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FOREWORD

All improvements in water supply call for money and other resources,
not only for the initial investment but perhaps more importantly, for
operation, maintenance and repair. If water supplies are to be
sustainable, there is clearly a need for a continuing as well as an
initial financing source and commitment,

Over half way through the International Drinking Water Supply and
Sanitation Decade it is evident that only part of the necessary
overall resources are being made available. Most of these resources
moreover go towards investment costs. At the same time, the expanded
construction of small community water supplies over increasingly large
areas raises the demand for financing of recurrent costs. National
budgets cannot realistically be expected to increase substantially for
this purpose in the near future. Nor can external support: while most
international and bilateral donors will support structural measures
such as training and institution building, most now state that
cost-recovery should as a minimum meet the operation and maintenance
costs of the sector as a whole. There is increasing interest
therefore in three complementary ways of bridging the gap: by reducing
costs through development of low-cost technology and levels of service
in consultation with the users; by cutting back maintenance costs
through supporting community-based maintenance whenever possible; and
by moves to supplement resources through financial contributions from
the user~communities themselves.

It is especially the third of these approaches which is discussed in
this publication. It can be seen as an attempt to catalogue community
financing systems: what mechanisms for cost-recovery are available,
under what circumstances could they be applied and what are their
advantages and disadvantages? Special attention is paid to
introducing the options to the community and organizational
development at the local level to support the chosen revenue
generating system.

The main aim of the paper is to provide a set of practical guidelines
for project staff with both a technical or social background who are
involved in the planning, implementation and operational management of
piped community water supplies. Its contents could also be useful
background for policy-advisers considering the ins and outs of
charging for rural and peri-urban water. An extensive subject index
and selected readings have been added to facilitate the paper's use as
a reference document.

The publication was also initiated in an attempt to remove some of the
mysticism and specialist jargon surrounding financial issues and to
discuss them in a practical way. The text is highlighted by
illustrative cases in indented examples, taken either from the
literature or from personal experiences of the author and
contributors. Most of these cases refer to small-scale experiments or
projects. For more general policy decisions on the best kind of
financing system, more hard data is now needed on the wider
applicability and financial and social results of the various
approaches.

Initially the paper was prepared for use in the IRC-supported Public
Standpost Water Supplies (PSWS) demonstration project. However, it is

(iii)



anticipated that its contents may be found useful for a wider
readership and for this reason it has been published in the IRC
Occasional Paper Series. A companion literature review and selected
bibliogaphy is in preparation by IRC.

whilst the emphasis of the current publication is on funding community
water supplies, particularly piped schemes, it is intended that a
future IRC study will address the complementary issue of
community-based financing of sanitation improvements.

We hope that the present work will prove a helpful development in
bringing community-based financial management into focus and in
promoting both its further discussion and the development and
application of appropriate revenue generation methods in the
developing countries. When more experiences have become available, it
should also become possible to formulate more general policies on
community-based financing. Critical response on this work,
contributions of views and experiences and collaboration in
introducing and monitoring new approaches would therefore be welcomed
as valuable means of further developing the subject area.

Michael Seager
Programme Officer
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1. THE CHALLENGE OF COST-RECOVERY

Many countries have set targets to provide every community with
improved water supply and sanitation. The proclamation of the
International Drinking Water Supply and Sanitation Decade has
demonstrated the universal intention and the dedication of national

governments in meeting this target, if not always as soon as 1990.

However, apart from the initial investments, an ongoing committment
sustained by cost-recovery is also necessary to ensure that improved
water supplies continue to function, ideally for 365 days a year. If
funds are not available to meet the costs of operating, maintaining,
repairing and upgrading the water supply, the system will
deteriorate. This deterioration both increases the costs of getting
the system into shape again, and decreases the preparedness of the
users to pay for the service. A downward spiral is set into motion,
causing loss of initial investments, and loss of confidence and
support of the users. Good financing and financial management are thus
important (though not the only) conditions to create and maintain

well-functioning improved water supplies in all communities.

1.1 More systems to be built and kept functioning

In the first three years of the Decade, improved water supply and
sanitation facilities were constructed for more people than in the ten
years preceding it. This excellent achievement must now be
consolidated by keeping these facilities functioning and in use.
Alongside this for over three times as many people, improved water
supplies still need to be constructed while the number of sanitation

facilities still needs to increase by more than 12 times (1).

