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	WATERAID SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS
Funding

· more is needed (particularly in rural areas)

· improvements in part require only that donors and national administrations enhance disbursement/deconcentration mechanisms

· needs to be coordinated but the resulting overall allocations to decentralised local administrations should then be ring-fenced

Demand

· is critical to leveraging O&M funds

· is generally strong for water but needs to be created for sanitation (possibly using lessons from mobile phone advertising campaigns)

Capacity-building

· of administrations needs to include incentives to retain existing staff

· within communities is critical to financially sustainable projects

Private sector

· financing role in urban areas easier if domestic institutions improve their approach but higher bill collection rates could be more significant

· role as supplier (eg of latrine slabs) needs to be expanded


BACKGROUND
1. Coverage

Nigeria’s population of 131 million (in 2003) is growing at 2.9% pa. and will reach 147m in 2007.  The Government estimates access to safe water at 57% nationally with variations from 67% in state capitals, 60% in other urban areas, 55% in rural areas and 50% in per-urban areas.

The UNICEF/WHO Joint Monitoring Programme has reported deteriorations between 1990 and 2000 in urban rates of access to both water and sanitation.  And although rural access to water improved significantly, access to sanitation did not.  In part this reflects the pressures of rural migration into urban areas.  (It is perceived by contrast that after just two years, Nigeria accounted for 20% of MTN’s worldwide business.)

2. Expenditure

Some 10% of the Federal budget is allocated to the water sector.  As the table below shows, the share of this which has been going to water and sanitation has been increasing.  However relatively large proportions of this money are not actually spent.  In part this may be because where money is allocated to States nominally for water, they actually use the money in other ways.  A sample of States did find that some 9-10% of their budgets was being allocated to water but a comprehensive survey is now under way.

	
	2001

(Naira Millions)
	2002

(Naira Millions)
	2003

(Naira Millions)
	2004

(Naira Millions)

	
	Bill
	Release
	Bill
	Release
	Bill
	Release
	Bill
	Release

	Water Supply & Quality Control
	2,818
	1,578
	1,110
	
	4,894
	
	6,969 
	

	Total Water Resources 
	54,708
	40,315
	63,495
	
	46,184
	
	37,888
	


Additional spending comes from donors.  They are all overseen by the National Planning Commission.  Donor funds account for around 30% of public spending but they are not always fully disbursed.

SECTOR CHARACTERISTICS

1. National Planning/Presidential Water Initiative

Water’s role in economic development is well recognised and the sector is accorded third place (after education and health) in the National Economic Empowerment and Development Strategy (NEEDS) which fulfils the role of a PRSP.  The NEEDS is supported by SEEDS and LEEDS at State and Local Government levels respectively.

The Presidential Water Initiative aims to provide:

· 100% water & sanitation access in State capitals

· 75% in other urban and peri-urban areas

· 66% in rural areas.

Its four programme components: State Capitals, Urban Areas, Small Towns and Rural Areas have been costed at a total of N415 billion.

2. Responsibilities & Performance

Responsibilities are shared between three tiers of Government:

· Federal Government deals with resources, policy and coordination of planning

· The 36 State Governments are responsible for water supply and sanitation in urban areas through State Water Agencies and for support to Local Government

· The 774 Local Governments are responsible for rural water supply and sanitation

In addition the National Water Supply and Sanitation Policy adopted in January 2000 not only makes access to water a right for all but also places responsibilities on beneficiaries for financing O&M in particular and on the private sector to play a bigger role in the provision of services.

National management of water resources has not been effective in distributing the adequate surface and groundwater supplies.  As a result there have been shortages in some areas, growing settlements have not been adequately supplied and watersheds have been degraded and polluted.

State water agencies (SWAs) have also failed to respond to new demands especially in peri-urban areas.  Their ability to do so has been hampered by high rates of non-revenue water (63% in 1998) and political involvement in tariff-setting.

Small towns have particular problems with solid waste and 60% of their wastewater also is discharged directly into the environment.  The State Water Agencies generally ignore these towns, a gap which is filled by private entrepreneurs.

