermined. Howe ver, 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 (how Limpopo,
Mpumalanga, Kwa-Zulu Natal and Eastern Cape)was DW AF’s imme diate response to
this directive —a framework whereby consortia of private sector firms and NGOs would
delivera call-down ‘package’ of infrastructure delivery accompanie dby consultation
and trainingof communities, to be followe dby handover ofschemes.” Ina sense this
was a programme of formalised collabora tion driven by national gove rnment spending.

Howe ver the pressure seemedsuch that DW AF and others appeared to be racing merely
to standstill. The De partmentof Finance (now the Treasury) was be ginning to look
askance at budge t under spend and as RDP came to an end, rather than fold these
monies into DW AF’s budget, they slashed the capital funding going to DW AF from
abowe R1bn in 1998/99 to around half thatin 1999/2000 (Colvin & Gotz). The capital
fundingwas thus abruptly shifte d from DW AF towards municipalities througha
growing system of direct grant funding (which in hindsight can be seenas a pattern in
Treasury behaviour of using the budget to force institutional change )’

Sanitation: fundamentally collaborative?

As early as June 1995 the multi-disciplinary nature of sanitation was formally 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
Mvula Trust. A separate white paper on a national sanitation policy came about through a
highly consultative process in 1996, during which a National Sanitation Co-ordination Office
(NaSCO) was created and housed within DWAF alongside the department’s sanitation sub-
directorate. They together helped establish Provincial Sanitation Task Teams (PSTT). DFID
was a major supporter of sanitation throughout this period.

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

Local government has long been implicated via its environmental health practitioners who
take responsibility for health and hy giene awareness (and who considerably predated the
legislation around Water Services Authorities). Provincial lev el politicians also (nominally )
hav e a stronger role than in water, as environment, local government, education, health and
housing all hav e Provincial Departments and MECs, whereas DWAF does not.

(Colvin & Gotz and DWAF, 2002)

* “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)

® Currently DWAF are under “substantial pressure to speed up the transfer process ... (Treasury) ... is
the driving force ... in particular through its capacityto change funding relations hips. It has announced
... that DWAF’s owerall water budget will be reduced by20% per annum. The danger of this approach s
that DWAF is essentiall yforced toimplement an exit strategy, whether or not this results in a reliable
service after the transfer”. (Galvin & Habib)
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The view fromlocal government

In the period preceding the 2000elections and the final distribution of powe s and
functions, local government was not idle. The focus of their efforts was the urban
milieu, where capacity was stronger, the mandate clearerand DW AF less active. Thus
in the 1997/98 financial year the six Transitional Me tropolitan Councils, and more than
55 Transitional Local Councils, spent roughly the same as DW AF on deweloping water
services infrastructure (Colvin & Gotz). The principal source of finance came from the
Consolidated Municipal Infrastructure Programme (CMIP), set up following discussions
be tween DW AF, DP LG’ and the Department of Housingin 1997. Be tween1997 and
2003 the sector thus bene fited from R4.%billionof a total R8billion CMIP funding
disbursedby DPLG.

Lewels ofexpenditure aside though, the contrast between CMIP and CWSSwas a stark
one. CMIP neither had the same focus on community-driven processes, noron the role
of NGOs (partly explained by its utbannature, partly by the differing backgrounds of
those mana ging the programme ). Norwere the levels ofservice and subsidy, nor the
financial rules goveming the programmes, similar —a source ofsome tensionbe tween
DW AF and DPLG, and ofsome confusion for municipalities on the ground (especially
once ‘wall-to-wall’ municipalities were introduced in 2000 and many local gove mments
assumed both an urbanand rural mandate).

Tensions also arose concerning the role ofwater committees which DPLG “saw
bypassing and there fore potentially undermining politically fra gile rural local
government structures” (Colvin & Gotz). Italso worried about high runningcosts of
new (and occasionally ove r-designed) DW AF schemes burdening weak and under-
resource d municipalities once transfer took place’ Lack of clarity between roles and
responsibilities (and the informal accountability engendered by se veral years of
implementing schemes) saw communities looking to DW AF forassistance and guidance
over issues that were fastbecoming the rightful purview oflocal councils. Thus tension
be tween local councils and DWAF was also an issue, especially where councils
perceived wate r committees as undermining their role and challenging their authority
(in some cases that formally and informally vested in ‘traditional leade 1s’, who were
being incorporated into the lower spheres of local gove mment). Nor did theyalways
appreciate being told what to doby DW AF, whose capacity and technicalskills may
have lent ita certainarrogance, despite (orsometimes because of) their receding
mandate for delivery.

Tensions on the ground were in part beingaddressed by, part create dby, de velopments
atnationallevel DW AF's 1997 Water Services Act brought with it some crucialshifts in
roles and responsibilities especially relating to local govemment While formally

re cognising local government’s ‘responsibility’ forensuring access to waterservices, it
introduced the twin concepts of Water Services Authority WSA —always vested in local
gowernment) and Water Services Provider (W SP—-a function that could be re tained in-
house or dele gated to extemal providers).

7 Known then as the Department of Constitutional Development.

* “Inrecent years the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry has pursued a multibillion rand
programme of supplying water directly to communities. The programme is beginning to have a significant
and positi ve impact on the quality of life of rural people. Howeer, largely due to the transitional process
in local gover nment, this programme has often bypass ed municipalities in the past. The Department of
Water Affairs and Forestry has committed itself to a systematic institution-building programme at the local
government | evel to ensur e local government involvement in the programme”. (DPLG as noted in Colvin
& Gotz)
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Furthe rmore the Actrequiredall WSAs to develop
Water Services De velopmentPlans (W SDPs) -
holistic and inte grated planning tools requiring
consulta tion with communities and supposedly
aligned with the more macro Inte grated

De wvelopmentPlans (IDPs)being promoted by
DPLG’

The Water Services Actalso laid the groundwork for
DW AF to start addressing the hitherto ne glected
issue of re gula tion, de veloping norms andstandards,
tariff guidelines, and modelcontracts and guide lines
forWSAs."” In doingso italso provided a framework
within which DW AF could work constructively with
municipalities to help them assume their WSA
responsibilities and to pre pare the new WSDPs."

Supporting municipalities

The role of supporting municipalities intimate dby
the "97 Actwas notwholly new to DW AF, nor
importantly, for the various donors present in the
sectorsince the early “90s. Early donor support
within the sector hadbeen primarily channe lle d
through DW AF (withonly 2% going to NGOs) and
was mostlycontrolled via DW AF nationally. The
vast majority of this was not for hardware but for
software aspects, including institutionaland policy
aspects and pilot projects. The fundingwas mostly
projectbased and donor/DW AF re lations mostly
bilateral. Although DW AF did disperse these
projects re gionally, observers have found limited

e vidence of donor co-ordination. (Galvin & Habib)

DFID, the EU and others had forse veral years been
running programmes that tried to build ca pacity
withinmunicipalities to tackle waterand sanita tion
issues — GI'Z had been workingwithin DPLG on
similar topics. Shortly after the Water Services Act
came into force DANID Aembarke dona programme
to investigate the implications of the new le gislation
and to support nascent WSAs — this grew in Kwa-
Zulu Natal into a DW AF programme called ISWIP
(Implementing Sustainable Water Services
Institutions Programme).

9

Overview of legislation

Key roles of national, provincial and local government for water
and sanitation provision are allocated in the Constitution. It
tasks local government with the responsibility for provision of
sustainable services to communities, with the support of
provincial and national government.

The Water Services Act (Act 108 of 1997) aims to assist
municipalities to undertake their role as water services
authorities and to look after the interests of the consumer. It
also clarifies the role of other water services institutions;
especially water services providers and water boards.

The Municipal Structures Act (Act 33 of 2000) provides for the
establishment of municipalities in accordance with the
requirements relating to categories and ty pes of municipality
and to provide for an appropriate division of functions and
powers between categories of municipality. The Act allocates
the responsibility for water services to the district municipality
or the local municipality i authorised by the Minister of
provincial and local government.

The Municipal Sy stems Act (Act 32 of 2000) focuses on the
internal sy stems and administration of a municipality. The Act
introduces the diff erentiation between the function of an
authority and that of a provider. It also identifies the
importance of alternative mechanismsfor providing municipal
services and sets out certain requirements for entering into
partnerships. Particularly pertinent here is Section 78 of the
Act, discussed in more detail later.

The Municipal Demarcation Act (Act 27 of 1998) created ‘wall-
to-wall’ municipalities and was important in that rural and
urban areas were consolidated, which allowed for cross-
subsidisation and a more effective use of resources. It also
meant later WSAs hav e to cope with both urban and rural
water and sanitation.

The Division of Revenue Act, which is enacted annually, gives
effect to Section 214(1) of the Constitution that provides for the
equitable division of nationally raised revenue among the three
spheres of government. The Act for 2002 makes provision for
the CWSS as an ’Indirect Conditional Grant ’ to fund a basic
level of water services and the implementation of infrastructure
projects where municipalities lack the capacity to do so.

The White Paper on Basic Household Sanitation (DWAF,
2001) emphasises the provision of a basic level of household
sanitation to those areas with the greatest need. It focuses on
the safe disposal of human waste in conjunction with
appropriate health and hy giene practices. The key to this
White Paper is that provision of sanitation services should be
demand driven and community -based with a focus on
community participation and household choice. (Amended
from DWAF, 2002)

The Municipal Systems Act of 2000 required interim IDPs as “comprehensive and strategic

management tools” for local government's newjurisdictions. Project Implementation and Management
Support System Centres to assist were launched and hous ed within some district municipalities. In
practice however, IDPs have been criticised for not being as consultative as originally hoped, as well as
encouraging some planning and funding par allel to the formal process. Moreover the process of
preparing themis a laborious one, and they are often not being used as the strategic management tools
foreseen. Similar criticisms have been levelled against DWAF’s WSDP process.

10

This was apparentlya consultati ve process inwolving 12 nationwi de works hops with municipalities .

"' Who exactly had this responsibility remained unclear for a number of years, thanks to alack of clarity
fromDPLG etc., with the Minister retaining discretion over allocation of powers and functions between
district and local municipalities. Eventually 155 WSAs were decided upon, many more than the foreseen
54 district municipalities . Inthe Eastern Cape a mix of district and | ocal municipalities are now the

appointed WS As.
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Three very different provinces

The three provinces in which the Masibambane programme (discussed later) was rolled out, Kwa-Zulu
Natal, the Eastern Cape and Limpopo, are very different on several levels. These contextual diff erences
are very important for how collaboration has dev eloped in each province and for the strategies adopted.

In Kwa-Zulu Natal regional councils had more experience in water services than the nascent regional
DWAF and this has had an important impact on the relationship between municipalities and DWAF. It
also benefited early from the ISWIP and thus municipal capacity is generally stronger here. The regional
fora, WATSAN, had been up and running for some time before the advent of the Masibambane
programme.

The highly contested political nature of the province and the important role play ed by traditional leaders
has also impacted the water services sector, and in particular the attitudes to water users committees and
the like. National directives tend to be received more circumspectly in the province and this will influence
the national/provincial linkages looked at later.

SALGA, which started as a loose association of provincial associations, has charted a diff erent course in
Kwa-Zulu Natal, which initially resisted the national amalgamation. National SALGA’s role in the province
has thus been of a different calibre than elsewhere.

In the Eastern Cape DWAF has been a stronger presence, partly as it benefited from strong staff
transferring from the former homelands of Transkei and Ciskei. Municipalities have generally been
weaker than in Kwa-Zulu Natal and this has led to a different set of relationships between DWAF and local
government. The presence of Amatole Water Board has also been important for the province.

Donors and other actors took many different approaches before 2000 to establishing water services in the
province. Thus the issue of fragmentation was especially strong in this province.

Limpopo had (and still has) perhaps the lowest capacity of all. The relationship between politicians and
technocrats has historically been fairly poor, as has been that between DWAF and local government.
Regional DWAF has perhaps been slower to transform itself than elsewhere and these and other factors
hav e influenced the tone of the collaboration. Progress in reducing backlog has been the least impressive
and issues such as transfers even more of a headache.

Importantly none of the three provinces have an MEC (provincial minister) for Water and Forestry — this
has not improv ed the liaison with provincial politicians and made it harder for technocratic and political
spheres to work together.

To beginwith ISWIP was somewhat stop-startas re gional 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
DW AF helped getthem round the table to be gin with, allied to the placement of DW AF-
funde dsupport staff directly within local govemment As momentum gathered, ISWIP
piloted various institutional support models for WSAs and le t the re gional councils
decide themselves on their most appropriate arrangements.”? Across the country new
WSDP re gional co-ordinators were also he Iping municipalities prepare these plans and
tie them inwith IDPs, thus complementingearly DPLG support for the latter.

In contrast the EUwas inwlved primarily in the Eastem Cape and in Limpopo. I the
former, R100-120millionwas going towards a programme of infrastructure

de velopment in which itworke d with Mvula and other implementinga gents. This
programme, while not dissimilar from CW SS, remainedoutside the DWAF programme
andalso had few links to local gove mment (although it did supportsome restructuring
of provincial DW AF). Bycontrast, in Limpopo R250 millionover three years was
effectively being provide das direct budge t support to DW AF — this was channelled via
BoTT, which in lieu of provincial DW AF capacity proceeded to build its own. (Galvin &
Habib)

* Although some local governments felt that the WSA / WSP distinction was somewhat abstract (in Kwa-
Zulu Natal many had been providing water services long before 1994) a concurrent DWAF s upport
programme, BoTT, used DWAF ‘sustainability funds to ‘retrofit schemes to prepare for their transfer to
local government.
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DFID hadchosen yet another route, focusing on local gove rnment. Its
main project named the Water Service Support Unit (WSSU), assiste d
in the transferof waterservices responsibility to rural local councils. It
worked in Limpopo and Mpumalanga via a co-ordinator based within
SALGA, with the Terms of Re ference established and consultants
chosen by DW AF, DPLG and SALGA (despite the focus beingon local
gowernment, DPLG did not take upanofferof staffsupport hence the
loca tion within SALGA). (Galvin & Habib).

Masibambane: ’let’s w ork together’

All these various strands came toge ther in 2000. Within the
‘international’ watersector the notion ofa sector-wide approach was
gaining ground, and in keepingwith this the member sta tes of the
European Union decided to pool theirsupport to the South African
watersector.” This meant the ywould need to inte grate the existing
programmes into one macro programme of ‘sector support’.
Accordingly the donors sat downwith the South African government to
discuss what a multi-donor support initia tive would look like.

The result was Masibambane; a programme of co-ordinated ‘sector
support’. The purpose was to ‘supportand strengthen the waterand
sanita tion services sector in South Africa as a whole and in three
targeted provinces in particular, and to support the proper functioning
oflocal gove mment in terms of the current policy and le gisla tive
framework’."* Thus notonly did the new programme bring under one
roof much of the previous donor funding, but it combined elements of
those pre vious programmes, including the e xpe rience of ISWIP, the EU
in Limpopo and DFID’s approach to supporting local government via
SALGA. Importantly for this particular re view, the ‘functioningof the
water services sector’ (e mphasis added) now became a target for support
in and of itself (Colvin & Gotz).

The first phase of Masibambane provided direct budge tarysupport
channelled through DW AF. The effect of this was that R800 million was
added to DW AF’s R3.4billion budge tas a lump sum ra ther than split
into separate projects (itis not currently clear to the re view whether the
aggregate totalalso wentup). These monies there fore essentially
‘topped up’ all DWAF line items, with the primary decisions about how

The case for focusing on
building WSAs: 1999

“Apart from a growing concern over the
need for sustainability, are there other
influences which could or should be
shaping the future RWSS programme?
The first is the declining budgets for
DWAF programmes. There are plans to
reduce the capital expenditure budget in
favour of an integrated, single window
CMIP (Consolidated Municipal
Infrastructure 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 influence is a clear
commitment, within the Constitution and
subsequent white papers, to
decentralization ... The important point is
that ultimately water services are clearly a
local government responsibility .

Therefore the various central government
agencies which may have had a role in
service delivery, one way or another, need
to shift their approach towards facilitating
the success of others, principally local
government. An important part of this is
to identify the Water Services Authorities
... and empowering them to fuffil their
roles. The WSA should be helped to
identify appropriate WSPs and to
conclude fair 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 service provision
is to be achieved. And a lack of present
capacity in a WSA is no excuse to dictate
to or ignore them.” (Jackson)

this took place and where the mone ywent being made by DW AF (although this may
have been in conjunctionwith donors: more lighton how donors came toge ther to
discuss such issues with DW AF could be helpful). Itwas also decided that the
programme would require dedicated co-ordination, providing it with the leverage
necessary to introduce programmes and processes outside of DW AF’s normalapproach
(Galvin & Habib). While the mana gementof the programme reside d within DWAF,
initially a programme co-ordinator was place d within SALGA (presumably building on
the experience of the DFID programme ), although soon thereafter this was superseded
bya Programme Management Unit’ created within DW AF itself This was felt

necessary in order to be tter le verage the De partment's involve ment'

"> This shift was bolstered bya move towards budget support for Poverty Reduction Strategy Papers
(PRSPs), which wer e a requirement for Highly Indebted Poor Countries to get debt relief. This did not

apply to South Africathough. As for SWAPs, definitions vary(see Kandafor more).