The double task of maintaining a growing number of water systems
scattered over increasingly large areas while continuing new

construction poses a great challenge to national governments. More

(1) wHO (1986). International drinking water supply and sanitation
decade: mid-decade progress review. Report by the Director-General
(A39/11), Geneva, Switzerland, WHO.



funds and capable manpower are needed, and organizational structures
adapted to cope with changes in scope and types of service. At the
same time, many governments struggle with low budgets and competition
for skilled staff from the often better-paying private and commercial
sector. Shortage of funding and trained personnel are the two highest
ranking constraints listed by the countries themselves at the

beginning and halfway through the Decade (1).

The costs to be covered include both capital or investment costs, and
recurrent cosﬁs. Capital costs are all costs needed to construct,
expand, upgrade or replace a community water supply. Recurrent costs
include the cost of operation, maintenance and repair of completed
systems, and also agency support for community hygiene education and
sanitation improvements, for community-based maintenance and
management, such as training and procurement of spare parts, and for

monitoring and evaluation of programme results.

1.1.1 Shortage of maintenance funds

Worldwide, the required annual budget for rural water supply
investments and recurrent costs is estimated to amount to US §$12 to 15
billion. Total investments from national and external sources do not
yet meet these requirements. External sources during the first half of
the 1980s amounted to about US $2 billion per year (2). The greater
part of these funds went to the African :egion. The external financing
of water supply and sanitation improvements in this region amounted to
84% of all investments in 1983. While these investments greatly
increased the construction of better facilities, they have also placed
heavy demands on the absorption capacities of the national
organizations involved. In contrast, national resources have been a

major source of funding for programmes in south-east Asia, (53%), the

(1) Ssee WHO (1984). The International Drinking Water Supply and
Sanitation Decade: review of national baseline data. (WHO offset
publication No. 85), Geneva, Switzerland, World Health
Organization, and decade monitoring statistics.

(2) Bastemeijer, T. and Visscher, J.T. (1985). Maintenance systems
for rural water supplies: state-of-the-art. The Hague, The
Netherlands, IRC, p.22.



Eastern Mediterranean Zone (58%), and Latin America (60%) (!). In the
absence of more external financing of capital costs, the majority of
these resources has been used for construction of new systems in

uncovered areas.

In both cases the extensive construction of improved water supply
systems in a relatively short period has rapidly increased the
problems of operation and maintenance. The following examples give an
idea of the scope of financing problems in keeping campleted systems

operating.

In India, the supply of 300 million people using hand pumps and 200
million people using piped water would involve a national annual
expenditure of Rs 9200 million (about US$ 900 million) (2). This
amount is equal to 37% of the total budget for rural water supply
improvements in five years (1980-1985, Sixth Five Year Plan). A study
in Burkina Faso, West Africa, estimates that to maintain and
eventually replace the existing 5000 hand pumps, an annual budget of
F.CFA 300-378 million (about US§$ 1 million) is needed. This amount is
70 to 80 times the total 1979 annual budget for installation and

maintenance of pumps (3).

External funding for covering recurrent costs is unlikely to become
available. Most international and bilateral donors now state that as a
minimum, the costs of operation and maintenance should be met
in-country for the sector as a whole. It is however agreed that the
actual means of financing and cost-recovery should not negatively

affect the health objectives of sector developments. This would for

(1) WHO (1986). The International Drinking Water Supply and
Sanitation Decade: review of regional and global data (as from
31 December 1983). (WHO offset publication No. 92), Geneva,
Switzerland, World Health Organization, p.7.

(2) Lindeyer, E.W. and Bhimarao, N. (1984). How to pay for rural
water, both a government's and a beneficiary concern. Paper
presented at the IWWA convention, Baroda, India, 23 January 1984,
p.18.

(3) Bastemeijer and Visscher (1985). op.cit., p.2.



example be the case when only higher income areas and populations are
served by conventional programmes. It is also agreed that while direct
external financing of recurrent costs is undesirable, structural
support can be made available for strengthening national, regional and
local capacities for maintenance and maintenance financing (1), In
this context, both national governments and international and
bilateral donors are increasingly interested in the involvement of the
community in maintenance and maintenance financing. Major purposes of
this involvement are the reduction of recurrent costs to the
government, by training communities for local maintenance and
management, greater cost-recovery through user payments, and more
effective functioning by giving the communities the necessary
authority, training and access to spare parts for local management and

financing of maintenance.