Progress in rural areas is held back by lack of capacity on this issue at all levels from the community itself through the Local Government and up to the State.  Programmes and the international agencies (UNICEF, WB, DFID, JICA) which are involved are weakly coordinated and as a result some communities are served by multiple programmes.
3.
Reform

The reform programme is aimed at a vision of maximising water’s contribution to economic development.  Mobilisation and more effective use of resources along with systematic involvement of the private sector and of communities are crucial elements in tackling decaying infrastructure and other deficiencies in operations and maintenance.

The Federal level is to take on responsibilities including mobilising ODA to close what the Ministry of Water Resources assesses as the “huge” gap between presently available funds and the investment needs.  Federal government will also benchmark SWAs’ performance (higher tariffs will be made central to the financing of recurrent costs subject to affordability considerations for domestic consumers) and provide hygiene education.

States will promote community participation and also regulatory and PSP processes.

Local Government will mobilise communities and civil society organisations, providing them with technical assistance and with assistance in preparing projects.

Communities themselves are to find champions, identify projects and then own, implement and maintain them.

Money secured at Federal level will be used by States to establish community project Funds.  Local Governments will then canvass for a share of the Fund in their State alongside other federal and ODA support. 

PERSPECTIVES

1. Consumer level

Pyakasa peri-urban community, Abuja Federal Capital Territory.  Pyakasas comprises a traditional village next to which a settlement of incomers has sprung up, attracted from all over Nigeria by Abuja’s employment opportunities.  The incomers have bought land from the Chief although they have no formal legal ownership and without such Certificates of Ownership they could be evicted by the Government.

In the new settlement – where some homes are surrounded by razor-wire topped walls and large gates – people have their own wells or boreholes supplying elevated tanks.  Residents had acted together to initiate electric power supplies and the hiring of security guards but not for water.

In the old village some people also have wells though these may yield nothing in the dry season when local streams may be the only option.  In general people rely on being able to buy water (at around 20 Naira – about 8p (£1=N240) - for a 20 litre can) from the few people who do have boreholes (including the Chief’s brother).

Hand-dug wells cost N15-20,000 depending on the depth while boreholes cost between N200,000 (if hand-augered) and N500,000 if drilled mechanically.

Casual labour rates were N1,500 per day.

In all the conversations it was striking how often the response to questions about why things were not happening was “I don’t know”.  Not having the time to enable people to think through an analysis of why things don’t work, it was virtually impossible to get people to list 3 things which could make a difference to the prospects for access to safe water and sanitation.

Blockages:

· Local administration - the Abuja Area Municipal Council (AAMC) – had not maintained the water supply system originally installed by the military regime’s Minister for the Federal Capital Territory.  (The massive storage tank for this system literally towered over the village as a constant reminder of the service they do not have.)  The borehole pump was originally solar-powered.  When this broke a substitute connection had been made to the electricity distribution network.  However this was also now not functioning due to the failure of that network for the previous 6 months after a transformer failure.  In any event some of the water network had been destroyed after a tipper truck drove over the pipes. 

· Lack of community cohesion.  A young man renting a home in the village and doing casual work in Abuja ascribed the lack of community action to repair the local tapstand connected to the system to an “every man for himself” mentality

· Lack of leadership.  The same young man commented on the poor leadership from the chief who “did not go to school”.  (I subsequently met the chief who appeared to speak no English which while hardly blameworthy in itself is certainly very unusual in Nigeria.)

· Lack of institutional support.  A young man living in the village responded immediately to the suggestion that he might fund water supplies by borrowing from the bank by saying that he had “no collateral”

· Lack of utility customer focus - two women at a hairdressers were flabbergasted at the suggestion that water might be provided in the salon in the way that an electricity connection had been made (albeit that this had now not been functioning for six months).  They considered that utilities acted simply “for their own convenience”.

· Availability of alternatives.  A young woman shopowner said that although it had been done for electricity and security, people would not like to put up money or borrow it for a communal water system which might not be successful.  They would prefer instead to make their own arrangements of digging wells or purchasing from neighbours with boreholes.  If a wider network was built however it would get customers.

Successes
· The recent appointment of a local councillor as Chairman of AAMC was seen as an opportunity to lobby for repair of the water system with real prospects of success

2. Local Government Level

Langtang Rural Water & Sanitation Unit.