' The three provinces were those that made up fully 80% of the national backog, namelyLimpopo,

Kwa-Zulu Natal and the Eastern Cape. (Masibambane, 2003a)

"> Thereviewcould perhaps better understand the role and efficacy of the PMU (see SS1.1 of

Masibambane, 2003a).
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While DW AF at the national le vel was the recipient - via the Treasury -of the
Masibambane support money, the bulk of the initial activity intended to be at provincial
level

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

1. Sectororientation, induding: developing a dear policy frarmework; the strategic

orientation of recent policy and legislation; a ‘services provision approach
ratherthan project’ approach (cited as ‘dominating the sectorto date’).

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

3. Institutional support, induding: strengthening the capacity and skills of each
sphere of govemment and other roleplayers ... to fulfil respective water
services functions; improving technical, managerial and administration skills;
bolstering the institutional capadty of WSAs; supporting ... transfer of functions
from DWAF to local govemment.

The programme proposal alsostated that, “interaction between institutions is critical,
hence a significantelement of the programme willbe to strengthen inte gra ted planning
and co-ordina ted mana gement within the sector. Co-ordinationwill be of a horizontal
and vertical nature ... in keepingwith the national move towards a multi-sectoralor
‘cluster’ approach”'® and that “DW AF will implement the program. Where ver possible
the provisionof services willbe implemented through District or Re gional Councils

Tensions within DWAF

At the outset of the Masibambane
programme, national DWAF national had a
planning department that was in the process
of developing provincial-wide plans for water
services. The process was fairly rigorous and
had been underway for some time.

The development of the MAAPs, which was a
very participatory y et rough-and-ready
process, done quickly and partly as a basis
for funding proposals, therefore ov erlapped
somewhat with this national process. This
caused some tension within DWAF as
Masibambane was run out of a different

department- Project Dev elopment Support.

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

This issue, which is explored later, is an
example of the importance of where those
who engage in, or in this case drive,
collaborativ e processes, sit within their own
organisation and how the organisation itself
manages its ‘partnership interface’.
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where these institutions have adequate capacity (forwhich capacity
will be built up)"’. [OW AF, 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, ra pidly established to get things rolling saw it
as “a necessity to involwe all the stakeholders” in de veloping these
plans.”® This was fundamental for two reasons; firstly the MAAP
was meant to be a ‘living document, which would s pan se veral
years and require the active involvementof all the stakeholders to
implement the objectives therein. Secondly, an inclusive and open
process from the outsetwouldbe key to achieving this given that
“relations between some of the ke y role-pla yers we re somewha't
strained” (the reasons for which have already beenalluded to).
(DW AF, 2000a)

Accordingly the ttam made a delibe ra te effort to set up new and
informal structures rather than ‘squee 2’ into e xisting ones
(structures that could have discourage dsome stakeholders andset
a less collaborative tone at the outset). In the Easttm Cape two
‘strate gy workshops” were held and apparentlywell attended bya
broad cross-section of stakeholders. Consensus on the future vision
and direction of wa ter services in the re gion was sought with high-
le el goals and strate gies the output. This fed into the first draft of
the MAAP, whichwas discussed at the second workshop.

In abidtoimprove cohesion across National Departments they have been ‘clustered’ together (on the

initiative of the Presidency) with D WAF in the social cluster alongside the Departments of Health and of

Social Development.

7 This document predated the final powers and functions decision between district and local

municipalities and thus local municipalities are not mentioned.

'"" Therole of the Gearing Up team maybe 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 ‘honest broker’.
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Importantly, it was here that time was “dewted to discussingand de veloping
re comme nda tions with respect to important ‘cross-cutting’ or theme strategies suchas
gender issues, environmental impacts, PPP’s and the use of the NGO sector”. (DW AF,

2000a)” .
“The role of the Steering
Fortuitously, the seeds of this formalstructure soughtby Masibambane (see quote) Committee at the regional
were already taking root. DW AF hadbeen worried for some time about the duplication level was in effect play ed by
) the two strategy workshops,
of programmes and a pproaches, some thing remarke d upon by se veral extemal although a more formal
evaluations during that period. The Directorof Planningand Implementation in the structure may have to be set
Eastern Cape had takenspecial note and had starte d to convene a forum aimed at be tter up in the next phase. The

Working Group has proved to
be a particularly effective
structure and was very well

co-ordinating the diverse activities. This coincided nicely with the de velopmentof the
provincial MAAP, which acted as a basis for the initial funding proposal to the donors.

Thus a plan with no inherentstructure (the MAAP ) found a welcome home in a attended by all six of the
structure that to allextents and purposes still lacked a plan, and importantly, no District Councils, the
obvious source of financing, Department of Local

Government and Housing and
Thus was the Inte grate d Water Services Mana gement Forum (IW SMF) bornand a DWAF.”
Terms of Reference de veloped. The structure remained informaland outside the realm (DWAF, 2000a)

of formal le gislation (unlike W ATSAN 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 nasce nt Masibambane programme, IW SMF was off
to a good start.

According to se veral informants, the fact that from the outset the re was moneyon the
table for infrastructure (apart from that forsoftware issues such as training), was
important for getting and holding people’s attention® The collaborative nature of the
first MAAP’s strate gic workshops in the Eastem Cape hadalso persuaded people that
through atte nding the ycould influence how and where this money was to be spent (and
as the box on page 16shows, the amounts were not insignificant).

Masibambane’s capacity building efforts

Masibambane has helped fund staff within DWAF, who could support the collaborative processes themsel es, whilst

also providing institutional support to municipalities. The importance of this contribution cannot be underestimated.

Despite this valuable support, Masibambane staff and activities hav e not alway s been integrated well into line functions
- and this has created a degree of resentment within DWAF. A number within DWAF still consider Masibambane as just
- another 'donor programme’.

r
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

i As well as funding staff in DWAF Masibambane has been unusual in taking the step of funding (significant numbers of )

1 individuals within different partner organisations. In the Eastern Cape, this took the form of funding staff within the

1 Water Services Authorities. After a period of three y ears municipalities were required to pay these staff in full or
 terminate their contracts. This simultaneously ensured that municipalities had minimum levels 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 sofar can be said to have worked within SALGA and not within

i DPLG. Whatever the reasons for this, the practice certainly has important implications for how the partnership interface
- is created within organisations and how this function becomes mainstreamed or not. While staff placements in WSAs

: using Masibambane funding hav e been important in building the capacity of municipalities, the future rate of absorption

! of these staff within municipal structures will be an indicator of institutionalisation by municipalities.

1

' This is interesting when considering the effecti veness froma donor standpoint of Masibambane.
Clearly none of these issues were coming through stronglyin the ‘vision and direction’ and hadtobe
wor ked in somewhat artificially at alater stage. The various reviews of Masibambane find that these
cross-cutting issues did not fare particularly well.

* The pace of change over the previous 10 years had apparentlycontributed to a veryoperational

minds et, and that, combined with the pressure on the ground for delivery, made the availability of finance
for har dware a crucial lever for attendance.
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From a provincial programme to national strategy

One of the issues that the W SMF and other Masibambane fora faced in the early days
was that they often found themselves operatinginsomewhatofa policy vacuum. All
stakeholders were struggling with the ongping transformation of local government and
at provincial le vel the re was frustration with a lack of clarity from na tional le vel about
certainkey issues (free basic waterwas one, see section three formore). The mid-term
re view of the programme found, for instance, that, “there was little guidance from

DW AF Head Office at the start-upand implementa tion of Masibambane in te rms of
policyrelated to a wide range of factors” (Masibambane, 2003a). While this le ft officials
within DW AF responsible for the programme feeling “cut-off from mana gement” and
generated frustration fornon-DW AF stakeholde rs, the message did slowly work its way
upward, helped in partby Masibambane itself

Where frustrations at implementa tion le vel, stemming from policy incoherence, poor
guidance or other issues with their roots atnational level, used to take their time to
‘trickle up’ to national le vel, and did so in a ratherad hoc way, Masibambane was

be ginning to provide a more solid platform for this dialogue and transmission. National
officials closely inwlved in operations attende d provincial fora meetings and were able
to hear at first hand some of the challenges. Moreover, by providinga forum where
these couldbe table d and discussed be tween diffe rents ta keholde s, the potency and
strength of these provincial messages was greatlyenhanced. Furthermore, whereas

re giona | DW AF had pre viously found itself hamstrung by playinga ‘relaying’ role

be tweenstakeholders (e.g be tween DW AF nationaland WSAs) increasingly openand
multi-lateral dialogue was possible, reducing the scope for confusion, mistrustand
distortions via ‘translation’.

At national le vel reporting mechanisms (ofwhich more later), such as the Masibambane
Co-ordinating Committee, felta need to move be yond strict ‘reporting’ to discuss and
compare notes from provincial levelon the development and impact of national le vel
decisions. This enhanced collaborationat provincial le vel, sparked in part by the
dewelopment of MAAPs and nurtured by the collaborative fora, was starting to trickle

Brokers and champions

Partnership analy sts and practitioners
are increasingly paying attention to the
role of internal and external brokers. In
Masibambane, the broker role has been
important, shifting around over time
between diff erent individuals and
different organisations.

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

Partnership brokers (who facilitate, cajole
and encourage) should be distinguished
from the often complementary role of
partnership champions (who provide
access and enthusiasm).

In light of the replication and scaling up
of Masibambane in phase two and the
creation of various MIG fora, the various
roles required to deliver a partnership of

this scale require further unpacking.

Transmission mechanisms

It is interesting to note how collaboration in one arena (in this
case at provincial level) can prompt co-operation in another
(national level). The transmission mechanisms for this could be
better understood but it is clear that individuals play an important
role.

In the South African water sector early collaboration benefited
from the fact that key individuals 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 from Kwa-Zulu Natal to the Eastern Cape and up to
national level partly due to good relationships between individual
early champions and the movement of staff from regional DWAF
to head office. Similarly the early Masibambane co-ordinators
within SALGA had worked previously in DWAF and knew many
of the key role-play ers personally .

Howev er, this transmission would not have been as successful
had the enabling framework for collaboration not been in place,

and as collaboration matures and is broadened we need to make
sure that we have mechanisms that do not rely solely on good

relationships between individuals and personal champions.
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upwards, bringing pressures at national le vel fora similarmowe towards openand
collaborative discussionand decision-making.

The table below shows the rates of delivery in the three Masibambane provinces. As the

finale valuation of Masibambane phase one notes, “Limpopo was also on targe tand

serving roughly equal numbers to Kwa-Zulu Natal during 2001/02 and 2002/03but
delivery in Limpopo collapse d froma quote d 430,000 people served with RDP water in
2001/02 to only 26,000se rved withwater in 2003/04. The apparent collapse in delivery

in Limpopo coincides with funds being transfe rred to municipalities and municipalities
taking over responsibility for implementa tion. It is clear in re trospect that Limpopo
Province must have been ill prepared for decentraliza tion.”

Delivery on Mas ibambane targets in original three provinces

Province |MSB target:|Actual MSB target:|Actual MSB target:|Actual
people people households [toilets built |health and [health and
serv ed with [served with |serv ed with hy giene hy giene
water RDP water |sanitation education |education

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

Cape

Kwa-Zulu | 804,000 889,166 55,000 73,611 800,000 317,091

Natal

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

(Source: Masibambane, 2003 a)

A note on sector spending

The table below is taken from the final e valuation of Masibambane phase one. It re ports
onbudge ted and actual expenditure across the various KFAs (key focus areas)
Masibambane is meant to act upon. These are disa ggre gatedby province.

Budget and actual expenditure by KFA for the three Masibambane provinces
Province KFA 11 KFA 10 KFA 12 KFA 13 KFA 18
(figures Theme 1: Theme 2: Theme 3: Inst. Theme 4: . Cross-
in Sector Service delivery support Transfers cutting/management
millions orientation support
of. 4 Budget | Actual | Budget | Actual| Budget| Actual| Budget | Actual | Budget Actual
Rand)
Eastern 15 17 226 505 20 22 8 14 30 16
Cape
Kwa- 4 3 718 285 15 15 5 5 40 38
Zulu
Natal
Limpopo 7 4 561 226 24 23 34 31 2 0
National 50 34 2184 1032 81 78 97 73 136 112
total

(Source: Table 4Cby Deloitte Consortium in Masibambane Final Evaluation Report, 2004)

Two things are of particular interest One is that 80%or more of the budgetis being
spenton ‘service delivery” (theme two) — this is pre dominantly capital funding for
infrastructure (although it is not very clear how existing CW SSand CMIP funding is
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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 outset

The second observation is that often 25% ormore of the budget foreach theme isbeing
allocated outside the original three Masibambane provinces. Here itappears that
Masibambane was spending mone ywithout the ‘collaborative structures’ necessarily
being in place.

What the table does notshow is that Masibambane money went from donors to the
Treasury to DW AF. The Treasury, in keeping with its normal practice regarding donor
money, insisted that this be “tagge d’ as ‘donor money’. Thus, from the outset,
Masibambane money appeared labeled as such in the DW AF budget. One important
consequence of this was that Masibambane funding and its allocation within the DW AF
programme of action became imme diately visible. This reinforce d the perceptions both
of Masibambane as a donor-funded programme and as one that, although managed
from a specific part of DWAF, cut across se veral other line functions andareas of
responsibility.

While this visibility may ha ve he Ipe d 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 mana gers within DWAF in general Who may have resentedboth the
siz ofbudgets inwlwedand its intrusion into ‘their line function”). It may also hamper
institutionalisa tion of the collaborative approach into standard de partmental practice.

Treasury and decentralisation

The National Treasury is heavily committed to the overall thrust of
decentralisation and has in many cases been driving this through the Division of
Revenue Act and other tools.

Reforms to the sy stem of intergovernmental fiscal relations and the finances
those of municipal structures and systems hav e been designed to be “mutually
supporting”. From 2000 growth in downward transfers has been significant,
rising at a nominal av erage of 25% peryear from R5.5 billion in 2000/01 to
around R10.8 billion in 2004/05. Thus the share of nationally raised revenue
going to local government has risen by around 18% per y ear ov er this period.
Between 1995/96 and 2005/06 local government’s share of national revenue will
have risen by over 90% in real terms. (Savage)
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Section Tw o: Assessing collaboration in the sector today

Era Two:

Chapter 2 — The subjects of collaboration Transition

< Sub jeds ) Strudures

In unpackingcollabora tion we first look at those subjects thatcollaboration has dealt
with and those it hasnot The water services sector is essentially composed of five
inter-related ‘arenas’. Implementation takes place at ground le vel, within
municipalities, whilst policymaking is typically more of anationalaffair. Planning,
budgeting and re gulating link the two, and thus bring toge ther the differentspheres of
gowvernment.

Policymaking

As a reaction to the changes to the institutional landsca pe, DWAF
stared work ona new water policysome time in 2001/02. This was not
a particularly multi-late ral process, and be ganaround the same time as PO|ICy -maki ng

the Mini Lekgotlas and WSSLG we re beingestablished (see page 23). - = o National /
In 2002a first draft was presented by DW AF at WSSLG. The other D, il G Provincial
sectorstakeholders, relishing the new space for dialogue that the forum level

provided, did not receive the draft particularly well, on grounds
relating both to its substance and the process ofits preparation. In the
face of this opposition DW AF decided that it was be tter to engage with
these sector partners, de veloping a new policy that was acceptable to
all. This was a crucial moment for the nationalcollaboration. The

consultative process thatensued, involving all major nationaland local Municipal /

partners, resulted ina policy, the Strate gic Framework for Water H011lse1’iold
Services, which had the buy in ofallmajor na tional players, induding eve
SALGA.

Seweraladvanta ges were cited by interviewees to havinga collectively- Water services delivery ‘arenas’

ownedwater policy. Mostsimply put, a policy prepared
collaboratively is owned more widely and there fore easier to
implement Opponents to reform can be made part of the process. Moreover, at the
time the policy is promulgated there is likely tobe greater understanding of the
implications and coherence in interpretation. One key factor in the subsequent buy-in
from localauthorities was that SALGA disseminate d the policy to its members rather
than DW AF. The process surrounding the stra te gic framework also increased the
credibilityand respect for DW AF as an institutionamongst sector partners.