1.1.2 Increased coverage

With limited budgets and large and growing populations still to be
served governments also want to go on constructing new services. In
choosing the way to realise this objective, they can consider two
types of strategy. The first concerns the choice of technologies and
levels of service. Basically the choice is between providing "all to
some", "some to all” or a combination of the two. Providing‘"all to
some” refers to the installation of higher-cost technologies and
higher service levels in selected communities, such as piped water
supplies with electric or diesel pumps wherever necessary, with
private house connections, often multiple and inside the houses. "Some
for all" programmes aim at constructing water systems with the lowest
possible capital and recurrent costs and a basic service level in
every community, before starting on higher level improvements. In
reality the two programmes often exist side by side, but may need

better co-ordination to avoid projects overlapping in some areas while

(1) OECD/DAC (1985). Improving aid effectiveness in the drinking
water supply and sanitation sector: conclusions and
recommendations emerging from DAC consultations. Paris, France,
OECD Development Assistance Committee.



particular technology remain unserved ().

The second strategy to increase coverage is to reduce unit investment
costs and/or recover all or part of the overall costs through

involvement of the communities to a level that is both acceptable and
affordable for them. The resulting larger funds help to continue the
work in unserved communities. This publication focuses especially on

this second option.

1.1.3 Community contributions to recurrent and capital costs

Cost recovery may refer to capital or recurrent costs, or to both. In
some programmes communities pay only the recurrent costs of their
improved water supply. Payments may be made directly and in cash for
maintenance and repairs carried out by the water agency. However, in
many cases it is too costly when an external organization carries out
all maintenance and repairs and waiting times for a mobile team are
too long to make this a feasible solution. Water supply programmes
covering many communities in large areas therefore frequently opt for
community-based maintenance and management. In this system daily
maintenance and simple repairs are done and paid for locally, while
the agency changes its task from direct implementation to the
higher-level services of training community members, procuring
equipment and spare parts and monitoring and evaluation of results.
External maintenance and repair are limited to those jobs that are
beyond community capacity. Sometimes, these external services may

still be provided and financed by area-based government staff.

(1) Paraguay offers a good example of this co-ordination. During a
conference in 1982 it was decided that the National Service of
Environmental Sanitation (SENASA) would concentrate its rural
piped water supply programme in some areas. Expatriate volunteers
would be stationed in the other areas to assist communities in
making improvements to their water supplies with local means. The
names of local craftsmen and community organizers are passed on
to SENASA so that when the government programme is expanded to
new areas, local skills will be used.



Elsewhere communities either have to pay for these services or involve

a private (but trained) mechanic in their area.

There are also programmes, such as the handpump-well programme in
Burkina Faso where the community not only pays for and executes all
community-level maintenance but alsoc sets aside reserves for the
replacement or extension of the village water supply. Only the
construction costs are financed fully by the donors which support the
various regional water supply programmes in the country. In some of
these programmes it is also possible for the community to choose an
improved open well instead of a handpump-well, when its members fear
that there will be problems with the proposed maintenance or financing

of recurrent costs (1).

Other countries, especially in Latin America (e.g. Argentina, Bolivia,
Colombia, Ecuador, Peru) have established piped water supply
programmes in which households taking a private or shared yard
connection not only pay all recurrent costs of their improved system
but also part of the capital costs. The contribution to the capital
costs is partly in the form of a direct cash contribution of the user
households, and partly in the form of a soft loan to the community for
the construction of the scheme. This loan must be paid back by the
cooperative or association of water users through monthly installments

over a predefined period.

The actual proportion which the community has to pay back depends on
the local economic circumstances, In the Philippines for example,
contributions to capital costs may range from 1008 to 0%. In Colombia
the value of the loans varies from less than 20% to over 40% of the
total construction costs. The remainder is a grant from the state and
international, bilateral or national donors. In the programmes in

Colombia, Peru and Guatemala user households are given the opportunity

(1) IRC (1987). Community participation including the involvement of
women in water supply and sanitation projects..A campendium paper
prepared for the Development Assistance Committee of the
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development on request
of the Directorate General of Development Co-operation of the
Kingdom of the Netherlands, The Hague, The Netherlands, IRC,
Appendix I.



to pay part of their contribution to the construction of their piped
water supply in kind, by providing voluntary labour for trench
digging, transport and pipe laying, and providing local materials,
such as sand and gravel. Payment of part of the construction costs in
labour instead of money makes the system more affordable to a larger
number of households than when all payments have to be made in cash
(1). The cash contributions and loan repayments are used to replenish
a government revolving fund established to finance new investments in
other, unserved communities (2). However, the high rate of inflation
has greatly reduced the value of these loan repayments. Thus, in most
cases additional state and donor inputs for construction have been

necessary.