I spoke with the Unit’s Secretary, Mr Linus Waudet.  The Unit was established in August 2003 with 22 community members and is responsible for getting services to the rural community.  Langtang is in Plateau State.  It has a population of 199,884 divided amongst 4 Districts. Guinea worm is the major disease.  Inter-communal violence 3 years ago resulted in a lot of deaths and the exodus of most of the Muslim population.  He agreed he could be quoted.

Blockages

· Projects have to be approved by the State Water Board.  A list of 30 has been sent to the Board but there has been no response.

· The Local Government has approved a rural water budget of N1 million (enough to provide hand-dug wells in all 30 communities although boreholes are preferable given that the soil is prone to collapse) but the State has not released the funds.  These come from the central Federation Account.  However the State makes “unreasonable deductions” without any explanation although they appear to be used for “invisible white elephant projects”.  (The military government of General Babangida used to send funds direct to Local Governments but since 1999 all funds have been routed through States.)

3. State level
Plateau State Water Board

I spoke with Engineer Hosana J Dajan, General Manager of the Board.  The Board is responsible for water supply in the State capital, Jos, and in the urban areas which are headquarters of the State’s 17 Local Government areas.  The Board mainly does water and not sanitation.  The Board has been autonomous from the State since 2002 as one of six pilots for establishing Boards’ financial independence.  The Board has been focusing on increasing the quantum of supply (in order to build consumer confidence in reliability) and on “consumer governance” through feedback opportunities of radio phone-ins and weekly consumer focus groups.  The Board is building a database on connections, service levels and unserved populations.  He is content to be quoted.

Blockages

· There is a gap of N8 billion in funding for new connections.

· Industrial plants are polluting water courses.

· Operating costs are still not fully recovered.  Water charges have been flat rates linked to property size and ranging from N450 (£2) to N5,000 (£20) per month.  Volumetric use charges have not been possible although a consignment of meters has just been received

· Borrowing from Nigerian banks is “horrible” though they can provide overdrafts to cover cash flow problems.

Successes

· Numbers of staff per 1000 connections have been reduced and technical and financial experts recruited.

· Revenue collection – a network of small revenue offices close to customers has been opened with monthly bills replacing unmanageable quarterly bills.  Each office has a monthly N1m collection target.  Collection rates have doubled from 20% to 40%

4. Federal level   

a) Minister Shagari.  At a meeting with WaterAid’s country representative Joyce Magala and regional manager Idrissa Doucoure and international director Simon Trace the Minister flagged up:
Blockages

· absence of a national sanitation policy
· lack of a continent-wide African programme of sanitation action
· lack of State-level programmes for water supply
Successes

· launch of the African Water Facility (AWF) as a concrete example of NEPAD support for African initiatives with AMCOW, AfDB and donors all working together
Priorities
· conclude the work on a National Sanitation Policy and then raise the profile of sanitation

· enhance the funding for water supply including via the AWF

· Federal and development partners’ support for State capacity-building including water supply programme development and allocation of handpumps for distribution under such programmes

b) Director of Water Supply and Quality Control, Ministry of Water Resources.  I spoke with Engineer Abubakar in the margins of his meeting with UNICEF/WELL/DFID to discuss a State/Local Government capacity-building project.  He was happy to be quoted since he had already been involved via AMCOW in discussions on the EU Water Initiative.

Blockages

· Water spending is now 10% of the national budget and cannot be reasonably expected to increase further since it is already the object of jealousy from other Departments.  The focus now needs to be on mobilising private sector funds in urban areas and for maintenance in small towns while ODA is sought to support rural programmes.
· The National Assembly approved rural projects worth N15bn covering 2,809 communities in the current year but the Ministry has a list of over 50,000 communities awaiting safe water access.  Priority communities within their constituencies are chosen by each of the more than 500 Members of Parliament.  The proposed National Strategic Framework looks to construct a bottom-up, demand-led system but the inter-agency Working Group which is a key part of this remains to be installed.  The Framework asserts community management as the key to long-term sustainability but how to achieve that and train people in such implementation are yet to be determined.
Successes

· Water spending has been steadily increasing over the last 5 years, by 16% in 2004.
Priorities
· The investment deficit needs to be made good to cope with population growth in particular but also to ensure sustainability

· The EU funds need to be free of the bureaucracy which is the hallmark of EU aid (to the extent that many EU States themselves prefer to provide their aid bilaterally)  Previous lobbying on this point resulted in simply being given a copy of the Cotonou Agreement which, far from being the promised easy guide to accessing funds, was a “nightmare” to decipher. Some €300m of EU funding dating from 1999 remained unaccessed.  [I do not think this was a reference to Nigeria alone.]