Policymaking — sometimes collaborative, sometimes not

The framework of the WSSLG and MCC provided the opportunity for greater collective involvement in the

dev elopment of policies and strategies but this was by no means automatic. Neither the water policy nor the
local government legislation prior to 2000 had formalised in particularly collaborative ways, and the
announcement of free basic water as a policy in 2001, was gestated predominantly within Cabinet, and was
not an initiative emanating particularly from DWAF or any other sector partner. Both WSSLG and MCC are
facilitated by donor funding, which purports to support and follow government policy rather than seek to make
it (the South African government itseff is very sensitive to suggestions of donor influence ov er national policy ).
One can surmise, howev er, that the relationship is not entirely straightforward.

Planning

Water Services Development Plans and IDPs: At the municipal le vel, W SAs needed
supportin de weloping their Wa ter Se rvices De velopmentPlans. The institutional
support, both in terms of consultants and sta ffsupport provided by Masibambane, has
helpedsignificantly in enabling municipalities to pre pare their WSDPs. Howe ver the
pre parationappears fairly technocra tic and draws significant time and effort from staff



The impact of Masibambane within
DWAF

Masibambane played a key role in dev eloping more
robust regional/national relationships within DWAF,
and the sector in those provinces. It has contributed
to improvements in the managerial relationship
between regional and national DWAF doffices, and
Masibambane reporting is now being used as a
prompt for an internal management meeting within
DWAF before presenting to the forum
(Masibambane was the first arena for quarterly
reporting in the sector, now widespread).

Previously DWAF'’s internal reporting structures
were less effective. DWAF now has far better
information on the state of implementation of water
services budgets and problems being faced, and
therefore is in afar better position to respond to the
needs of the regions and municipalities.

DWAF Reborting Structures

MANCO

WSFMC

DWAF REGIONS

Budgeting
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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 cha pter of the IDP, some at
municipal levelsee them as two distinct processes —
ensuring consistency between the two is a challenge.
The demands thus being made by the sector on
municipa lities, while understandable, maybe

imbalance d in comparison to other sectors. Importantly,
the IDP process, if followed as envisaged, is a
transparent and participatory one (although criticism
regarding the depthand quality of participation in IDPs
is widespread).

Some re gional DW AF offices seem to have beenslow to
change to a role ofsupport, rather than control, and
WSDPs maybe playinga role in this inertia. Legally
WSDPs only need to be approve dby council, howe ver
there are reports insome parts of the country that

re gional DW AF offices insist on ve tting these plans, as
wellas instances of plans being 'rejected” for technical
reasons (with limited support given to WSAs to rectify
this).”!

At national level: The strate gic framework setouta
sound platform for the development ofstrate gies and
plans for actors within the sector by establishing

clear national priorities for the water services
sector;

. the institutional framework that embracedfiscal
and administrative decentralisation; and

clear ownership by the major players in the
sector.

Significant improvements have beenmade in the quality
of strate gies, plans andbudgets. With the introduction
of Key Focus Areas in the 2003/04 DW AF stra te gic plans,
the sector is now more alignedwith the cabinet’s

me dium-term objectives, and are performance-oriented,
setting outclear objectives for the sectoras a whole. This
is discussed more below .

Initially it was unclear how the DW AF strate gic plans and KF As were linked to national
DW AF or local government budge tallocations. Howe ver, the KFAs have increasingly
been influencing resource allocation, e ven though the MT'EF documenta tion does not
take into account the DW AF KF As specifically.

An elaborate sector work-planning process has been de veloped for Masibambane,
linking budge talloca tions and activities to these KFAs ata national, re gional, andeven
WSA level. Municipal WSDPs are also increasingly taking into account the KF As.

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 insectoral approaches. The corollary of
this is a collectively agreed sector-wide me dium-term budget to match these plans.

*' This type of resistance to change is common atthe outset of decentralisation and overcoming it will
require strong management links between regional and national DWAF. Some change andimprovement
is apparent though, for instance inthe Eastern Cape.
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Thus, as for policy formula tion, strategic planning and
budge ting processes at the national, re glonal, and local
gowernment le vel need to be transparent to help increase
ownership, accountability and the likelihood of
implementation. If planningis tobe participatory there
isa case to be made for budge ting to also be - this
allows those responsible for implementing
(municipalities) to be engaged inboth planning and
budgeting that feeds up toa national level. Involving
local government re presenta tives in sectorbudge ts, and
in the strate gic planningand budge ting forDW AF, may
make sense.

Howe ver the water sector is some way from this good
practice. Althoughbudgetallocations are made public,
it was unclear how allocation decisions were made
withinDW AF. Sector stakeholders are concerned that
the DW AF budget process is not particularly
transparent. Moreover, the annual sector work-
planning process appears to have e volve d somew hat
outside the core DWAF strate gic planningand

budge ting process, reacting to the outcomes of those
processes, rather thanbeing part of them. There was
disappointmentabout the DWAF budge t in 2004/05,
whe re Masibambane funds were moved out of

Transfers and Section 78

The transfer of powers and functions for water services
delivery to local authorities meant that DWAF had to
withdraw from deliv ering services directly. This proved to
be more than just a simple exercise of handing over
schemes. Municipalities did not want schemes loaded
with excess personnel that required ongoing subsidies to
run. Staff working for DWAF were not comfortable moving
to work for municipalities. Section 78 threw up a different
set of problems. WSAs were largely institutions with
weak capacity, howev erthey were being asked to go
through a very complex process to select service
providers.

It was clear that there were a series of issues that needed
resolution at the national lev el in both cases before
consistent implementation could take place. An Inter-
departmental Transfer Committee was established
including DWAF, DPLG, SALGA and importantly National
Treasury. A similar interdepartmental committee was
established for Section 78. Interestingly these processes
were not part of the formal national lev el sector
collaborativ e process, although the Masibambane
programme has facilitated the committees. The MCC and
WSSLG are informed of progress, and the issues arising

out of the implementation are discussed.

collaborative areas into infrastructure provisionby DW AF, without significant
consulta tion taking place. This undermined the cre dibility of DW AF in terms of the

partnership.

Regulation

The Strate gic Framework sets out the basic principles forwaterservices re gulation,
howe ver there has been little movement on this until recently. Two important sets of
initiatives are unde rway that will contribute towards this. Firstly, a regulatory
framework is being drafted by DW AF, putting meatonto the bones of whatis proposed
in the Strate gic Framework? Secondly, various benchmarking initia tives 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 initia tives are being used as intemal tools to improve performance,
they also provide anopportunity for improving accountability to the public (more of
which later). Arecent development has seen these various initia tives merged (via a
Memorandum of Understanding between DWAF and the various parties)and DW AF
will rely on these as it takes benchmarking forward. This maybe therefore a good
example of collaborators, initially working separately, coming toge therand melding

theirefforts into a standard tool for the sector.

Imple menting

At the regional le vel, provincial fora and their technical committees ha ve been the focus
for practical problemsolving. Early on in the collaboration provincial structures were
left to sortout their implementa tion problems, but as the linka ges be tween provincial
and national improved, so did the responsiveness of national DW AF in providing
appropriate policies and guidance to solve local issues. The Section 78 and transfer

> It has not been clear how much of a cons ultati ve process this has been. Regulation can be perceived
as anintrusive and confrontational topic, thereby upsetting relations between the centre and WSAs —it
seems that with this in mind D WAF has to date seemed reticent to introduce it explicitlyand open it up for

collaborative discussion.
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processes were rolled out to the provinces, with re gional task teams established
replicating their national counterparts. Unlike the nationalcollaboration, in Eastem
Cape these groups became partof the collaborative structures. Provincial stakeholders
in Eastem Cape felt thatnational DWAF had become more in touch with local issues,
and that communication had improved. An initial confronta tional re lationship has been
re placed bya more constructive collaborative a pproach.

At the local le vel, when it comes to actual implementa tion, much policy is implemented
bilaterally. For instance individual transferagreements are reached between DW AF and
the concerned WSA. Section 78 processes are carried outwithin local governments.
Municipalities themse Ives mana ge infrastructure provision.

1 Collaboration across sectors proves more difficult

+ As we shall see, not all implementation problems that hav e needed collaboration have actually been solved. Capacity
- building and sanitation represent examples where collaborative policies have been developed, but implementation has
- proved farfrom easy or automatic. These two areas have one common feature — they are both cross-sectoral issues,
- and therefore by necessity involve more than one department. The nature of collaboration ov er ‘water issues’ is that it
- has been easier for DWAF to take the lead and plough on in spite of others’ actions. The fact that DPLG has been a

- relatively inactive partner has not hindered progress.

[}
[}
L}
1
1
1
|
[}
1 Both these issues almost inherently require collaboration, but struggle to mov e forwards decisively, whilst a further

1 problem facing 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 move,

; Whilst waterborne sanitation is very hard to afford (certainly not without national assistance). Actors in the health sector

; tend to be more interested in curative serwvices rather than prev entative measures. Capacity building is often not a local

: political priority, because there are few visible results. Therefore councils hav e little incentive to address capacity gaps,
;or confront sanitation. Strategies in these fields hav e not been able to address these fundamental concerns and this may
i explain in part their lack of progress.

1
1
|

1 For the purposes of reviewing ‘sector collaboration’, contrasting these two issues with more successful examples of
1 collaboration would be interesting, and more analy sis should be fruitf ul.

Chapter 3 — The structures of collaboration

Within the Masibambane framework there are three principalstructures: the provincial

EraTwo: fora (suchas IWSMF), the Masibambane Co-ordinating Committee and the Water
Transition Services Sector Leadership Group. These have been the three mostimportant structures
Shlese Ce for sector collaboration generally, although others withinand outside the watersector

are also rele vant

Structuring provincial collaboration

A major initial impe tus forstakeholders to collaborate in the three Masibambane
provinces was the prospect of beingable to influence the provincial MAAPS, and hence
bene fit from the new donor funding. The provincial collaborative structures that
deweloped the MAAPs, suchas the Inte grated Waterand Sanita tion Mana gementForum
(IWSMF) in the Eastern Cape and the W AT SAN in Kwa-Zulu Natal, were subsequently
made responsible for co-ordinatingand supporting the Masibambane programme as
well, as itwas felt thatitnaturally fell within their mandates. Italsobecame clear that
the IWSMF could become an umbrella forongping sectoral initiatives, including

Sanita tion and the Provincial Sanita tion Task Teams. The IW SMF, aided by the
Masibambane sector-wide ethos, there fore helped consolida te and co-ordina te existing
collaborative structures within the sector.

The W SMF brought toge ther represenfatives from the key actors in the water services
sector re gional DWAF, the provincial DHLGT A, councillors, Water Services Authorities,
the Department of Healthand civil socie ty organisa tions. Technical working groups
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were established to assistand inform the IWSMF (which became
the decision-making forum). These groups dealt with issues
relating to various aspects of the implementation of the MAAPs,
including institutional de velopment, operationalsustainability,
planningand delivery, and sanitation.

The W SMF’s explicitaim was to provide strate gic direction to the
sector, improve co-ordinationand inte gra tion, and ove rsee the
implementation of the MAAPs. The focus of the forum mowed
quickly towards practical sector implementa tion problems.
Although there was a significant hardware componentin the
MAAPs, much of their substance was focuse d on institutional

de velopment and sustainability, areas which were particulardy
important to the EU. There fore once the MAAPs were finished,
the collaborative structures including the IW SMF in Eastern Cape
retumed to their originalagendas of supporting the new WSAs in
taking on their roles and responsibilities unde r the Water Services
Act.

National DW AF had a re putation of issuingseemingly erratic or
random directives with little consultation. Regional DW AF
support to municipalities ran along similar lines. Initially the
Eastern Cape forum was a somewhat top-down affair — re gional
DW AF merely re porting to the municipalities on re forms and
initiatives. Newertheless, with DW AF as one of the many players,

Evolving drivers and barriers to
provincial collaboration

A cross-section of stakeholders in the Eastern
Cape were asked what their individual or
organisational motiv ations for collaboration
were in 2000 and then now.They were also
asked what barriers or constraints to
collaboration existed then and now. Although a
clear driver in 2000, as decisions about
allocation of significant capital funding were
being made, since the advent of MIG money no
longer drives the participation of stakeholders
at IWMSF. Lesson learning, an aspect of
Masibambane much appreciated by the WSAs,
has since come strongly to the fore.

Dev eloping ‘delivery capacity’ and deliv ering
results on the ground both remain significant
challenges and thereby drivers in the province.
"Turf wars’ and some confusion as to what
collaboration involv ed were significant barriers
in 2000. Discussion and learning ov er the last
fewyears have 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 efforts to resolv e this, capacity to take
part in collaboration remains a big challenge.

the process was convened by consultants who were able to playan "honest broker role
be tween the parties, giving the process credibility. (The dynamics also changed over

time, as discussed later.)

Eastern Cape Collaborative Structures, 2005
DEPARTMENT OF
HOUSING, LOCAL
GOVERNMENT & WATER SERVICES DEPARTMENT OF OTHER
Dil;ﬁ%E‘?TTFgIEE‘grARTER TRADITIONAL AFFAIRS AUTHORITIES HEALTH DEPARTMENTS
SALGA — INTEGRATED WATER SERVICES CIVIL SOCIETY
MANAGEMENT FORUM
“Management Forum”
TECHNICAL COMMITTEE
WORKING GROUP 1 WORKING GROUP 2 WORKING GROUP 3
REGULATORY AND SERVICE PROVISION PROVINCIAL SANITATION
SUPPORT WORKING WORKING GROUP TASK TEAM
GROUP
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In each of the three original Masibambane provinces the collabora tion structures were
slightly diffe rent de pending on whate xisted pre viously. Like the Eastem Cape, Kwa-
Zulu Natal already hada provincial collaborative forum (W AT SAN, whichwas also
legislated forby the provincial government). Limpopo created a forum called Collacom.

Structuring national collaboration

The MCC and sector reporting

The Masibambane Co-ordina ting Committee was originally forme das the mechanism
for owersightand re view of progress a gainst re gional MAAPSs nationally. The MCC met
(and still meets) quarterly. The MCC was formed to playanoperational monitoring
re porting and co-ordina tion role for sector players, and ithas largely stayed thatway. A
secondary objective was to fulfil requirements of re porting to donors collectively,

re placing individual donor reporting requirements.** The Committee inwlveda
spectrum of sector partners including DPLG, SALGA, civil socie ty, re presentatives from
the provincial fora and donors.

In the context ofa sector-wide approach, such reporting should be on a sector-wide
basis, and MAAPs were originallya foundation for this. Howe ver, having only three
Masibambane provinces reinforced the initial perceptionof Masibambane as a donor
programme coveringa small partof the country. Howe ver, now that the second
Masibambane programme has beenscale d up countrywide, the process can be describe d
as truly sector-wide.

Structural Flexibility: Allowing for Evolution

Collaborativ e initiatives need to evolve in order to remain relevant and effective. Importantly the
collaborativ e fora have allowed themselves to evolve and adapt overtime, and have avoided being too
rigid in their approach. The partners have been prepared to be introspective, discussing how both internal
and external change is affecting their relationships, and whether the structures and mechanisms they
hav e put in place remain relevant. This is nowhere more evident that in the Eastern Cape where the
forum has gone through sev eral bouts of discussion —the upshot being that recently it has decided to
amend the terms of reference of the IWSMF — rationalising the number of working groups, updating the
terms of engagement (for instance to reflect the role of local as well as district municipalities) and
amending the arrangements relating to the forum chair. Clearly the ongoing role of the honest broker and
of supporting resources from Masibambane has been helpful in this regard, as well as the conscious
emphasis on the processes as well as the outcomes of collaboration. The mid-term review and final

ev aluation hav e been invaluable as both an excuse for and a guide to ‘mid-course’ corrections.

The WSSLG

The MCCwas not conceivedas a policymaking forum, howe ver after the raftof
municipal le gislation at the turnof the millennium, and the introduction of free basic
services, there was a glaring need for the sector to look atits policy in the light of new
local governmentle gislation. As the provinces deweloped their MAAPs, DW AF’s

strate gic plans continued to be of relatively poor quality. The increased coherence in the
three Masibambane provinces was notbeing matchedat the national le vel

This was realise dby stakeholders within DW AF, and in 2001 a series of Mini Lekgotlas
were held, inwlving ke ystakeholders in the waterservices sector to look at the gaps in
the strate gic thinking in the sector. In these Lekgptlas a series of goodbila teral
discussions were held on core policy issues. This process was very much the initia tive

* It has recentlychanged its name to Water Services Sector Quarterly Meeting: signs perhaps of the
institutionalisati on of Masibambane processes.
** Althoughin a traditional SWAP this is intended to streamline reporting there was a feeling in some

quarters that the MCC had originallygreatly increased the reporting burden. Some of this may however
be explained by a certain lack of rigour in DWAF internal reporting at the time.
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of the DW AF leadership, but was supported by the Sector collaborative stru ctures
Masibambane secretariat Howe ver it became apparent if the

’one work-plan’ approachadwcatedat the provincial le vel was WS SECTOR LEADERSHIP GROUP
to work at the national le velsome kind of high le vel forum Strategic guidance & coordination
would be needed to discuss these ideas. This led to the

formation of the Water Services Sector Leadership Group. T

The purpose of the WSSLG was for the leaders of sector partners MASIBAMBANE COORD

to share a common visionand work in alignment to meet COMMITTEE

national objectives and sector goals. The WSSLG wouldenable National coordination & reporting
partners to provide policy and stra e gic input whilstaligning on sector strategies & plans

theirapproaches to each other. Sharing information (which was
emergingas a central benefitof the provincial fora)wasalsoat
the core of the group’s functions. Unlike the MCCwith its
opera tional decision-making mandate, the WSSLG was notset
up as a formal decision-making forum, but more to influence
policyand obtain consensus. All the role players, including

DW AF, re fain their policymakingautonomy, and are under no

PROVINCIAL SECTOR
FORUMS
Collaborative development of
strategies & plans

obligation to adhere to the resolutions of the WSSLG —itis

through peer pressure that that occurs. The WSSLG’s mandate

has remaine d informal, although its existence was formalised in the Strate gic
Framework for wate rse rvices.”

