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WASHslippagecanbedefinedasthefallingbackofacertainlevelofWASHservicestoalowerlevelofservicesovera definedperiodoftime(Reddyetal.2010).

2 WASHCost, a five-year initiative, is focused on exploring and sharing an understanding of the true costs of sustainable services. Since 2008, WASHCost has developed new methodologies to better understand and use the costs of providing water,sanitationandhygieneservicestoruralandperi-urbancommunitiesinGhana,Burkina-Faso,MozambiqueandIndia (AndhraPradesh)www.washcost.info

INTRODUCTION

TheaimofthispaperistosetthesceneforparticipantsinthePumps,PipesandPromises Symposium by bringing under one umbrella the latest knowledge on finances, costs and accountabilityforprovisionofsustainabledecentralisedWASHservices.Itaimstoillustrate clearly the links between these three thematic areas which often tend to be addressed separately, and to identify the unanswered questions that this symposium provides us the opportunitytoshareforfurtherreflection. Inrecentyears,abetterpictureofhowmoneyflowsintoandthroughtheWASHsectorhas emerged (OECD/DAC, 2008;WHO, 2010;Foster & Briceño-Garmendia, 2010). However, it can still be hard to identify where WASH money comes from (the balance between taxes, tariffs and transfers) and where it goes over time. In the countries where the biggest challengeslietomeetingtheMDGs,financialrequirementsexceedbyfartheavailablefunds but,atthesametime,inmanycases,availablefundsarenotusedcost-effectivelyandnot accountedforproperly. Multiple level planning, budgeting and monitoring characterise the governance of decentralised WASH services. Key processes for the decentralisation of WASH services are that funds will flow from the centre to the intermediate and the local levels to meet the costs of the functions that have been deconcentrated or decentralised, and that the capacities of these intermediate and local levels are strengthened to fulfil their new responsibilities.Despiteprogressinharmonisation,relativelyfewcountrieshavedeveloped aSectorWideApproach(SWAp)mechanismyet;inpractice,multiplechannelsoffinancing andamixofproject,programmeanddifferentplanningandbudgetingprocessesarefound. EvenwhenSWApprocessesarepartiallyinplace,thetransferoffundstointermediateand local levels remains a challenge and the ability to use and to monitor funds at these two levelsneedstobestrengthened. Considering the limited funds available for in the WASH sector, the efficiency in using availablefundsiscrucial.Thecostsofthedifferentfinancingmechanismsmatterasthecost ofcapitalvariesandthecollectionoftaxesandtariffsalsocontainsdifferentcosts.Onthe otherhand,theregularityandthepredictabilityoffundingflowsaswellastheequityinfund raising-especiallyfromusers-arekeyissues,whilethecriteriatoaccessandraisefundsare oftenunclear.Theexplicitorimplicitcriteriatoaccessfundsandtheregulatorymechanisms to check and balance their allocation and use may not provide appropriate or sufficient incentivestodelivercost-effectiveWASHservices. The international policy environment encourages spending on new construction which is undoubtedly needed. However problems of slippage 1 or unsustainable investments are emergingespeciallyfortheprovisionofruralWASHservices,revealingthelackofattention paid to the issue of sustainability. Over the last years, methodological improvements have been made to understand the cost of providing WASH services. New initiatives, including WASHCost 2 ,haverecentlystartedtoshinealightonwhatitreallycoststoprovidelongterm decentralised water and sanitation services, looking beyond capital investment, while applying a life cycle cost approach in Burkina Faso, Ghana, India (Andhra Pradesh) and Mozambique. By costing services rather than solely infrastructure, the life cycle cost approach recognises the importance of post-construction costs -which include the operationandmaintenancebutalsotherehabilitationofinfrastructure.Italsoincorporates supportcosts,thosearisingfromthefunctionsthatsupporttheprovisionofsustainableand decentralised WASH services, should they be carried out by water authorities (planning, monitoring, regulation), by deconcentrated agencies as part of their overall mission in supportingthedecentralisationofWASHservices(channelfundsfromnationalleveltolocal level, consolidation and reporting to the national levels, etc) or by national departments when they design and plan the strategy to develop the sector. This methodological developmentcreatesaparadigmchangefrominfrastructuretoservicedeliveryapproach. In 2008, Transparency International's Global Corruption Report focused on the issue of corruption in the WASH sector (Zinnbauer & Dobson, 2008). Corruption can occur at all points along a 'value chain' [START_REF] Plummer | MakingAnti-CorruptionApproachesWorkforthePoor:Issuesfor ConsiderationintheDevelopmentofPro-poorAnti-corruptionStrategiesinWaterServices andIrrigation[END_REF] that stretches from donors and financiers, through national government and sector agencies to local governments and the frontline where utilities, communities and contractors are working to keep the taps running and toiletsfunctioning.Ithasbeenshownthatundersomeconditions,decentralisationcanlead to an increase in corruption in WASH service delivery where local water authorities lack capacity and checks and balances are weak or missing [START_REF] Davis | CorruptioninPublicServiceDelivery:ExperiencefromSouthAsia'sWaterand SanitationSector[END_REF]. It can also be argued that corruption is the symptom of weak institutions, and that strengthening the multiple level institutions and regulatory mechanisms for the governance of WASH services would tacklethecorruptionissuequiteeffectively. More broadly, access to information on sector performance is vital for financial accountability. Financial accountability in WASH means that people and agencies who are entrustedwithmoneyfromvarioussourcesandforvariousactivitiesareheldaccountableas to how that money is used and to what effect. It requires adequate information to be published on all aspects of performance. Sector performance monitoring is improving, but bettercoveragedataisneededataggregatelevelsandmoreinformationisrequiredatthe service provision level. As data is prone to manipulation at the cost of accountability, it matterstoclarifyresponsibilitiesandroles(whatlevelofgovernanceisaccountableforwhat andtowho?)andtosettransparent,timelyanddetailedreportingprocessesandtoolsby serviceproviders,localwaterauthoritiesandStateagenciesatcentralanddeconcentrated level.ThewideravailabilityofFreedomofInformationLawshasprovidednewopportunities to access information and hold providers accountable, as have new communication technologies. Acurrentareaofmuchinterestinthesectorhasbeenpromotingcitizensorconsumervoice type activities to strengthen the demand for accountability, to put pressure on service providerstoincreasetheirperformance (WorldBank,2003;Ryan,2008).Thecentralideais that if people are more cognisant of their rights, and how to express these rights, then government agencies, water authorities and service providers will have to be more responsive. Mechanisms to strengthen the short arm of accountability (between service providers and users) as well as innovative practices in procurement (such as community contracting and integrity pacts) have been developed. However, further investigation is needed to understand the cost-effectiveness of such participatory processes in order to identify more precisely when they may be more appropriate than strong institutionalised accountabilitymechanisms. Inthefollowingfoursectionsofthepaper,we: 1. Setthescenethroughananalysisofthecurrentcontextinrelationwithfinancing,costs andaccountability; 2. Describe key trends and the wider context of development in the sector and the opportunitiesemergingtoaddressfinancing,costsandaccountability; 3. Provide inspiration for a better future, through a proposed vision and intermediate outcomesthatthoseworkinginthewater,sanitationandhygiene(WASH)sectormight aspireto.Wealsopresentsomeconcreteproposalsfordiscussiononhowtheoutcomes andthevisionmightbeachieved; 4. Summarisetheissuesraisedinthepaperandpresentproblematicareasandideasfor discussionattheSymposium.