1.2 Matching community services and community payments

A limiting factor of some large-scale water programmes in South
America is that they offer only one level of service (private yard
connections) to each community. Communities submitting a request for a
community water supply system are thus selected on the basis of
technical as well as socio-economic feasibility of this particular
water system. This implies that as the programme goes on, satisfying
the conditions in the remaining communities with lower feasibility

becomes more and more difficult.

The programme in the Philippines has therefore introduced the
principle that each community in need of an improved water supply is
assisted to choose the type of technology which it can afford:
handpump-wells; a piped system with metered standposts for small

groups of 7 to 10 households, or a piped system with unmetered house

(1 Depending on the type of technology and total length of pipeline
well-organized voluntary labour has been reported to reduce
construction costs from around 4% for piped systems with expensive
pumping equipment to 30-40% for piped gravity systems and 60% for
hand-dug wells. However, better monitoring is needed on the extra
costs of training community committees in organizing and
supervising this labour to get a clear picture of ultimate savings
through voluntary labour.

(2) on the advantages and drawbacks of revolving funds for the water
sector, see Langeri, L. (1986). Water development funding. World
Health, December 1986, p.18-19.



connections but with a restricted flow rate of 0.4 litres per minute

(N.

In most cases it will be possible to match the type of technology and
level of service to the carrying-capacity and water use pattérns of
the community to a degree acceptable to both agency and community.
However, there are occasional exceptions, either because no other
solution is technically feasible, or because the programme does not,
or not yet, provide for alternative solutions. An example is the piped
water supply programmes which provide pumped services rather than

other technologies in cases where gravity supply is not possible.

The proportion of capital and/or recurrent costs which a community can
bear in the case of a pumped system is usually much lower than with a
gravity fed system. It is therefore not always realistic to expect -
that all costs of operation and maintenance are financed locally (2).
One policy decision to be taken in such cases is to provide some kind
of subsidy or material support, perhaps in the form of cross-subsidies
from high-income communities with a low cost system, such as a gravity
supply in the same or adjacent areas (3). while such cross-subsidies
are sometimes difficult to implement on a national scale, they may be

more feasible at provincial or district level.

(1) For successful application, the installation of flow restriction
should be fully supported by the users. See Okun, D.{(1982).
Financing water supply systems in E.J. Schiller and R.L. Droste
(eds). Water supply and sanitation in developing countries. Ann
Arbor, Michigan, USA, Ann Arbor Science.

(2) In one department of Colombia, monthly water rates varied from 2
to 50 pesos. Especially schemes with high operating costs had
great problems with non-functioning and loan repayment. IRC
Occasional Paper 19, p.9 and 22-25.

(3) a study in Honduras found that an overall monthly rate of L 1.65
would cover all recurrent costs of 59 gravity and 11 pumped water
systems. Taken separately, the cost-recovery rate of gravity
systems would be L 1.40, for pumped systems L 3.19. Uzin, L.
(1976). Tariff manual for rural water supplies. Tegucigalpa,
Honduras, PAHO, p.S. '



Water agencies wishing to mobilize financial resources from water
users are also confronted with the more general issues of high
overhead costs of many externally executed projects, low payment
capacities of rural and urban fringe communities and distorted water

price policies.

Training national teams in designing their own projects and
implementing them either through their own agencies or through
well-qualified and supervised contractors would not only reduce the
direct construction costs but also allow national staff to gain in
experience, skills and self-~confidence. The ultimate choice on this
issue lies with national policy makers and donor agencies who must
weigh long-term development benefits against short-term programme
objectives of large scale and high quality construction in relatively

short periods.

Cost recovery of the construction and/or recurrent costs is limited by
the low payment capacities of the users themselves. In many countries
there is an increasing demand on low-income rural and urban fringe
households to contribute directly to social services, not only water
supplies, but also health care and education. When these households
cannot afford to pay the minimum costs of a basic domestic water
service, one general policy option is to increase their income, for
example through more realistic prices for agricultural outputs and

better, yet generally affordable agricultural production techniques.

No less important is the pricing policy within the water sector
itself., The common practice of subsidizing drinking water supplies in
high-income urban areas means that less funds are left for water
supplies to unserved and underserved populations in rural and urban-
fringe areas. Steeper progressive rates (increasing with useage) in
urban areas would make it possible to recover the costs of urban
systems, leaving more funds for a basic water supply and sanitation
service in lower income areas. Under such a system, residential
consumers which have multiple house connections, governmental and
social institutions and commercial and industrial users all pay higher

charges for all or some of their water. This is feasible in the sense



that families with higher incomes often spend a much smaller
percentage of their income on their multi-tap water service than
poorer families with a much lower level of service. Indeed, until and
unless high income urban consumers pay the full costs or an agreed
proportion of the total costs of their water service, it is
unreasonable to expect rural and urban-fringe people, who generally
have much lower incomes, to contribute substantially to the running

costs of their own services.