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
services sector work-plans, it takes into account the majority of the
funding for the water services sector from different sources. The work-
plan is structured by KFAs, making it possible to correlate water sector
allocations to the sector’s strategic objectives. The annual work-plan and
budget is endorsed by the MCC and provides the focus of quarterly sector
reporting to the MCC during the financial year. (Note: this isnotyet a
‘sector budget’ as there are some central government funds — housing,
health and education etc. — not included, as well as funds raised by
municipalities themselves.)

** The WSSLG benefits directly from Masibambane s upport: Masibambane provides resources for
WSSLG's secretariat which prepares the agenda for meetings and helps follow up on action points.
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Institutionalising collaboration

1 1
1 1
; There are some good examples of systems and practices, first dev eloped within or as a response to the collaborative 1
: fora, being mainstreamed within the partner organisations. Introduced by the MCC, quarterly reporting, for example, is
; now finding a home in many of the sector organisations including DWAF. Ov erall sector reporting is another; 1
; prev iously DWAF used to report on infrastructure spending and backlog targets merely in respect of its own budget and
. efforts. Since then it has interpreted its role as ‘sector leader’ to collate and report on the internal efforts of i
; municipalities, water boards and other departments, for which the MCC is a primary outlet. DWAF has also moved its
! entire trading account within the Masibambane budget, thus opening it up for collaborative discussion (although this 3
! has generated tensions within DWAF with some feeling that as the collaborative approach has grown, the interface ;
! should be better mainstreamed within DWAF. It remains, as at the outset, as a single unit within one directorate -

! formerly responsible for local institutional support and now for water services support). At the provincial level, the !
I motivation for collaborating has shifted; among municipalities the importance of lesson learning and informal !
I benchmarking is now very pronounced, having been entirely absent at the outset. !
1 1

Should structures be formal or informal?

In South Africa there are sev eral interesting contrasts here that merit further inv estigation. One is between the
Provincial Liaison Committees (PLCs) and structures such as IWSMF. The PLCs are formal (legislative?)fora
designed to bring together a wide group of stakeholders — howev er, they are not regarded as particularly functional and
in the Eastern Cape the IWSMF fulfils 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 provincial legislation. The NSTT, set up early on and
approv ed by cabinet as a multi-stakeholder forum to work on sanitation, and the sanitation ‘core group’ recently
founded under the auspices of the WSSLG in part as a response to a moribund NSTT, remain informal.

Decisions on the level of formality’ are best taken by the partners rather than outsiders / donors; it is generally good
practice howev er for any decisions to be strategic, forward looking and regularly reviewed so as to adapt as
circumstances change. The table below (amended from work on ‘partnerships’) provides some pros and cons to
formalising 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 freedomof operation

More mainstreamed into thesector

More risk-taking

Less dependency on individuals

Less buck-passing and deflecting ofresponsibility

More conventional administration and management
systems in place

More innovative administration and management systems

More accessto conventional resources

More creativity in locating new resources

Potential for impact based on existing partner profiles and
netwoiks

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

More  checks and balances’ and greater accountability
builtinto the working relationships

More oppottunity for appropriate governance systems to be
developed by partners — more tailored to the circumstances

Greater influence with policy and decision-makers
because itis considered part ofthe ‘system’

Greater influence with NGOs and CBOs because outsidethe
‘system’

Able tobuild on existing reputations and networks of
partner institutions

Free fromany negative reputation or ‘baggage’ ofpartner
institutions




SECTOR COLLABORATION REVIEW — PAGE 26
S2. ASSESSING COLLABORATION TODAY

How is the water services sector defined?

The Strategic Framework for Water Services of 2003 discusses what is meant by ‘water services’ and
‘sector’. The first refers to “water supply and sanitation services and include regional water schemes,
local water schemes, on-site sanitation and the collection and treatment of wastewater”. The sector is
not as clearly defined, but those currently ‘involved in water services’ are listed, and include DWAF,
DPLG, WSAs, municipalities, water boards, community -based organisations, publicly or priv ately -owned
companies that provide water services and various others, including consumers, training institutions,
professional bodies, contractors, NGOs etc. DWAF, water board and municipalities are estimated to
employ 56 000 water services related staff and manage R102 billion in assets (US$17 billion).

The term ‘sector leader’, used to refer to DWAF’s current role in the water services sector, is commonly
heard. It is perhaps first mentioned in the Strategic Framework, but a definition is hard to come by, and
in South Africa 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 effort has been made within DWAF
to define what the term means and then to ‘communicate’ this both internally and externally (it does not
seem that a collaborativ e definition is being sought!).

Chapter 4 — The stakeholders in collaboration

Understanding the various stakeholders is crucial to analysing how collaboration
functions within the sector. In this chapterwe take a look at the framework of
incentives and disincentives to collaborate that shape their actions. We also discuss
issues particular to eachactor thatimpact their general inwolvement in sector structures
and on particular topics.

Stakeholder incentives and disincentives to collaborate

DWAF is largely driving the collaboration. Given the changed institutional landscape, collaboration
allows it to draw others into its vision of how the water services sector shouldfunction 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 fuffil its ‘sector
leader’ role — generating goodwill and improving communications between a legislatively fragmented

sectoris in its long-tem interests.

DWAF As for disincentives to collaborate —these stem from the pressure on DWAF that the backlog targets

bring to bear, principally because thesefocus on infrastructure, which can arguably befaster
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 cthers. While they may feel this compromises some of their own objectives, 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 re place or change DW AF’s own

de cision-makingstructures. The DW AF Water Services Functional Mana gement
Committee is the highestbody dealing with wa ter services exclusively, and re ports to
the DW AF ManCo, which in turn reports to the minister. The WSFMC’s purpose is to
direct and coordina te wa ter services functions across branches and re gions to ensure
DW AF's waterservices strate gic objectives and outputs are met The WSMFC'’s
functions include the pre paration of wate rservices strate gy, work-plan andbudge s,
and the monitoring and e valua tion of progress ofwa ter services implementation. In
manyways the WSMFC plays, within DW AF, the role that WSSLG and the MCC play
for sector partners —with the notable distinction that the WSFMC has real decision-
making powers.

The elements of DW AF responsible for waterservices —the policy and re gula tion
directorate and the operations directorate —report to the WSFMC onwa ter se rvices-
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related issues. The DWAF re gions are supposed to re port to the DDG Operations (since
renamed DDG Re gions). In fact DW AF re gions ha v historically acted as fairly
independent entities, and there is little institutional cohe rence across them, whilst their

responsiveness to the changing policy environment unde r decentralisa tion has varied
significantly. The Masibambane re porting also now is the focus of mana gerial re porting
be tween DW AF nationaland DW AF regional. This is an important element of

generating cohe rence be tween the diffe rentarms of DW AF.

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
overa range of issues. It is concerned with the functioning of municipal government as a whole, with a
primary focus onfinancial management and the relationships between municipal staff and elected
councillors.

The water services sector is clearly very important to municipalities (a source of revenue as well as the
majority of their infrastructure 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 tems, rather than DWAF’s. lts viewpoint is therefore akin to the
municipal manager who has to balance the needs of the water sector with cther considerations,
including the internal structure andfinancial management of the municipality.

One viewfrom DPLG may be to force DWAF to engage as an equal partner (alongside cther
departments) in co-ordination structures such as MITT, and conserve its resources rather than engage

DPLG

more fully in Masibambane and other sector structures.

How DPLG and National Treasury relate to sector collaboration

With transfers and Section 78, both DPLG and the National Treasury have been
involwed in implementa tion issues, but their participa tion in the re gular waterse rvices
sector collaborative structures is apparently much less active. This is probably because
both of the former issues have potential macro fis cal implica tions as well as implica tions
for the nature of the local government system (transfers in terms of the na tional Division
of Revenue Act, and Section 78 in terms of overall policy and framework for service
delivery). SALGA' inwlvement insuch collaborationhas also helped to arrive at
compromises acceptable to local gove mments.

Poorly understoodand yet inte resting for the re view is the rootcauses of this differing
level of participation. One characterisationwas that the issues above are for ‘doers” and
fora suchas W SSLG for ‘thinkers’, which while certainly not the whole truth, may
capture a substantive diffe rence between the more transitional implementation issues of
pre paring Section78and transfers from the more strate gic issues raisedatW SSLG.*

SALGA

SALGA is newer to the institutional landscape and as a non-departmental body, needs to constantly
carve out and maintain its niche. The water sector has beenv aluable in this respect, as it has allowed
SALGA to engage with newly formed or restructured municipalties ov er a specific topic that has
significant implications for 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 relatively 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 ‘aggressive’ approach to this. Inthe long run though SALGA may come under
pressure to scale back its attention to a single sector, given its broad remit that mirrors more closely that
of DPLG.

*® Whereas first the strategic frameworkand then sanitation were dealt with as ‘core groups’ of WSSLG,
neither transfers nor Section 78 has followed that route, with the driving forces here choosing to set up
separate fora which are much more looselyrelatedto WSSLG etc. Againinteresting is that inthe
Eastern Cape all these issues fall under the remit of the IWSMF. Exactly how all these different fora are
structured and have evol ved differently could do with more analysis, but maybe helpful in trying to
understand where collaboration wor ks and where it does not, and what motivates different types of
stakeholders togetand stayinwlved. It may also pointto how these affairs need to be funded and by
whom, which is importantin arenas benefiting from | ess flexible donor funding than that available through
Masibambane (which supports both types of for a).
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Differing perceptions of a bilateral relationship

Bilateral relationships between stakeholders often have significant implications for more wide
ranging collaboration. The relationship between 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
infrastructure funding (in the form of MIG) is now coming from DPLG. They cite instances of more
junior DWAF officials being somewhat dismissive of municipalities and SALGA, retaining an ‘old -
style’ tone of directives and compliance. Disbursement issues add to the tension, as the DORA
determines that DWAF funds must be spent prior to MIG funding being drawn down, and thus
delay s with one knock on to the other. Furthermore, DPLG would like to see Masibambane funds
earmarked for capacity building directed towards PMUs within municipalities — in consultation with
the relevant municipal managers. In this way they hope that Masibambane funding would also flow
across other sectors (such as the Expanded Public Works Programme as serviced by the PMUs)
instead of only concentrating on water services.

For their part DWAF have been frustrated at high staff turnov er within DPLG, a lack of capacity to
follow up actions and a perceiv ed disinterest in sector dialogue (engagement in Masibambane
being a good example). Donors have in the past seemingly shared some of these frustrations.
Tensions between different government departments are afact of Iife, but overall it seems that
there is a need now for some key strategic decisions to be made at the senior levels (incorporating
perhaps those heading MIG, SALGA and the DWAF DDG responsible for policy and regulation).

Bringing organised local government ‘on board’

The mainstreamingof collaboration within SALGA can be illustratedbest by the Fastern
Cape and national office experiences. In the Eastem Cape, the Masibambane co-
ordinator (funded by the programme ) has been taken up in the Municipal Se rvices
Directorate, which is responsible for SALGA input in the areas of housing energy and
electricity, transport waterandsanitation, and health. Although the co-ordinator is
notionallyonly responsible for issues relating to water supplyand sanita tion as wellas
watersector 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
stretchedovera wide area of responsibility. At national level, Masibambane fundeda
sta ff member who, as Director of Water Services, satas partof the topmanagement
team within the national Municipal Services and Infrastructure Directorate. Her brief
was to strengthen the profile of SALGA in the watersector at the national le vel, as well
as deweloping a strong rela tionship be tween the central waterservices departmentand
the provincial water services units of SALGA. The political impetus for this water-
related activity stemmed from various SALGA resolutions relating to water (including
the Water Summit Declarationsigned be tween the SALGA Chairand the DWAF
Minister in 2003). Having successfully incorporated the resources from Masibambane
into its operation, SALGAis challenged to sustain the impetus created now that the
staff member has mowedon.

Relations between the sector, politicians and local government departments

In much of sector collaboration to date there has generally been limited political involvement — the Eastern
Cape is a part exception to this and the feeling is that here involvement of infrastructure or water portfolio
councillors has added greatly tothe impact of Masibambane and sector collaboration. At provincial and
national lev el there has been virtually no political involvement, something now recognised as a significant
problem, and one that has probably restricted the impact of Masibambane as a programme.

As for dfficials, rather than politicians, at provincial lev el it seems their involvement has also been limited.
This may be partly a reflection of the water sector not having MECs at provincial level and thus no political
backer. The backdrop to this is that communications between diff erent spheres of government have been a

departments in the provinces, who themselves are often unpopular with municipalities.

concern for some time, with some of the more trenchant criticism of DPLG coming from the local government
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The legislative environment means that both NGOs and the priv ate sector arevery ‘weak’
play ers, whose choice is either to collaborate or withdraw. Broad representativefora allow
them to retain avoice at the table, from where they can try to influence policy decisions that
assist them or their constituents.

NGOs
NGOs currently face a dilemma between service provision and advocacy, where the need to and the
findfunding has some influence. They also hope that the emerging regulatory environment will | private
allow them some space to play a watchdog role. sector

As DPLG sponsored fora emerge, the priv ate sector (which is inherently less collaborative) may

hav e to make decisions over where to direct their resources. DPLG legislation has tended to
be more hostile to their involvement than that of DWAF.

Not everyone is w elcome ...

Civil socie ty groups and non-governmental organisations, although present, are
relatively subdued members of the partnership given the pre ponderance of gove mment
approaches to service delivery, the limited space for genuine civilsocie ty participa tion,
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 forcivilsociety participation, creating a need to reconcile the potential
conflict betweensta te centric decentralisa tion and accountability to the public.

This hostility to civilsociety in general (including NGOs and CBOs) extends be yond the
adwcacy and ‘watchdog roles to the service and ‘software” delivery functions that they
have played in the past Section 78 le gislation makes it very difficult notonly toengage

the private sector, but any extemal provider including NGOs. (BOs, in particular, are
prohibited from re gisteringas formalbodies (Section 21 non-profit firms) and thereby

face difficulties competing in open tender processes.

Civil socie ty itself is not particularly organisedand is divide dbe tween taking up a
service provision function ora stronger advocacy and watchdogrole. A perceived lack

of‘professionalism’ and low capacity also make them lookbad (compared to
professional ‘service providers’) in the e yes of municipalities.

The private sector is notas large a playeras one would expect, neither in service
delivery nor in a support function to municipalities. Apparently ‘service providers’
have beenbanned from several of the provincial fora largely as WSAs are hostile to their
presence. Some NGOs have had to seek national intervention in ordernot to meet the

same fate.

Thus the scope of the ‘sector’ is in fact much narrower than one would expectand
heavily dominated by govemmentor parastatals. This has se ve ral consequences, most
significantly in reinforcing a top-down centralise d a pproach and placing priority on
expenditure and planning over the efficientand sustainable delive ry ofservices. (see

Galvin & Habib for more)

WSAs are relatively recently created and hav e inherited the sometimes fraught relationships
between DWAF and local government.

Demands on their time and skills arevery heavy and they have a large burden of reporting
for DWAF, DPLG and internally. These delivery pressures pose immediate disincentiv es to
collaborate in ‘dialogue’.

At first their involvement in Masibambanefora was partly prompted by the opportunity to
influence decisions on significant financial outlays (in the Eastern Cape their mativ 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-te rm technicalassistance has facilitate d progress, some fearan over-
reliance on consultants is undermining the process of institutionalisation. To be
sustainable in the long term, collabora tion cannot be consultant drivenand needs to
move beyond individuals to encompass their organisations. The “partne rship inte rface’
should facilitate collaborative decisions and discussions that are well inte grate d into
intemal decision-makingand communicating One (far from isolate d)example can be
found within municipalities, where the ‘contact point’ for collaboration is nearlyalways
the person responsible for ‘water services’. Capacity building within municipalities

re quires the active inwlvement of the human resources department—and yettheyare
usually unfamiliarwith ‘watersector’ collaborationand the opportunities or risks it
offers. The same canbe said for sanitation, whe re municipalities are typically

re presented solelyby the Environmental Health Co-ordinator, who is often at the wrong
leveland with the wrong specialism formanyof the discussions. In both these instances
the would-be ‘gateway to the organisation is more oftena ‘gate keeper’, and thus
collaboration remains fairly shallow and dependent on the capacity, willingness and
longe vity of the individual in that post.