· The core of the Johannesburg agreement was its use of the term “fast-tracking”.  The emphasis on classical project development should be reduced since the greater the focus on subsidiary objectives of capacity-building the less the sight of the overall objective of reducing poverty.  EU country offices should be empowered to allocate Water Facility funds themselves.  However to provide the EU with a measure of the comfort it needs, the funds should be paid into separate accounts.  It should not in any event be provided as Budget Support since the Treasury may then just take their own money off to other sectors.  Local Governments’ ability to use money well is also cause for nervousness ahead of the enactment and implementation of the Fiscal Responsibility Bill.

· 5.  Other perspectives 
I have also raised these issues during recent visits to Uganda and Madagascar.  More details are in a separate document but the principal opinions which were offered are set out below.

a) Uganda

Blockages

· EU notoriety for providing off-budget assistance as in its Three Towns project about which the Government has reportedly been given no information.

· Dependency of finance transfers to Districts on quarterly reports from those Districts.  Consequent delays – generally 40% of funds are released in Quarter 4 – result in both difficulties in committing to water expenditure especially in urban areas where projects might run for 3-5 years and also in hardware rather than software spending.

· impact of the abolition of school fees and the possible ending of the Graduated Tax on public attitudes to paying for other services such as water.

· failure to change people’s attitude to water which they still considered should be free.  By contrast the MTN mobile phone company had in a very short space of time persuaded people that a mobile phone was a must-have lifestyle accessory that they were prepared to pay for.  No-one believed that about safe water.

Successes
· goodwill and funding of both donors and the Government in making water one of the 7 priority core sectors for fighting poverty

· Joint Sector Review process involving NGOs to identify the full spending picture

Priorities

· Separate European funding lines to Districts could be useful but should be harmonised with other funds eg. on community contribution requirements

· Increasing District capacity so that the decentralisation policy of a single point of allocation for all funding could be safely implemented without any risk of (i) corruption (for example in tendering processes) or (ii) a good District Water Officer being rendered ineffective by an inefficient District Finance Officer

· Using new money to create demand for safe water and by changing attitudes leverage community resources and so solve the O&M problem

· Accessing population density data in a compatible format with the waterpoints Atlas so that accessibility can be accurately determined.

b)  Madagascar
Blockages

· Capacity constraints: even junior staff can leave for jobs with international organisations paying up to 5 times more than their public sector salaries.  Communes now have lead responsibility but the 180 page training manual for the Mayors of Communes has just 2 paragraphs devoted to finance, the same as for exhumations ! of paying directly to Communes but with their present low capacity there were fears that they would “commence a prendre” the money.

· There is presently no digital database of waterpoints - the only inventory dates from 1991 and is held in paper format in a large ring binder.

Successes
· Good policy framework for all donors to work within a single Programme for Development of Water Infrastructure with the rural water budget planned to treble from $10m in 2004 to $27-$30m in each of the three years 2005-7.

Priorities
· Identify who will fund the Water Infrastructure Development Programme:  water donors conference Les amis de Madagascar will be held in Paris in September.

· funding so that the Household Survey – planned as the national poverty reduction monitoring tool – can go ahead.

· intervening bureaucratic layers between central Government and local Communes to accept the loss of power which decentralisation entails

· Monitoring and audit to ensure that there is no fungibility of donor funds.

· Awareness-raising  (la transformation de la mentalite) in rural areas.  At present finance for this was very small covering just two provinces.

· Developing capacity at all levels including for budget management and also for sanplat manufacture (where the present small training schemes for just 20-30 people were inadequate)

· Focusing on the 40% unserved population in urban areas rather than on privatisation of existing services which was currently a condition of the World Bank, France and the European Investment Bank as a result of which a €40m loan was being held up.

· integrating software aspects into programmes

· focus on those areas with no water which were costly to serve: the EU in Madagascar intended to apply in November for €10-20m of the Water Facility monies in order to try and provide alternative supplies in the Southern areas presently served by water tankers which often overcharged people who were already very poor  The €160 above average (€60) per capita cost of these schemes would need to be justified.