In this respect stricter action should also be taken to enforce
payment discipline for urban water systems. Non-payment of water
charges often is most serious amongst the largest users in the
government and the private sector (1). Services such as water supply
have to be paid for and any subsidies made should be explicit, not
hidden through non-payment or late-payment of bills. Only when all
consumers, whether private or public institution or household have to
pay their water bill can the efficiency of government transactions be
sustained and payment morale kept up. In the same way practices of
transfer payments (i.e. payments in the books only) between one
government service (the water supply) and another (e.g. the public
health system) should also be discouraged. Such practices do not make
these services better or more affordable to low-income families. On
the contrary, they reward inefficiency and increase the chances of a
breakdown in the water supply due to lack of finances, resulting in

deterioration of health conditions in the community (2).

(1) oEcD, (1985), op.cit., p.7.
(2) 1In total, more than 80% of infectious diseases are transmitted
through use of unsafe water and insufficient hygiene.
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2. DESIGNING FOR COST-RECOVERY: THE VIEWS OF THE USERS

The basis for satisfactory community-based financing and financial
management is laid during the planning of the community water supply.
Local financing will not be forthcoming when the system does not
meet the needs, interests and payment capacity of the various user
categories. More and more projects therefore consult the community
members during local project planning and involve them in the final
selection in type of technology, level of service, type of user
facilities, and planning of local financing, maintenance and

management systems.

2.1 Early consideration of financial consequences

Because the choice of technology and community-level design greatly
affects local costs and management demands, the implications of a
proposed system or system options, and what each party should
contribute should be discussed with the community during the early

planning stage.

The attitudes of the agency staff are very important in this process.
The temptation is sometimes strong for external technicians to behave
as superior experts who are going to build an improved system for
ignorant villagers. However, the community will determine the ultimate
success of this technical expertise, by maintaining and managing the
community water supply largely with local funds and human resources.
Community members should therefore be treated from the beginning as
partners, not simply as beneficiaries. This means finding out what
various user groups want and can provide in realistic terms. How much
will they pay for different solutions, what community inputs for
construction and maintenance will be needed for a certain type or
types of systems, and how feasible are these inputs? A process of
negotiation on what is wanted ideally and what is feasible in practice

will see to it that the emerging outcome is acceptable to all.

This acceptability is very important for the health benefits of the

project. When project staff and community want the improvements to

11



have a positive impact on public health they will have to plan a
system or combination of systems that all families will use throughout
the year, at least for drinking, that increases water use for hygiene,
and that in areas of schistosomiasis is also used for clothes washing
and bathing. In addition, the community will have to identify together
with the appropriate field-staff what other risks of transmitting
water and sanitation related diseases exist locally and develop and
carry out an action plan for elimination (1). This means that the
financial and manpower implications of additional health education and
sanitation improvements must be part of the overall planning and

decision~making process.

Such joint planning also brings out the community's own practical
expertise on the physical environment, social relationships, variation
in payment capacity and other aspects of importance for making proper
choices. It is therefore being increasingly accepted that ultimate
decisions in local planning and design should be made jointly by

project agency and project community.

It is sometimes argued that this kind of decision-making is very
time-consuming and thus costly. Although it cannot be denied that more
time is needed to decide things with others than for others, the
inputs need not be excessive. Good planning is essential in this
respect. While one community makes up its mind after the most feasible
and desired options have been discussed, the work can go on in other
communities where the implementation stage has been reached.
Furthermore, communities must be helped to understand that they cannot
have unlimited time for decision-making and that compromises may have

to be agreed on.

For more successful community water supplies, the project agency will
have to make separate reservations for ‘'software'’ activities such as
those mentioned above, together with the 'hardware' of pipes and
pumps. There will be a need for field workers experienced in joint

decision-making and in supporting community health education and

(1) For the planning of participatory and community based health
education, see M. Boot (1984), Making the links: guidelines for
hygiene education in community water supply and sanitation.
(Occasional paper series), The Hague, The Netherlands, IRC.