Donors

Donors are sometimes criticised elsewhere for not collaborating anongst themselv es andfor
following 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 have more
influence than isolated and diminishing project work would hav e allowed, as well as alternative
routes for championing policy and other messages. In lieu of funding work on the ground this
allows them to still contribute to the delivery of services.

Through influencing the structures and tems 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 environment.

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 from South Africa although programme inertia remains an issue.

Using collaboration to resist decentralisation

Although collaboration has generally run in line with decentralisation, there are suggestions that it can
work in reverse. With the advent of MIG, municipalities now consult with DWAF but report to DPLG first
and foremost for approv al of spending plans. As DWAF has historically approved WSDPs and receiv ed
reports on backlog reduction, municipalities may still perceive DWAF’s role as to ‘sanction’ WSDPs
even though the legislation suggests otherwise.

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

DWAF justifies its role in spending on infrastructure (which under the new legislation it should no longer
do) by citing a need to complete contracted work, the definition of which is unclear. One reading of the
current situation is that DWAF is using its (flexible) donor money to continue to implement infrastructure
in spite of overall policy. For instance, inthe first y ear of Masibambane 1| DWAF unilaterally altered the
budget (collaboratively planned via a reference group spun out of WSSLG) and div erted capacity
building funds to infrastructure (citing DPLG underspend on capacity building as the rationale).

In all three cases, while DWAF’s actions may be understandable, it may infact slow down some of the
change that policy originally intended. And while not entirely clear-cut, here collaboration may infact be

helping a partner de facto 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
widely -owned, more
coherent policy
framework for water
services, and
implementation issues
are being solved
pragmatically ...

...but not ev ery where.

Sector- wide strategy,
work-plans and
reporting have
improv ed the
coherence of
interventions....

...but there is little
information on WSA

performance.
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Chapter 5 — Assessing collaboration to date: a ‘balance sheet’

This chapter suggests a ‘balance sheet of collaboration, looking at the positives and
ne gatives, alongside some of the factors thatare aiding orholdingback progress.

Collaboration over policy and its imple mentation, but selectively...

Collaboration has undoubtedly contribute d to decentralisation and a water se rvices
policy framework thatis more balanced, coherent and consistent for the sector. Itis thus
more likely to be implemented byactors in the sector. Largely understoodand owned
by all majorstakeholders, the Strategic Framework was a ke y output of collaborative
policymaking Itis be ginning to influence resource alloca tions, which is a key indica tor
of ownewship. Itisalso very evident that DW AF has seen the bene fitof collaborating
on policyand that future water services policies are likely to be de veloped
collaboratively.

By no means all policies thatimpact on the wa terservices sector ha ve been formed
collaboratively. Forexample, the free basicservices policy and a significant share of
municipal le gislation came from the Presidency and the Executive, bypassing the
collaboration process around waterservices. Many policies remain disjointedand
direction fromnational and provincial governments can still be inconsistent There fore,
although coherence has improwed, it is often obtained e x-post, with collabora tive
structures reacting to e xternal changes rather than influencing them. This highlights a
need for greater political engagement in future.

Collaboration has enabled parties to reach pra gmatic compromises around real
implementation issues, and made progress smootherand less confrontational. Focused
on improvingand clarifying inter-governmental rela tionships, throughout the
collaboration the re has beenanemphasis on provision of new infrastructure,
understandable given the political prerogative to fill infrastructure gaps. Howe ver
softer issues, although on the agenda, are still not given sufficient priority (although
some improve ment 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 sanitationand capacity building,

Strategic planning and reporting, but WSA performance?

The initiala pproach in the provinces was of sector-wide stra te gy formula tion, work-
planningand re porting, which represents good practice. Nationalstrate gic planning for
the sector improved within DW AF, clarifying the priority interventions for DW AF in
implementing the Strate gic Framework, and the sector through emphasising Ke y Focus
Areas. The fact thatallwaterservices activities, and the entire budge t were presented
to the MCCby DW AF at the outset meant that the process was comprehensive from the
be ginning. These interventions have helped move the sector froma situa tion where
fragmented interventions, based on individual programmes with separate sources of
funding created islands ofsuccess and ine fficiency to one thatis more coherentand
comprehensive.

Again the Strate gic Framework and nationalstrate gic plans have be gun to influence
resource allocations across the whole sector, including municipalities. Howe ver, the
opaque process bywhich DW AF reaches its allocation decisions has notalways
followed the spirit of collaborative decision-making. The preparation ofand reporting
agpinst activity-based sector work-plans within the conte xtof the MCC has been strong
and is being internalised, promotingaccountability be tween actors within the sector.
There does, howewer, appear to be a disjoint be tween high-le vel government
performance managementsystems, the MI'EF submissions made to the National
Treasury, and practical work-planning and reporting,
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The donor perspective

From a donor perspectiv e, collaboration may hav e allowed donors to have a wider impact, but
perhaps at the cost of a greater integration of cross-cutting issues like gender, the environment, the
inclusion of civil society, etc. (This is the finding of both the mid-term review and the final ev aluation
of Masibambane and has also been cited elsewhere.) Influencing the Masibambane agenda to table
these issues has not led to local ownership or to the desired outcomes on the ground. Trying to force
the agenda in this manner may even be counter-productive — one review found that “the resultant
limited role and impact of civil society groups has led municipalities to be of the opinion that NGOs
and CBOs are not an appropriate means by which to implement the programme, but that the role for

»y

civil society is an “imposition from national lev el structures™. (Delay et al)

A major gap in the focus ofearly collaboration was an inadequate focus onmeasuring
the performance of municipalities in terms of ongping service delivery. Understandably
the issue givenmost attention was the pressing need to deliveragpinst infrastructure

targets, howe ver early neglect of this issue has meant a missed opportunity and growing

problem. Three years into the collabora tion, little information is available or discussed
regarding the state of services and theirsustainability in WSAs.

During the preparationof any strategic policy or plan it is important to consider how
progressis goingtobe measured. Although the Strate gic Framework set outa

re gulatory and monitoring framework, DW AF has only recentlybe gun to grapple with
how to measure municipality performance and how to regulate the implementa tion of
waterservices by WSAs. Whilst reporting to the MCC focuses on high-level
expenditure against budget, infrastructure and implementa tion of policy initiatives, no
clear performance measurement framework for the quantity and quality of water
services being delivered by WSAs has been de veloped.

Accountability to w hom?

The MCCand WSSLG ha ve been important mechanisms for including municipalities in
the policy debate nationally. Howe ver, a feature of the collaborative rela tionships
emerging in the waterservices sectorappears to be a weak focus on consumerand
citizn. The collaborative processes tend to focus onsorting out relationships between
the diffe rentspheres of gove mmentand be tween institutions withineach sphere. Itis
understandable thatthe gove mmentactors wouldwantto give priority to sorting out
relations be tween themse Ives, howe ver much of the early Masibambane collaboration
focuse d on the slightly nebulous concept ofaccountability to the sector.

Very little of the collaborative process involves trying to enhance accountability to
consumers. This is confirme dby the low profile of civil socie ty involvement and the late
focus on performance measurement Even at the lowest le vel —that of the water service
provider —there is little or no provision for community involvement in the mana gement
orsupervision. Awenues for citizns to express their woice in the delivery of public
services are notbeing emphasised. The IDP process does provide for some community
consultation, howe ver, IDPs focus on the provisionof new infrastructure and not the
sustainability of existing infras tructure.

Holistic, but still not sector-wide or cross-sectoral

The collaboration has de finitely helped build a new more holistic approach to the water
services sector and the achie vements have beensubstantial. Howe wer, the collaboration
is not yet truly sector-wide.

1. Firstly, the collaboration does not involve water resources and within DWAF the
two ‘sub-sectors within the water sectorhave been moving on a somewhat

parallel track — water resources actors adopt a more traditional, less consultative
approach to policymaking and implementation.

Collaboration has
improv ed intra
government 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’



Sanitation is proving
altogether more
challenging....

...and collaboration
has made much less

progress.

There is better
communication,
stronger mutual
accountability , and
greater trust between
stakeholders

...but not in all
provinces.
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2. Seoondly, 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 Il programme, to scale up collaboration countrywide.

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

Also collaboration that requires significantco-ordina tion across multiple disciplines, as
is the case forsanitationor for capacity building has been less successful than within the
‘pure’ water services sector. Water professionals have yetto face the challenges that
arise when one sectoracts more or less unilate rally, causing incoherence and duplica tion
across sectors. The overlaps and incongruity be tween Water Services De velopment
planningand the IDP process are one example —something tha t significantly multiplies
the load bome by municipalities. A further example is found in the capacity
strengthening of WSAs, which virtually bypasses those responsible foroverall human
resource dewvelopmentin a municipality.”’

Collaboration in the sanitation sector

Sanitation is at somewhat of acrossroads. The NSTT, if not moribund, has certainly
been dy sfunctional recently and finds its functions being more or less usurped by the
core group set up under the auspices of the WSSLG. The informality of the latter is
proving useful at present (and provides an interesting contrast to the formality of
NSTT), but while collaboration between the various role-play ers seems even 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 reflected in sanitation’s heavy share of MIG. Sanitation is very much
on the political radar in South Africa, 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
Africa, where the bucket system is associated with apartheid and thus its removal a
political imperativ e.

Thanks to DWAF’s current focus on supporting municipalities to assume their new
powers and functions, SALGA and DWAF often see ey e-to-eye on many issues. The
relationship ov er sanitation is not as smooth — one reason being that urban
councillors refuse to accept pit latrines as an acceptable lev el of sewice for their
poorer voters (while neighbouring richer, often white, citizens enjoy waterborne
sewerage). DWAF seems to have reconciled itseff to this situation, despite the
frightening financial outlay that it implies, but is torn between having a separate unit
dedicated to sanitation and trying to mainstream it within its overall structure.
Meanwhile health and education hav e their own worries, with sanitation not foremost
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 unsatisfactory solution).

Collaboration has facilitated institutional change

The collaboration process has facilitated less confrontational institutional change. In the
Eastern Cape, where provincial collabora tion has worked well, the improved DW AF /
municipal rela tionships are very evident. The dynamics of the fora themselves havwe
change d from ones where DWAF lecture d the municipalities, to more of a municipality-
to-municipality lesson-leaming platform. DW AF is now taking on a supportive role
and re lationships with municipa lities are less confrontational The collabozration has
drawn councillors into discussions and increased theirability to understand andenga ge
in sectoral issues. Even national DW AF officials a ppear more in touch with
implementation issues on the ground, and there is an element of trust that didnotexist

*" DPLG’s and the National Treasury's inconsistent collaboration in water s ector-specific structures has
perhaps not hel ped promote greater coherence across different sectors. All the same, their participation
in Section 78 and Transfer Teams shows that they are willing to participate on certain issues.
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before. Therefore, as the collaboration has e volwed,
communica tionand trust be tween diffe rentstakeholders
has improve d and the nature ofcollabora tion has become
increasingly practical, assisting in solving opera tional
issues.

1 The role of Masibambane in spurring
: sector collaboration
i Although legislative reform was inspired by the concept
1 of co-operative governance, the approach and support
, provided by the Masibambane programme was a major
Collaboration in other provinces has not always beenas i factor in sparking the collaboration processes.
successful as in the Eastern Cape. There are se veral ! Flexible funds to support and facilitate collaboration
explana tions, though one suggestion is that some re gional ! were important (ultimately collaboration is not ‘free’) but
DW AF offices are disinterested in collabora tion and I so were less tangible issues, such as the sector-wide
illing to take a lead role (perha floctin I ethos of Masibambane. Support from outside DWAF
unwifliimg to fake a lead role (perhaps re eC, g.a . 1 and the portray al of Masibambane as a ‘neutral’ initiative .
reluctance to acce pt the change that devolution implies). | may also have helped bring sceptical partners to the
National DW AF has seemed somewhat reluctant to 1 table (perceptions here could be better explored).
address this issue and enforce a more consistentapproach ! Howeyer, the programme is still perceived by many as a
atregional level. Soon national DW AF will need to !
1
1
1
1
1

. donor-funded initiative and this may increasingly
confront those regional offices that have not embraced ! become a problem in ensuring the institutionalisation of
change.

! the existing collaboration — over the longer term it would
I be desirable for ownership and funding to be
o internalised by the local stakeholders.
Missing partners i
Very important partners have been inactive or missingat
the sector collaborative fora atboth the provincialand national le vel. The National
Treasury’s absence, particularly from the WSSLG and MCC, means that there is limited
pressure on the sector to ensure thatits choice of policyandstrategy is e fficientand
effective. Instead the National Treasury has beeninwlved inspecific issues thatimpact
on the fiscal sustainability of local gove mments. To a de gree the Treasury is rightnot to
getinwlwed in the micro-management of a sector, howe ver, the Treasury should
challenge the affordability and e fficiency of expenditure choices. In addition, MT'EF
documentation is not strongly linked to the DW AF stra te gies, whichmeans thatit is
difficult to see how the Treasury can perform this ‘challenge’ function. Inwvolving the
branches of Public Finance and Intergovernmental Rela tions would add le gitimacy to DPLG, Treasury and
. . . e 1 politicians have all
the national collaborative processes. Ata very practical le vel, municipalities had no been weak partners....
mechanism to enga ge with the National Treasury —many did not know whom they

should a pproach within that institution when the yhad funding-relate d issues. .-which undermines

the effectiveness and
sustainability of
progress

DPLG’s inconsistent participation is also problematic. DPLG has a new role under

de centralisation. Only recently has it be gun e xpanding its ca pacity to manage

de centralisa tion, however, it has simultaneously been required to ove rsee the
introduction of the Municipal Infrastructure Grant The DPLG also complains that

DW AF demands oo much attention, and this distracts from its core functions. Greater
participation of DPLG in wa ter services collabora tion would be desirable, howe ver

DW AF (which is a relatively strong and we l-establishe d department) should be care ful
not to be seen to be forcing the agenda on DPLG. That DPLG has beena more consistent
partner in Section 78 and Transfer Teams also indicates that the y are willing to
participate on select issues as an equal partner. The challenge is compounded by
DPLG'’s focus onestablishing municipal systems and structures, at the e xpense of

enga ging inexistingwa ter services. These new municipalsystems and structures have
ewlwed in parallel, competinga gainst DW AF’s own programmes.

The absence of national le vel politicians, with SALGA being the only real route for
political involvement at the national le vel, has contribute d to inconsistencies in
policymaking Though involve d more in implementa tion issues, provincial treasuries
and de partments responsible for local government ha ve also not been strong parties to
the collabora tion.
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Section Three: Looking to the future: w here to now for water sector

Chapter 6 — A new erafor the water services sector

Section one looked back at the roots of collaborationand the first post-"94era, notably
the emergence of DW AF to deal with the backlogas new local gove mmentstructures
were putin place. Section Two looke d atcollabora tion be tween 2000 and 2005, which
was essentially a period of transitionanda second era for the sector. Asnew
municipalities found their feet, and the local government system bedded down, the
focus was on helping them unde rstand their roles and responsibilities, hand over
infrastructure and systems, and build their ca pacity. The sector is now on the cusp ofa
third e ra: municipalities are now be tterestablishe d and many of the transitional
elements characterisingera two (for instance transfers and the preparation of Section
78s)will soon draw toa close. The emphasis willbe on the municipalities themselves,

MIG’s ‘big bang’

An event that has changed the dy namics of
resource allocation at the national and
regional levels has been the rapid
introduction of the Municipal Infrastructure
Grant (MIG) for 2004/05. All DWAF
conditional grant funding for water services
infrastructure was somewhat controv ersially
transferred into the MIG in one go. Although
DWAF and others favoured a staged
introduction of the grant, fearing that service
delivery could otherwise be undermined, the
National Treasury and DPLG, concerned with
foot dragging by central agencies, pushed
through this big bang approach to its
implementation.

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

Howev er, the MIG has added further
complication by having its own planning
procedures for appraising and implementing
investments. There is also concern that its
focus is purely on infrastructure, which makes
delivery on the softer issues of service
delivery difficult.

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, andas backlogis dealt with, from
infrastructure delivery to actual servicedelivery.

This chapter looks at some of the major changes both within and
outside the sectorand then concludes by suggesting three
principal directions inwhich we feel sector collaboration needs to
moe in order to remain rele vantandeffective in this third era of
localservice delivery.

Delivery of infrastructure or delivery of services?

Two trends are now coming to a headand bringingabout a sea
change in the lands cape of the water service sector.

Outside the sector itself the ongping politicaland fiscal

de centralisa tion process is nearing its conclusion. The sector has
beenadapting to this dynamic, and in many ways was the leader
in doing so, engaging be fore DP LG had be gun to establishstrong
municipal-wide planningand delivery systems. Some progress
has beenmade on this front, butina bid to accelerate it the
Treasury has recently taken the aggressive step ofconsolidating
all infrastructure grants and moving them from separate line

de partments to the controlof DPLG.

Inside the sector good progress has been made on re ducing the
backlog and the national targets are insight As more and more
citizns take their place on the ‘waterladder’ the focus naturally
swings from building infrastructure to its operationand

mainte nance — frombacklog to service delivery. We look more
closelybelow at the implications of these two factors.

Decentralisation moves fomward

By the 2004/05 financial year the legal framework for decentralisation had been followed
up with fiscal de wlutionand the introduction of Municipal Infrastructure Grant (see
box). The Municipal Infrastructure Grant has consolidated all sector conditional grants
for municipal infrastructure in diffe rentsectors, including waterservices (72% of funds
are earmarked for waterservices in a formula defined at national le vel, making the
relationship of the water services sector to MIG, and DW AF to DPLG particularly
important). Itis beingused as the platform for introducing municipal-wide systems for
infrastructure planning and delivery, and presents an important opportunity for the
waterservices sector to contribute towards this.
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As for municipalstakeholders, while they felt that the
introduction of the MIG had been somewhat chaotic they felt
it did present an opportunity for improved delivery in the
long run.** In the context of MIG, a new set ofcollaborative
structures has beenestablished at the nationaland at the
provincial le vel, cutting across sectors inanattempt to
ensure greater coherence. These structures are relatively
new and have addedanexira dimension to the water
services sector collabora tion.

In the run up to this DPLG has been making a se rious
attempt to build its own institutionalca pacity (for instance
through lots of recruitment ), whilst simultaneously
establishing municipal systems. Ithas also been involved in
the de velopment ofa new parliamentary bill thatwill clarify
the structure for intergovernmental rela tions. Given the
importance of the grant to municipalities, and the changed
tenor of rela tionships be tween DW AF and municipalities,
these initiatives are all very close to the success of future
collabora tion.

The Intergove mmental Rela tions Bill (IGRB) mentioned
abowe attempts tosetouta formal framework for relations
be tween the three spheres of govemment The objectives of
the Bill, interalia, are “...to provide...an institutional framework
for thenational gorernment, provincdial governments and local
overnmentsand organs of the state within those gouermments o
fadilitate coherent government cordinate the im plementation of
policy and legislation and provide for effectivedelivery of services,
general realisation of national priorities, and themonitoringof

im plementation of policies and legislation.”

The boxowerleafsets out the envisaged structure of
intergove mmental fora and the framework for political
discussions thatare likely to influence the dynamics of
future collaboration. Importantly fora are not given
executive decision-making powers, and only hawe the power
to make resolutions and recommendations thatwill notbe
binding Itisenvisagedateach level that fora be supporte d
by technical structures.

Collaboration rolls out

MIG structures

At the national lev el there is a Municipal
Infrastructure Task Team that was established to
co-ordinate municipal infrastructure policy and the
activities of the diff erent national departments to
ensure there is a common approach to supporting
local government. The MITT is chaired by DPLG,
and includes representativ es from the National
Treasury and all the national line departments with
an interest in municipal government, 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 for those
policies to ensure that they are consistent. The
MITT is supported by the MIT3 (the Municipal
Infrastructure Technical Task Team), which has the
same representation as the MITT and provides
specific technical support. A national MIG
Management Unit, which sits within DPLG,
manages the implementation of the Municipal
Infrastructure Grant, and is intended to play a
supportive and monitoring role with municipal

gov ernments.

Crucially, the water services collaborativ e structures
need to align themselv es with the national MIG
collaborativ e structures, and ensure that there is
effective intefface with them. DWAF appears to
hav e been relatively consistent in participating in
the MIG collaborative structure, which contrasts with
DPLG's lack of consistency in participating in water
services collaboration structures. However, given
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 events will need addressing so that WSSLG
meetings precede the MIT3 meetings and enable
their recommendations to be considered by a cross-
sector body before being forwarded to the Water
Sector IGR Forum. In addition, MCC meetings
could be held at a time consistent with when DPLG
has collated data from the MIG reporting process.

It is important to reite rate that Masibamba ne has recently been scale d up countrywide.
Thus, whilst both the nationalcollaborative processes and those in the three original
provinces need to mature and e wlvwe, insix more provinces new collabora tive structures
are finding their feet An importantconsequence of the rolloutis that the collaborative
process is now a nationalone, and Masibambane can no longerbe dismissed as a

loca tion-specific programme.

An important difference between Masibambane Iland its predecessor is that there was
no new money for infrastructure, which was an important incentive for collaborators to
come toge therearly on. Masibambane co-ordina tors have beenappointed in all nine

provinces to help facilitate the collaboration process and also to atempt to mainstream

% Although MIG effectively has many of its roots within the CMIP programme, whose openness towards
‘software’ issues — so crucial to sanitation — has been questioned. Thus ‘improved delivery may not

mean that the currentimbalance towards hardwar e is automatically rectified.
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Fora envisaged by the Intergovernmental Relations Bill

The IGRB envisages a network of collaborative fora in the spirit of co-operative governance. The President’s
Coordinating Council will beat the apex, made up of national ministers of key cross-cutting ministries such as
finance and public services, the Premiers from all nine provinces, and SALGA. At this high level forum key
national policy and legislativ e issues will be discussed as will performance in the provision of services.

Below that sit a set of national intergovernmental fora that can be established by any cabinet minister. They will
effectively replace Minmecs that are the current fora for discussing sector issues with provincial governments.
Importantly these fora will also hav e representation from SALGA, as well as provincial MECs. They will be
responsible for discussing the development and implementation of sector policy and legislation, the co-ordination
and alignment of priorities, objectiv es, and performance plans, and monitoring sector performance.

At the sub-national lev el premier, district and inter- municipal intergov ernmental fora discuss sectoral issues and
replace pre-existing structures. All have mandates to co-ordinate the implementation of policy and monitoring of

services at their level. District may ors and administrators are represented in provincial fora, whilst district fora

include all the mayors of local municipalities.

the cross-cutting issues, such as gender and a ppropriate technology thathad been

ge tting insufficient a tention.

Water Services Collaboration Stays within the Sector

SWAF Sola

Water 2 Oth_er_ Sector
Services | “waiar T - Ministries
 Resources | DHLG

MUNICIPALITY

Municipal Services etc
= Delivering Infrastructure in all sectors (MIG)
= Develop Human Resources in municipality
= Entire Council makes water decisions

= Responsible for other sectors, e.g. Housing,

- Major WS Collaborative relation ships

The need to move from w ater service to
municipal-focused collaboration

The firstissue that is important to highlightis the
need for the mechanisms for water delivery, and
the collabora tion itself, to be more integrated
withinmunicipal-wide systems, and the initia tives
that support those systems.

To date the waterservices sector has been very

de manding of municipalities’ time. In the early
days of collaboration this was perhaps necessary
aswell asjustifiable given that the water services
sector is the most important sector for
municipalities. Howe ver as municipalities deal
with several sectors and cannot de wte all their
time to a single issue, there is likely to be a need to
somewhat rationalise wa ter services collabora tion.
This could awid duplication both within the

sector itself andacross diffe rent municipal functions. Gradually DW AF shouldste p
back from driving collaboration, allowing the municipal mana gers to take controland

dictate things on their terms.

Now municipal-wide systems are being establishe d, DW AF is increasingly
acknowledging the need to engage with DPLG, howe ver it has found it very difficult to
get DPLG toengage in the sector’s collaborative structures. Rather than being frustrated
at DPLG engaging in their own collaborative structures, DW AF will need to allow

the mselves to be co-ordinated by the DPLG, by enga ging in cross-cutting collabora tive
frameworks, accepting the mandate of DPLG and ensuring thatwater s pecific systems

reinforce the municipalsystems.”

** Within DWAF thereis likel yto be anatural fear that doing so will not onlylessen the focus on water, a
vital service, but alsoriskjeopardising the progress made to date byhaving to trustin someoneelse’s

capacity to make and take the ‘right’ decisions. However, resisting the macro-level change will likely not
assist things inthe long run and DWAF therefor e needs to assist from the inside, rather than disengage.
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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 tomove away froma

gove rnment-centred a pproach to collaboration. Early
collaboration has focused on gove mmentand s pecific
rela tionships within govemment, particularly the
relationship be tweennationaland regional DW AF,
municipalities (and WSAs), and councillors. There
has also been some attention to the relationship of
municipa lities with service providers (although the
process of selecting service providers under Section 78
of the Municipal Systems Actis loaded towards the
choice of public rather than private).

Meanwhile the involvement of national politicians,
civilsociety, the private sectorand, most importantly,
the consumer in the sector is veryweak. Justifiably
the focus has beenon filling infrastructure gaps for

Government — centred collaboration

__ National
Major WS Politicians
Collaborative
relationships
B (oe] Councillors
Admin/W SA
Private Public
WSPs WSPs | Public,
Civil Soc

those consumers that have nothing rather than on how to improwe the e fficiency,
effectiveness and sustainability ofservices to existing customers. Now the need to
sustainservices to the consumer, and movwe people up the water ladder, becomes
increasingly importantas does the need to enhance the accountability ofservice delivery

to the consumer.

As the decentralisation process matures, an importantelement of ensuring that there is
pressure on WSAs to improve is by monitoring how they perform in relation to their
peers. In this context, there is a need for the centre tomove towards regula tion of
municipa lities and WSAs, increasing the focus on W SA performance internally within
the sector and also as a means of enhancing public accountability of municipalities.

Re gulationwill change the dynamics of the rela tionship be tween DW AF and
municipalities, and potentially itcouldbe more adversarial. There is a need to
investigate how collaborative relationships can remain constructive, whilst
implementing effective re gulation thatkeeps the pressure on municipalities and their

WSAs to perform.

Broadening and institutionalising sector collaboration

As we hawe seen, collabora tion often relies on individuals to drive it forward at the
outset Whilstsector collaboration has been fairly goodat ada pting to the rapid changes
withinand outside the sector (althoughongping vigilance is required, especially in light
of MIG and the need for the sector to move towardsa paradigm of ‘de velopmental

re gulation”), it has perha ps beenless goodatinternalising collabora tion — in other words
“moving care fully and systema tically be yond the individuals and into institutions”
(Caplanetal, 2001). Over time howe ver, to be sustained itis crucial that the

collabora tion moves be yond beingabout co-operationbe tweena discrete group of
individuals and becomes about co-ope ration between organisa tions as a whole. The
broadening of the scope of collaboration to all re gions in the country presents a further
challenge. It isalso crucial that collaborationmoves away from being a donor financed
activity andstarts to rely on internalsources for the funds required to ensure the process

runs smoothly.

Refocusing future collaboration

The water services sector is the refore trying to consolidate progress and broaden the
collaboration to cover the whole country, whilst at the same time deweloping a
regulatory framework for the sector. Allof this within the new conte xt pose dby the
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deweloping inte rgove mmental framework and the adventof MIG. In conclusion then,
there are three key issues thatsector collabora tion 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 fadilitate the building of strong, autonomous local authorities.
This means engaging with DPLG on their tems. 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 govemment will
need to move towards a more regulatory role which provides incentives for
municipalities to perform.

3. Ensuring the gains are sustfainable Now that collaboration is being rolled out
countrywide (with support from Masibambane Il) 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 supportin future (beyond the lifespan of donor
programmes).

The followingchapter looks atsome of the options for dealingwith these issues.

The collaborative interface, evolution and institutionalisation

DWAF

The strong branding of collaboration (Masibambane) has had significant implications for
DWAF’s involvement. It (and theflexibility of donorfunding) 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 for revisiting and evolving this engagement (for instance the replication of the
programme to six new provinces).

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 andfor each department to assess where and how it relates to the various
collaborativefora. As MIG beds down this will be even more important — communications
between those representing DWAF, and those driving 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 Masibambanefora by appointing a MSB-funded 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 ora
strong dependent relationship between the organisations. Asking DPLG staff to co-chair
Masibambane fora 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 forimproving 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 specific 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 influence 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 couldforeseeably continue to play the broker role that it has for the contentious
issue of transfers. Is thisviewed as arecognised andv alued part of the ov erall mission of SALGA — either
by the new CEO or by its members?

The interface at WSA lev el is often the water services manager, or for sanitation, the envirorment health | WsAs

officer. Thus its level of engagement is quite technocratic, reflecting the tenor of discussion in thefora.
This divorce of collaboration from the political arena may warrantfurther discussion especially as issues
at WSAs mov efrom their current transitionalf ocus to address themes such as regulation.

Moreov er MIGfora are more likely to engage the municipal manager, who has a broader set of concerns.
DWAF-led fora may need to assess theref ore with whom they engage within a municipality and how.

WSAs act as a natural ‘bridging point’for water serv ices into the wider world of municipal services 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 tems of collaboration may warrant consideration.

Donors

Donors are represented at two major points. One is within the collaborative fora itseff, where they join as
senior partners. Ancther 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 individual temperamert,
experience and background in the local sector.

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

A key question for donors (both as individuals and organisations) is how important thesefive 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 foralisation and of ev olution. Firstly the Masibambane
fora are not formal legislativefora —this allows them a certainflexibility and a window for these two
actors to play a role. This may be atemporary situation and therefore if they desire to continue to play

their current role they need (more than ‘legislated actors’) to review whether it can or should be NGOs and
fomalised. the priv ate
sector

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 donorfunding ceases, how will this impact them and how can they
prepare for such an eventuality ?

National
Treasury

Aside from the budget process, which is on its own terms, the National Treasury is lkely 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 effectiveness of resource allocation within sectors, and ensure consistent
policy for service 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. Alhough 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 provide an important opportunity to do so, with minimnum
transaction costs.

Secondly the Treasury has the potentialfor playing 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-specffic issues.
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Chapter 7 — Planning for the future: ensuring collaboration moves w ith the
times

The water services sector is not sta tic — it the refore follows that collabora tionbe tween its
role-players mustand will not remain staticeither. Even ifstructures remain the same,
the agenda will move onand new pressures will come to bear on those that sitaround
the table. In this chapterwe look forward, hoping to she d some light on how
collaboration can pro-actively react to the changes going on, inorder to remainas
effective and rele vantas possible in the coming years.”

Refocusing the substance of collaboration

As discussed, tobe trulyeffective South Africa’s decentralised service delive ry model
will require both functioning municipalservices across the board (in lieu ofan
imbalance in favour ofone sectororanother)and the means toengage the consumer to
ensure accountable delivery. Returning to our ‘five arenas’ model we look here at how
the agenda of collabora tion could change insupport 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 budge ting,
implementation, and monitoring and evaluation. In the chapter we suggest how the
watersector can better integra te itself within cross-sector nationaland municipal
systems across the diffe rentarenas, as wellas the potential role of collabora tive
structures. The lastissue to be looked atis re gulationand the involvement ofcustomers
and civil society to ensure betteraccountability to the publicoverservice delivery.

Policy formulation

The collabora tion was verysuccessful in creating policy cohe rence within the sector.
Howe ver cross-sector co-ordination of policy has notworkedso well, especially in the
context of municipal le gislation and major politically-driven policy initiatives such as
free basic services. Although cabinet and parliamentare bound to continue to generate
new policies that have not originate d from technical ministries, the more theyare
involved in collaborative structures the more cohe rent polices andstrate gies are likely to
be. Therefore, rather than discussinga change ofsubstance of collaboration, as policies
have tended tobe aimed at the rightissues, itis important to discuss a change in the
terms of enga gement of those inwlwed in generating sectorand cross-sector policies.

For a start, the technocrats who dominate institutions suchas the WSSLG and the MITT
need to ensure that their political masters are engaged in that debate. This would be the
role of the National Intergovernmental Fora for Water Services, which wouldbe headed
by the Ministerand other nationalsector fora. Furthermore, atsome pointin the future,
DW AF should consider broadening the scope of collaboration over policy and its
implementation to cover water resources (but probably onlyonce water services’
collaborative structures be gin to become institutionalised in the new provinces).

** This is not to exclude the fact that collaboration maybe less relevant to some of the new landscapes
the sector is creating; there is certainlylittle mileage intrying to force the issue, and where inappropriate
collaboration should be helped to a natural end.
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First of all the water serwvices sector policies and
plans need to be aligned with the cabinet
medium term objectives andfree basic services.
At amacro 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
government lev el are consistent with the
national MTEF and the respective municipal
IDPs and budgets, as well as national sector
policies.

Thirdly, whilst local delivery mechanisms must
be able to deliver on sector work-plans, they
also need to be consistent with municipal

sy stems.