12



sanitation programmes. Some technical agencies have employed and
trained special promoters for this purpose, at the level of field
technicians. Others cooperate with community development and health
services, with each category of field staff trained for their own
tasks. Again others have recruited technical field staff for water
projects on the basis of their interest and skills in communication
with the community and have trained them in both technical and social

tasks.

With more community involvement in planning and follow-~up, some extra
or more prolonged visits to the project community will generally be
necessary for which budgetary and transport arrangements have to be
made. Field procedures need to be developed and tested, including an
indication of the total input needed for adequate results. Training
programmes for field staff and communities must be set up and
educational materials for both groups developed, tested and

introduced.

It is hard to give an idea of the total costs associated with these
activities. They depend among other things on the complexity of the
technology, the distances between communities, existing community
capacities and socio~cultural differences between the communities or
areas. Costs will also be higher in the initial stages, not only
because of the extra development costs but also because both agency
and community may have no earlier experience in working together. It
is quite likely that once both parties have become familiar with
participation processes, the speed of implementation can be increased
in new communities. Also there may be less need to discuss options
which have been rejected in other communities with similar conditions

(M.

Sso far, few hard data are available on the total cost of a community
participation camponent. One handpump-well programme gives an overall
figure of 17% of the overall project costs. This total includes a

relatively high, but unspecified percentage of development costs by

(1) For the value of a pilot approach as a learning process see
Glennie (1983), op.cit.
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expatriate staff (). In another programme, mainly developed by
nationals, the proportion spent on participation and hygiene education
in a pilot project in 58 villages amounted to 7% (2). An early
estimate based on cost figures from Guatemala is that community
participation takes 10 to 12% of total programme costs excluding the

initial development costs 3).

2.2 Methods of community consultation

To decide what project options to consider, the planner must work
closely with the people in the communities or area who will use and
maintain the new systems., This can be done in several ways. In the
preparatory phase, the project can find out informally from the local
leaders and the different categories of users (rich and poor, men and
women, domestic and productive users) what their practices and needs
are in water supply and sanitation and whether and how much they are

ready to pay.

To inform the people about the project and negotiate about a design
acceptable to all, the local authorities can be asked to organize one
or more public meetings. General participation can be stimulated by
holding these meetings at a time and place convenient to all, and
inviting both men and women to attend. In larger communities,
decisions can be made with a representative community water committee,
and be laid before a representative public meeting for review and
approval. Where it is difficult for women or poor people to raise
questions or give diverging viewpoints, they can be consulted

separately in an informal way. To consult the women, the local leaders

(1) visscher, Jan Teun and Hofkes, Ebbo (1982) Rural water supply
development: the Buba Tombali Water Project 1978-1981. The Hague,
The Netherlands, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Directorate General
for Development Co-operation; The Hague, The Netherlands, IRC;
Bissau, Guinea Bissau, Ministry of Natural Resources.

(2) Unpublished data, PMO/IRC Project for the Development of a
Community Participation Component in the Tanzanian Rural Water
Supply Programme.

(3) Personal communication from David Donaldson, Pan American Health
Organization. This investment should be seen against an average
cost-savings of 20% of construction costs by voluntary labour and
full financing and management of recurrent costs by the community.
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can also be asked to organize a second meeting for women only.

Involvement of well-trusted male and female community workers such as
local health workers, teachers, and community development workers, can
also make it easier to get the views of the people through interviews

and informal discussion.

Discussion and observation of traditional water use and maintenance
practices during the pre-planning stage in selected communities
representing the various socio-economical and ecological conditions of
the area enables the project to build on positive customs and
management practices (1). Planning can further be improved by learning
from the experience of the first projects that have been completed in
an area. Finding out the views and experiences of the users with
regard to the planning, construction, maintenance, use and management
of the water systems can help the agency to improve its procedures in
other villages. At the same time the agency and communities concerned
can discuss the evaluation results and decide what improvements both
parties will make in the villages where the evaluation has taken
place. Further follow-up visits can show if the measures decided on
have actually worked. Thus, through the additional input of periodic
monitoring visits and joint problem solving, a learning process is
established that benefits the agency and project communities alike,
and contributes to the first goal of an improved water supply:
satisfactory functioning and use through good management and

management support.

2.3 Degree of community choice

A logical consequence of holding the users responsible for local
financing and management, is that they are also given a say in the
choice of technology and design of the system. The degree of this say

varies between programmes.

The most common type of programme often has only one type of

(1) For a more detailed discussion of traditional patterns of water
use and source management, see IRC Technical Paper 22, p.13-15 and
p.25-28.
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