Finally, water sector monitoring and
benchmarking systems need tofit within the

ov erallframework for monitoring the
achievement of national and municipal progress,
as well as being adequate for tackling water
service sector issues.

Integrated and responsive planning and budgeting

Aligning the Water Services Sector with National and

Municipal Systems

Cabinet Medium

Water Services

We have noted that planning andbudge ting systems are notas inte grated as they could
be. Starting from the municipal le vel there seems to be a disjoint be tween waterservices
planningand the wider municipal, provincial and na tional cross-sector planning and

budge ting processes. Efforts ateach of these le vels need to be made either to inte grate or
be tter link sector specific planning and budge ting tools to cross-sector systems.

The focus of planning for MIG funding is rightly the municipal five-year IDP, howe ver
the waterservices sector has been focusing on its own five-year WSDP. The IDP is
envisage das, andshould be, the main planning tool for the municipal government, and
the instrument bywhich councils decide on which infrastructure investments they
should make. In this context the role fora stand alone WSDP is limited, as the water
services component of the IDP should present councils’ investment decisions for the
Water Services Authority.’! The watersector should there fore consider how to better
inte grate the W SDP with the IDP (perhaps by re ducing the WSDP to a technical annex
which supports the IDP and provides technicalbackground to the chosen investments).

! There is some debate over WSDPs: some percei ve them as a mere chapter of the IDP whilst others
see them as an almost separate exercise. Itis always a challenge to combine atechnical planning

document with a participatory process and there is still some learning and refinement to be done.

Term Objectives Sector
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This does not re place the need forannual business planning for the W SAs, but the
process of business planning also needs to be inte grated with the municipality

Engaging with MIG

In the 2004/05 financial y ear the
regional and national Masibambane
work-planning process has needed
to be sy nchronised with the MIG

sy stems that have been dev eloped.
This has lent urgency to the need for
DWAF to collaborate with DPLG and
municipalities in compiling sector
work-plans. DWAF will, in future,
need to earn credibility 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, whilst
prov iding support to local

gov ernment planning processes
without trying to control them. One
hurdle in the process is the poor
relations between DPLG and DWAF,
and the fact that DPLG is not an
activ e participant in the water
services collaborativ e structures at
both the national and provincial
levels.

budge ting process. There should be no separate decision-making process
forwatersector investments or resource allocation, be yond the IDP and
budget process.

The planning and budge ting process at any le we], including the
municipality, is ultimatelya political one. It is councillors who should make
de cisions on the investments thatshould take place in the municipality.
Howe ver, planningand budge ting processes often become technocra tic
affairs. What is importantis thatinvestment and other resource allocation
choices are presented to councils ina way that they can understandso that
they facilitate a rational decision. A concern is thatWSDPs and IDPs are
owerly technocratic documents, and do not facilitate political choices.
Although the inwlvement of portfolio councillors in provincial
collaboration is important, the restof council need to be presented with
information inan easily digestible form.

Under MIG provincial gove mments are responsible forensuring that IDPs
are properly prepared, build municipal capacity, and provide technical
support to and monitoring of municipalities. Representatives of the
provincial collaborative fora and re gional DW AF offices need to engage
with the Departments of Housing and Local Gove mment to ensure that
waterservices issues are adequately catered for in this process.

At the national le vel, work needs tobe done to integrate be tter strate gic
planningwith the DW AF MI'EF process, collaborative annualworkplanand
re porting processes. Currently itis very difficult to ascertain how the

DW AFbudgetis aligned to either the KFAs in the strate gic planor the MSB
work-plan. DWAF and municipal budgets for water services programmes
need to be more aligned with the KFAs. DW AF should open up its own

budget proposals for debate during the collaborative processes, andshould notjust
present alloca tions 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 | budge talloca tions with strate gic plans and work-plans.

Consistent implementation mechanisms

In the past the water services sector has been concentra tingon de velopingca pacity, via
WSAs and WSPs, to deliver on infrastructure targets. However under the MIG
municipal gove rnments are being encouraged to establish MIG project mana gement
units under the municipal manager. This has somewhat disrupted pre existing water
services implementa tion structures, howewer it does not make sense having two entities
responsible for infrastructure delivery, so the inconsistency does need to be addressed.
An option thatwould address this would be for W SAs to dele gate responsibility for
infrastructure delivery to the Municipal Infras tructure PMU 2

This would also enable the WSAs to step back from implementa tion and to concentrate
on its regulatory function over WSPs already providing services under them. They
could then dewelop the collaborative relationships with W SPs and consume s as
describe d earlier.””

32 Some have expressed concerns about higher ‘levels of service’ under such an arrangement, MIG
focussing on basic services. Howeer this is resol ved it makes more sense for there to be a single unit
within a municipality that focus es on infras tructur e hardware, rather than multiple units, and which can
lookat basic services in conjunction with higher | evels of services. Without this, such concepts as the
‘water and s anitation’ |adder become operationally even more challenging.

* Itis important to note that MIG and its associated fora deal first and foremost with i nfrastructure
delivery, ie. hardware. As we hawe noted earlier, for the sector as a whole hardware has tended to
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In areas like ca pacity building DW AF and other e xternal wate rsectoractors should
perhaps start to work through the municipal mana gerand human resources sections of

municipa lities, rather than directlywith WSAs** In
addition, hardware aspects ofsanita tion investments need
to be handled in the conte xtof the MIGPMU, and the
software aspects by the rele vant parts of the municipality.
This will helpwith a shift of mindse ts, encoura ging W SAs
to be seen to be partand parcelof a municipality, rather
thanas a separa te entity receiving independent support

Monitoring and regulation of w ater services
performance

The dewelopmentof the re gulatory framework is crucial if
we are to introduce strong incentives for municipalities to
improve deliveryof water services, bothas re gards
effectiveness and sustainability. This involves both the
WSAs re gula ting the WSPs under them, but also the
national gove mment monitoring the pe rformance of
municipalities as Water Service Authorities and the
performance of the WSP, whoe ver this is. The strate gic
framework highlights the need for regulation a gainst

norms and standards, economic re gulationand contract
re gula tion.

Here we will not attempt to pre-empt the regulatory
framework being de veloped by DW AF. Howe ver, as
emphasised eatlier it is important to highlight the fact that
it is impossible to regulate against policies, norms and
standards without a mechanism for pe rformance
measurement. An importantelementof this is de veloping
mechanisms for performance assessmentof benchmarking
of municipalities. The initiatives introduced by SALGA
and SAAWU provide valuable input, however the yneed
to be brought toge ther into a unified framework by

DW AF. Importantly any benchmarking framework will
also need to incorpora te methodologies thatenable WSAs
to assess their own WSPs’" performance.

In the spiritof collaboration, regulation shouldbe
accompanied by support to those being re gulated, and this
is the main way of awiding re gula tionbecoming an
overlyadwersarial exercise.”” Benchmarking is done in the
spirit ofassisting both W SAs and W SPs to identify their
own problems andways to solve them. Funds suchas the
capacity building grantshould be available to enable

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 loca
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)

Service performance 1 (lowest) 4 (highest)

Education 4 outof 4
Social care — children 3outof4
Social care — adults 2 outof 4
Environment 3outof4
Libraries and leisure 3 out of 4
Use of resources 3outof4
Overall service performance 4 outof 4

municipalities to address identifie d institutional weaknesses and gaps.

dominate the sector, perhaps to the detriment of ‘softwar e’ and other aspects crucial to efficient, effective
and sustainable service delivery. Thereis adanger 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 certainlyplay arolein ensuring software issues remain on the agenda.

* This will perhaps complicate matters for thos e within the sector looking to support municipalities, but
will facilitate water ser\ices becoming a mainstream function of municipalities, rather 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.

>> Anocther wayis to involve the municipalities in the design of the regulatory frameworkand thus develop
it collaboratively. Butthis must be done without weakening its abilityto bring about effective and

sustainable delivery of services.
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In addition, if one is attempting to support the building ofstrong municipalsystems,
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 othersectors, as in the UK’s
Comprehensive Performance Assessment of local gove mments (see box). Again the
watersector will be de veloping its re gulatory framework be fore such strong municipal-
wide systems are de veloped, butDP LG shouldbe encouraged to developsuch
benchmarkingsystems.

One problem that is always highlighte d by non-DW AF actors when talkingabout

re gulation is that DW AF cannot be botha referee (.e.a regulator) anda player (@
collaborator) in regulation. Certainly a way to help ensure thatcollabora tion be tween
DW AF and municipalities is constructive is to have an independent re gulator.”* An
interim measure wouldbe to clearly delineate the role of re gional DW AF offices and
national DW AF, with na tional DW AF providing the re gulatory function and re gional
DW AF offices dealingsolely with institutionalsupport to municipalities.

One of the major strong points of the collaboration has been the reportingagainst sector
work-plans through the provincial fora and the MCC. Howewera recent problem has
been that the MCC has had to rely on the MIG reporting systems for water se rvice
performance. The systems have yet to become functionaland there fore data has not
been forthcoming. When itbecomes operational DWAF and othe rstakeholders will be
relyingon information processedby DPLG, rather than information directly from
municipalities. A unified reporting system forall sectors is beneficial for the municipal
managerand council as it reduces transaction costs there fore, rather than complain,

DW AF should continue to engage in the process and assist DPLG to de velop these
systems. For its part, DPLG needs to co-operate fully withsector ministries (within a
framework thatencourages it to ensure that data is promptlyavailable).

Making the sector publicly accountable for performance

A major focus of the collaboration in future should be ensuring thatconsumers are
adequately represented. This shouldbe in the minds of the collaborators at each level of
collaboration. Ultima tely municipalities, and e ventually provincial and national
gowernment, need to be held to account for the delivery ofse rvices and consumers can
playa weryeffective role in doing this.

We hawe already describe d consume r involve ment in collabora tion at the local level, as a
means to entrench localaccountability. Policies and guidelines need to be made to that
effect formally empowering consumers. First and foremost though, consumers need to
be made publicly aware now onlyof theirentitlement to waterand sanita tion services,
butalso of how theycan hold their municipalities and their councils to account for
delivery. Public information campaigns to this effect are crucial in creating public

de mand for accountability. This can be combined with requiring municipalities to
publishsummaries in the media of their budge ts and investment choices for the
financial year.

The operations of collaborative structures need to become publicly accountable, and

re porting on performance against policy should notjust be a technical, inhouse affair.
The National IGR Forum, if forme d, would be the natural home fora public debate on
watersector performance. The media, alongside civil socie ty groups should be invite d,
and DW AF should actively market the event The results ofbe nchmarking municipality
pe rformance should be made public, and inte rgove mmental fora at the provincialand
national levelwould represent an opportunity to publish municipality water se rvices

pe rformance.

** There is some debate both within DWAF and internationally about the circumstances in which this is
appropriate and the transaction costs of doing so. Roles, responsibilities and functions within DWAF
itself certainly need to be clearly understood and delineated.
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Chapter 8 — Building collaborative structures at the local level

In section two we lookedat the structures being partcreatedby, and part guiding,
sectorcollaboration. We go througheach of these in tum to see what future directions
may be. Firstofall thoughwe look atan area that was not given priority in the early
collaboration and should now be emphasise d —namely collaborationat the municipality
level

Municipal-level collaboration

Within a given district municipal mana gers need to take the lead in de veloping cross-
sector relations and fosteringco-ordination, regularly holding mana gement meetings
with the administrative heads of eachsectoras wellas portfolio councillors. The IGRB
provides for district intergove mmental fora, whichwould bring toge therall local
municipa lities within the district as a means of fostering inte gra ted, cross- sector

de velopment.

Era T hree:
Municipal Service Delivery

Subjects | ( Structures )

Anotheraspect that needs Building relationships at thelevel of service delivery

exploration is the role of local

collaboration in the relations Municipality

be tween local and district

municipalities, their constituent Council _ R WSA
WSAs and WSPs, and consume1s.

¢ FElections

The dimensions of these « Council meetings

¢ Council resdutions

¢ Regulation

Ielahonsh}ps are.setout in the . Il;;aworgg;gatory DP - ISDP process « Performance
accountability triangle above. . Ward conmitiees - Business planning assessment
NPT p » WSA conplaints * Monitoring
As II.ILKIlClpaht’leS complete their cell
Section 78 processes, the
re la tionship be tween the WSAand
. WSP

the' WSP becomes 1.mportar}t Consumer | _ ‘ e
Building partnerships at this le vel (citizen) [ »| (public or
will be crucial for delivery. Itis * Water User Comrittees priv ate)
important that municipalities a » Conplainis cells

K po ) 1cipalites are e Ward conmittees
given adequate guidance onhow to
conduct this rela ﬁonship, and the Adapted from the World Development Report, 2004

balance be tween re gula tion and

support. A district

intergove mmental forum would playa potentially important role inensuring
communica tionand co-operationbe tween diffe rent WSPs in the district, and facilitating
politicalas well as technical coherence where the WSA is at the districtlevel

There is aneed toensure that the consumer has adequate channels to express his or her
views to councillors, the WSP and W SAs, (as the consumer wice), and is adequately
involved in the delivery of services (havingconsumer power). This is important for
generatingaccountability and trust inservice delivery. Itis especially important given
the natural monopoly characteristics of the water sector and the reinforcement to top-
down approaches that free basic services introduce.

Consumer wie couldbe enhanced in two mainways. Citizns could be more engaged
in the planning process for the provisionof waterservices (especially where theyhave
little or no service currently). Although the IDP process is participatory toa de gree,
stakeholders feel thatward committees are an important potential entry point into the
planning processes that are not properlybeing exploited. Participatory planning is one
area where South Africa can leam from other African countries.’”” Howe ver it is
important to note, in the spiritof supporting municipalsystems andavoiding

Tanzania has been making some strides in this direction, as has Uganda. There is also relevant
experience in Brazil.




Involving consumer groups in the
management of water supplies

In Bangalore consumers are involved in assessing
the performance of public municipal services via an
innov ative system of report cards. These gauge the
level of satisfaction with service delivery across the
municipality, but diff er from opinion polls in that they
benchmark different municipal services against
each other. Versions of this specffic to the water
sector hav e been introduced in Ethiopia and not
only provide a powerful information tool for those
responsible for assessing and improving the
delivery of services, but bring pressure to bear on
the service providers themselv es.

In Maputo another approach is being inv estigated. It
brings CBOs and NGOs to the support of the
regulator by monitoring service delivery in ‘at risk’
areas and improving the level of information

av ailable to decision-makers as well as operational
staff. In Zambia ‘water watch’ groups also work with
the regulator and provide representatives that sit on
the board of both public and priv ate water providers.
Such techniques could be brought to bear in South
Africa to improv e both the voice and power of

consumers regarding the delivery of basic serwvices.
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duplica tion, thatcustomer inwlvement in planning comes
under the umbrella of the IDP process and notjust for the
WSDP alone.

Secondly, the consumer has a role inensuring the effective
deliveryof services to local communities. In fact the
consumer is explicitly recognised in the Stra te gic Framework:
“A re gulatory framework should recognise that consumers
are in the best place to monitor the e ffectiveness ofwater
services provision. There fore themost effective monitoring
strategy for the sector is strengthening the wice of onsumers. Itis
the responsibility of wa ter service authorities to putin place
mechanisms to facilitate, listening and responding to
consumer and citizn feedback on the quality of service
delivery.” (DW AF Strate gic Framework, page 60).

Setting up ofcustomer complaints units in WSAs and larger
WSPs, orarranging re gular customer consulta tions, are
examples of how WSAs could institute such mechanisms.

In addition consume rs need pouer, which is the shortest route
to accountable services. It is possible to involve consumers
directly in the oversight of service delivery, by encouraging
their participation in the management decisions of Water
Service Providers themselves. This type of collabora tive
arrangementwouldobviously vary for differing types of
service provider, and could range fromhaving consumerand

civilsociety groups represente d on the board of a large municipal water corporation, to
having a water user committee overseeing a smallscale ruralwater supplysystem (akin
to parents sitting on the board of governors in a school). Such groups need to hawe a
real role in the deliveryof services.

Grie vance mechanisms are important to all collaborative exe rcises, and the South
Africanwatersector is no exception. Thus while providing consumers withavenues for
complaints and feedback is necessary, so is inwlving them in planning decisions and in
the owersight ofservices. Howe ver local collaborative structures and relationships along
these lines will not happenautomatically. Theywillneed to be supported by the
provincial-le vel structures for collabora tion, with policy and institutionalsupport and
guidance from national DW AF. Ultimately, itwill have tobe in the interests of
consumers to participate in these structures, and for that the yneed to be given a real

stake in decision-making.

Flexible provincial structures

Collaborative structures at the provincial le vel have beenallowed to ewlwe diffe rently
in diffe rent provinces. This is an important positive aspectof the experience to date, and
DW AF should continue to allow such a flexible approach to collaboration. This next era
will see the e wlution of MIG structures, and perhaps other structures thataim tobuild

municipalsystems.

Provincial Municipal Infrastructure Task Teams are be ing established to oversee the
implementation of MIG, bringing toge ther sector de partments from the province, as well
as re gional DW AF offices. It is important that wate rservices structures should not
attempt to compe te with these new provincial MII'Ts, but ratherenga ge with them. It
may be appropriate for the water services collaboration to cede primary discussion of
infrastructure delivery (.e. hardware aspects) to such a forum. This would also provide
space for the collaboration to deal with otheraspects of delivery, which presenta full
enoughagenda for future collabora tion.
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Whilst provincial collabora tive structures should be allowed to e wolve independently, it
is important for DW AF re gionaloffices to be engaged proactively in collabora tion 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 andbasket of institutional support in a coherent
manner. Moreover, DW AF needs to ensure that there is strong line mana gement of

re gional DW AF offices to guarantee that there is a de gree of institutional cohe rence in
DW AF’s enga gement in the collaboration process. Although it is easier for re gional

DW AF to use the WSA as the point ofcontact within the municipality, it is important
that DW AF starts to work through the Municipal Mana ger.

How water sector and MIG INTERMINISTERIAL
collaborative structure relate COMMITTEE/CABINET
> Overall responsibility for <
policy, legislation and
performance
WATER SECTOR .
INTERGOVERNMENTAL Ny MUNICIPAL

FORUM It INFRASTRUCTURE
Policy, legislation, co- Y TASK TEAM

ordination and performance Policy, legislation, co-
ordination and performance

t

WATER SECTOR WATER SECTOR | §f MUNICIPAL

LEADERSHIP COORDINATING iy INFRASTRUCTURE

GROUP <> COMMITTEE (MCC) [® .*—>» TECHNICAL TASK TEAM
Policy guidance and National co-ordination g N National co-ordination,
co-ordination and reporting monitoring and reporting
) ) P £
v Ao
PROVINCIAL WATER SECTOR FORA PROVINCIALMUNICIPAL

Development of strategies and plans, service ¢ ip] INFRASTRUCTURE TASK TEAMS
delivery issues, reporting, lesson learing : Co-ordination, IDP process

In this respecta de gree of formalisa tion is required. Engagementin collaborative
structures needs to be written into re gional DW AF office s job descriptions, and their
performance appraised in terms of the success of re gional collabora tion as wellas
institutional support provided to municipalities.

The IGRB does not tackle one major issue. The lack ofa 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 de wlve
responsibility forwater services to the provincial leveland establish an MEC for wa ter.
This would allow national DW AF to concentrate on policy and re gula tion issues, whilst
leaving provincial MEGs to provide the support role to municipalities.

National Structures

An important implication of the IGR Bill will be that itopens up the potential for
arguing fora national intergove mmental forum for the water sector, which would be
headed by the Minister responsible for water. This wouldbe the forumwithowerall
responsibility for policy formulation, le gislation and re viewing sector performance. It
would provide a focus for re porting on performance from the MCC, and a decision-



Uganda’s Local Development
Grant

All local governments have access to a
discretionary local government grant, howev er
their access and level of funding is dependent
on the annual local government assessment.

Local governments are assessed on their
corporate performance against minimum
conditions and benchmarks related to
areas such as planning, budgeting,
financial management and engineering
capacity.

Those local governments that do not
meet minimum conditions do not access
the Local Dev elopment Grant. However
they do continue to access a capacity
building grant enabling them to upgrade
their performance.

The best scoring local governments in
the assessment receive 10% greater
allocation in the Local Dev elopment
Grant.

This framework has provided a strong incentive
for local governments to upgrade their
corporate performance.
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making forum for policy recommendations from the W SSLG.
This would mean that the recommendations of those largely
technical collaborative structures were actually conside red by
their political leade rs and top mana gement —current

collabora tion would thus be better linke d into the political
sphere. At the moment the topmanagementof DW AF and the
Minister appearsomewhatse parated from the opera tionally-
minde d WSSLG and MCC - sucha stepwould helpensure
politicalengagement There may be examplesin Uganda that
would be of interest.

Some observers have expressed conce ms about the

politicisa tion of technocratic fora should the two spheres be
drawn closer toge ther. While a risk, there are many examples
bothwithinand outside South Africa of how this canbe
guardedagpinst, including independent re view mechanisms,
cross-party committees etc. Overall itisbetter to relyonsuch
safe guards and encourage andenforce productive dialogue
be tween politicians and technocrats, rather than have them
work in isolation, as this leads to poor decision-makingand
policyestrange d from technical and opera tional realities. A
second risk is having working fora suffer from association with
discredited or ine ffective existing political fora (such as the
PLGs?). (learly any decision will require careful thoughtin
advance, debate be tween stakeholders, and perhaps se veral
options conside red.

Inan agenda thatis oriented towards re gulation and performance, the role of the MCC
will become more importantas the custodian of re viewing sector performance, and
coordinating the implementationof policy. The committee should notjust focus on

re porting a gainst work-plans, but shouldalso be the focus for discussion of municipality
performance with respect to service delivery norms andbenchmarks. Earlyin 2005 the
MCC decided to change its name, proposing tostop using the term Masibambane. Itis
now called the Water Services Sector Co-ordina ting Committee. As collaboration has
now been rolled out countrywide this is a gopod move and helps institutionalise the role
of the forum in the sector (many still perceive of Masibambane asa programme rather
thananapproachand thus the label, howe ver well meaning may hinder
institutionalisation). In the scenario outlinedabove the W SSLG would continue to play
its role as the custodian of collaborative policy formulation, providing policy

re comme nda tions to the Intergove mmental Forum. This would resultinanexplicit
process for referring policy recommendations to policymakers andavoid concerns of the
WSSLGbecominga falk shop on policy issues.
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Chapter 9 — Making the processes of collaboration w ork
The preceding two chapters have dealtwith future subjects and structures of

Era Three:
Mu nicipal Service Delive

Processes

collaboration. The yhave not, howe ver, addressed important process issues — for the
system to truly come to life the actors need to wotk toge ther effectively, breathing
substance into structure. Above all it needs to be inboth individuals” and institutions’

interests to be engage d in collaborative initiatives.

Creating demand for collaboration at a local level

In an era focused on municipal performance and delivery the foremostchallenge willbe
to ensure thatmunicipalities become and remainengaged. Ensuring collaboration is
functionaland effective at this local le vel will be no easy task. Municipalities will firstof
all need strong incentives to perform, and then recognise collaboration as being a step

towards this.

These incentives to performshould ideally come fromboth below andabowe; from
consumers and from provincialand national govemment Moreover both these parties
can play a role inencoura ging municipalities to collabora te — 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 inowerseeing the delivery of service, then they are more
likely to exert those rights. Howe ver, they will only be
intereste d in exerting those rights if policy gives the consumer
real power in the delivery of services. For example,
consumers will only engage inwater user committees if they
know that they have influence on the running of water
providers. Civil socie ty groups willonly engage with larger
water utilities if the y know those providers are going to be
open towhat theyhavwe to say.

Although from a municipality’s point of view such

enga gement may be beneficial in the long term, in the short
term it requires a dditional resources and brings additional
pressure on them to perform. Whatis there then to stop
water providers orauthorities ignoring the voice of
consumers? This is where pe rformance benchmarking and
re gulation comes in. Throughbenchmarking of
municipalities (both WSAs and WSPs) more than just the
short-term performance as re gards service delivery canbe
assessed. The extent to which collaborative processes are

being followed canalso be monitored. Through re gula tion,
sanctions can be imposed on those thatdo notengage in
collaborative forms of managementand delivery, andwho do
notconsider or respond to consumers’ complaints. The
adjoiningboxshows 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 ensuringservice delivery.”*

Allocating resources to collaboration
and monitoring in Uganda

In 1998 the Government of Uganda established the
Poverty Action Fund, which was the part of the
national budget allocated towards pro-poor services
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 required to report quarterly on progress in
programmes to the committee. The press, as well
as civil society groups and donors, were invited to
those meetings. Local governments were deliv ering
the majority of PAF programmes, including those for
water and sanitation.

The Ministry of Finance also allocated resources
specifically for enhancing monitoring and
accountability. This funded the cost of collaborative
structures centrally, but also enabled national line
ministries to monitor and support local government
who were delivering programmes. Funds were later
also allocated to local governments themsel es to
allow them to monitor and also facilitate
participatory planning and budgeting.

Thus the Ministry of Finance play ed both an honest
broker role, bringing sectoral ministries and local
governments to the table, whilst also financing
cross-sector collaboration.

** The juxtaposition between the long- and the short-term viewis important here. Insome regards it
should be ser\vice delivery outcomes, and thus solely perfor mance, which is monitored from above.
However, good governance, which caninclude consumer participation, is increasingly considered
invaluable in ensuring the long-term perfor mance of utilities, as well as bringing to bear additional and
more focussed pressure. T hus there may well be alegitimate role for higher-level players to monitor and

encourage consumer participation.
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Brokering collaboration across sectors at national and provincial levels

We earlier recommended deeper collabora tion across sectors. Importantly though,
seweralof the atempts currently being made in this direction are notworking
particularly well. Forexample in the Eastem Cape a team formedby DHLGT A to this
end has failed to take off effectively, while MIG mana gement na tionally has been
somewhat disheartene dby the lack of interest from line departments inengaging with
it. At provincialle vel, IWSMF has also had difficulty inenga gingwith the MIG
managementstructures at the provincial level. Weak DPLG participation inwater
services collaborative structures has also beennoted.

If there is to be coherence atnationaland provincial le e, cross-sector collabora tion
needs to be made to work. Buthow? One optionwould be to look at the scope foran
‘honestbroker’ (such ashas workedat provincial le vel) to bring departments toge ther
andencourage more constructive co-operation. Inother settings, such as Uganda (see
box), the Treasury has beenable to play this role — wouldsome thing similar be possible
in South Africa? The Presidency has also showed an interest in such cross-sector
collaboration — could the water services sector bene fit from more macro-engagement of
suchan actor?

As the boxon Uganda shows, the Treasury has also financed collabora tionbe tween
ministries. We observe d earlier how important flexible funding specifically aimed at
supporting the process of collabora tion, has been. The ghost haunting the collabora tive
process in the water services sector is that donors finance itand there is a strong risk
that if the donors pullout then this vital fundingwill cease. In the long run resources to
fund sector and cross-sector collabora tion will need to come from within departments’
budgets ateverylevel. However, this needs to be planned forexplicitly byspending

Ownership and
institutionalisation

“Diff erentiating between individuals and
institutions — Without doubt, the nature of
the individuals that come to the table is
critical to the effectiveness 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 individuals can usually
mov e faster than institutions. To ensure
sustainability, partnerships need to move
carefully and systematically beyond the
individuals and into institutions.
Ownership cannot be vested in any one
individual. As individuals also move on,
mechanisms need to be put in place to
ensure smooth transition. Induction
programmes, frequent and structured
reviews, rotating chairs and other
mechanisms will enable greater
ownership.” (Caplan et al, 2001)

de partments, who may not prioritise such softactivities’” In such
circumstances, a possible role for the Treasurywould be to ensure
that departments budge t adequately for collaborative activities.

Howe ver, neither the National Treasury nor the Eastern Cape
Provincial Treasury ha ve been particularly active participants in
collaboration, nor playeda strongrole in promoting or brokering it
A keyissue for the sector is there fore to gauge how necessarysuch
supportis, and findways toeither engage the Treasury orothers
more actively, orseek alte mative solutions.

From individuals to institutions

As mentioned be fore the sector is unusualas 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
envisionedand is certainly not commonplace, but de finitely warrants
a mention. Whe therexisting collabora tion would have reached its
current le vel without this is doubtful, butequally it does raise some
concerns about the sustainabilityof current practice (forexample,
would finances be made available from partners’ ownbudgets or
from the Treasury if the currentsources dried up?).

Moreover, collabora tion has often relied onkey individuals to drive it
forward. To be sustained over time though collabora tion needs to
moe beyond individuals into organisations.*’ This section concludes
by lookingat options for the sector on this front.

*> Such supportis akin to a‘public good’, prone to the same problems of free riders and weak individual
willingness to pay.

*° SALGA, for instance, has a new CEO and the individual that has championed much of its invol vement

in collaborationin the water sector is soontoleave. DWAF has a newDDG for operations and regions,
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Institutionalising is certainly not easy, and ways of tailoring it to the contextof the water
services sector need to be furtherexplored, but there are goodexamples. Important
features include creating and re taining institutional memory, planning for succession
and rofating partnership ‘representatives’. Internal reflection about the bene fits and
risks of collaborating, how inte mal decision-making relates to collaborative decision-
making and how well the ‘“interface” is de velope dare also use ful. The ‘pa perwork’
(Memorandums of Understanding, Terms of Re ference e tc) that unde rpins the
collaboration (bothbetweenand specific to partners)is also important — more for the
process of de e lopingand re viewing it, than its me re existence."

Is there an over-reliance on consultants?

+ There is legitimate concern that the water services sector has
used consultants excessively during the reform process.

- Although initially they played an important honest broker role, if

- consultants rather than the institutions are those tasked with
‘reform’, this enables those institutions to continue doing
business as usual.

Mainstream DWAF staff hav e not been forced to provide support
, supervision to local governments as the additional Masibambane
: money has enabled them to use consultants. DWAF therefore
- does not develop a reputation for having changed as an
institution. Similarly at the national lev el consultants are used
- excessively in the reform process, where the work could and

1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 This is pertinent to DWAF’s relationship with municipalities. l
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
: should be being carried out by staff in line positions. :
1 1

and sever al other staff at various |evels maysoon 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 nowcoming to
affect several of the key champions referred toin section two.

"' Several ‘partnership’ publications may be of help inthis regard: a good start would be “Flexbility by

Design”, “Institutionalising Partners hips” and “The Partners hip Paperchase”, all of which areinthe
bibliography.
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Chapter 10 — Where do w e start?

We hawe setoutse veral options that could help collaborationadjust to the new
landscape. It maynotbe easy to know where to begin, but be low we setouteight
actions that, if initiated in the short term, could help shift both the agenda and substance
of collaboration towards municipa lities 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.

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

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

Develop policies on consumerinvolvement and collaboration within
municipalites and roll them out through provincdial fora.

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

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.

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).

Review how decision-making within key stakeholders relates to collaborative
processes (across all five ‘service arenas’) and discuss strategies forbetter
institutionalising the organisational ‘interface’.
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General lessons regarding collaboration

Enabling and disabling factors

Collaboration does not occurin avacuum 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
factors and draw some lessons for those interested in supporting collaboration more broadly.

Why collaboration has succeeded What has not helped collaboration
» It was built on solid foundations, such as ISWIP etc > DWAF’s strong presence may be intimidating
> It concentrated on supporting municipalities for others, discouraging themfrom participating
. I e o [t g - - in the collaboration
tmovedwith the trend of legslation and wasforward locking 1y, tate of flux within municipalities and DPLG
> There were good relationships and understanding between key has made consistent participation difficutt for
individuals at outset those institutions
» DWAF was able to build capacity within partner organisations » The National Treasury and DPLG were absent
allowing them to collaborate from key collaborativefora
> It was important to hav e honest brokers at the start of » There was a large turnov er of staff and under-
collaboration dev eloped induction and succession
> Assistance to SALGA enabled it to grow into its role as the mechanismsfor those involv ed in collaboration
organised voice of disparate municipalities, enabling a real >  Support from DWAF senior management was
dialogue in collaboration inconsistent, and turnover high at this level.
> Considerable flexible funding was available from donors to > There is a heavy reliance on consultants
support collaborative processes Ca
) o > Too many new intiatives and demands on
» The collaboration concentrated on tangible issues and (municipal) timefrom national and other
‘projects’, such as the MAAPS, WSDP, transfers etc agencies, undermines the quality of
> An effort was made to bring councillors into the collaboration, collaboration
at least in Eastern Cape > There is an inconsistent approach to, and
> National DWAF was willing to compromise and see the benefits involvement o, the political sphere with a
of collaboration on the ground sometimes ov erly technical focus
> Attention was paid to structures framing collaboration and there | » There is a heavy governmental and state-
was a willingness to review and revisit these as well as other centricfocus
‘process’ issues
Lessons

» Different ty pes of collaboration are needed at different levels. Regular review of collaborative structures helps them stay
relevant in a context of rapid change.

» Honest brokers can help get different parties together and can bevery useful 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
youvery far.

» Collaboration and communication builds trust during a refomm process, whilst transparency helps buildy our credibility.
Regular region/national reporting has improv ed informationflow within the sector, and built trust.

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

» The absence of the National Treasury and DPLG from the collaboration undemines 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
itseff

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

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

» We should not expect the same constellation of individuals or of partners to remain static over time — better to embrace
and plan for turnover in adv ance.

» Collaboration costs money which needs to be budgeted for — it cannot always be a donorfunded activity.
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