CURRENTCONTEXT:STATINGTHEPROBLEM

In this section we provide an overview of the current financing flows for the water and sanitation sector from different sources, we discuss how decisions about financing focus almostexclusivelyoncapitalinvestmentsandillustratehowthereislimitedknowledgeon costsbeyondthemomentthatsystemsareconstructedinruralandsmallurbanareas.We alsodiscusshowbothdirectandindirectaccountabilityinservicedeliveryareproblematic.

Financingflowsanddecisionmaking

In 2010, it remains challenging to bring together an overview of the financing flows in the WASH sector, in terms of the origins of money (development aid or transfer, country and local levels taxes and users through tariffs) but also in terms of its Local governance levels also benefit directly from overseas local governments,andusersandcommunitiesfrommigrants'remittances. AccordingtotheGLAASreport,comparingODAallocationtorecipientcountryneedsshows that transfers from multilateral and bilateral agencies are targeted at supporting infrastructuredevelopment.64%ofODAgoestonewsystemswhereasthefinancingneeds to achieve the MDGs consist of operation and high capital maintenance of existing water systems (88% of overall financing needs), as well as of sanitation facilities (60% of overall financingneeds).Only13%ofODAgoesintosystemmaintenance. Thepostconstructioncosts(operation,maintenanceandrenewalexpenditures)arelargely lefttousers,andremainmostlyunknown,particularlyinrural,smallandperi-urbanareas. Financial decision making is based on investment costs and the estimated number of inhabitantssuppliedbysystem.Itisnotbasedonthecostofprovidingservicesforeverand mayevenleadtodevelopsystemsthatarerelativelyexpensiveoveralifetime,despitelow initial investment costs. Or put another way, our current processes of financial decision makingcannotprovethosechoicesarecost-effective. Strong (financing) messages without evidence: Surprisingly, this poor knowledge has proved compatible with very strong messages at the international level, carried on in countries,suchas:"fullcostrecovery";"O&Mmustbecoveredbyusersfees";"investment must be covered by departmental budgets"; "we need much more money in the sector". Financing flows are supposed to match specific costs despite the fact that there is limited knowledgeofbothcostcomponentsandavailablefunding.Wheredothesemessagescome from?Howaredecisionsbeingmade?Whatmotivatesdonors,INGO,governments,usersto (not)dedicatemoneytoWASHservices?Doesitmakesensetodecideonayearlybasisthe investmentinsuchacapitalintensivesectorwhichissupposedtodeliverservicesforever?Is it desirable that part of the budget is spent differently in December than in January just becausemoneyshouldbespentbytheendofthefiscalyearbyadevelopmentagency?Why do governments prioritise household connections on access to basic water and sanitation facilitiesbysubsidisingmassivelytheformertypeofservice? More funds invested does not necessarily lead to increased coverage levels: It is commonplace at each international event to hear a call for more money to be invested in theWASHsector,asiflackoffundswastheonlyreasonforthesectortobelaggingbehind the achievement of the MDGs, especially for the sanitation target. However, beyond the issue of the amount of financing flows -and also in view of raising them-its effectiveness mustbequestioned.Inmanycountries,ithasbecomeclearthatalthoughmoreinvestment ismadeintothesector,overallcoverageiseithernotincreasinginsimilarproportionoris actually decreasing (MAHRH, Burkina Faso, 2010); (Government of Uganda, 2008); (EUWI-AWG. 2008); (WHO, 2010). At least three different, and sometimes contradictory, reasons explainthis:

1) There has been insufficient attention paid to post construction costs resulting in the misallocation of funds, to cover even a relatively small cost such as operation and maintenance (O&M) which, eventually results in the breakdown of the system and potentiallywastesmoneyinvestedintheotherandrelativelybiggercosts. 2) Investment in high service level (household connection) to meet the demand of the growing urban middle class (see JMP, 2010) does not impact positively upon the coveragefiguresasthisrepresentsaswitchfromaccessingimprovedwatersourcetoan enhancedservicelevel. 3) Investment is made in soft processes (support to decentralisation, management and procurement process, administrative and finance procedures) which don't necessarily translate into coverage increases, but feature in the development of key functions leadingtoamoresustainablesector (OECD,2008). Financing decisions are based on risk analysis: One may argue that, as in any sector, financingisnotbasedoncostbuton(geo)politicalinterestandriskassessment.Lookingat theOCDE/DACreport(2010),IraqandAfghanistanbenefited,in2008,from50%oftheODA thatflowedtothewholeofSub-SaharanAfrica.Schematically,anyfunderexpectsareturn on his investment, either financial or political. The more risky, the higher the expected return.Throughgrants,bilateralandmultilateraldonorsdon'texpectacashreturnonODA. Sotheirriskisnotassociatedwiththeabilityofreceiverstopaybackbuttousethefunds properly. Fordevelopmentagencies,themainrisksarelowdisbursementbybeneficiaries, under-performance(fewerinfrastructuresasexpected)andmisuse(corruption). Risk mitigation strategies consist of changes in financing mechanisms (general support to directsupport)orchannels(I-NGOsorprivateoperatorsratherthangovernment).Theyalso consist of conditionality such as tendering process to get the cheapest infrastructure and increase the number of systems built. For beneficiaries' countries, the risks consist of insufficient financing resources to match the needs that can be covered by donors (new infrastructure).Theymitigatethisriskbyaligningondonors'strategiestoreducetheirown risks. As funders to lower governance levels, States also face the risk of losing power in favour of intermediate and local levels, and of poor reporting from these levels to comply with the reporting process expected by donors. They mitigate these risks by slowing or delaying effective deconcentration and by transferring to lower governance levels similar reportingprocessesasfordonors,regardlessthedifferencesinroleandresponsibilitiesthat are left unaccounted for at this level. At all these levels (international, national, intermediate)accountabilitytousersisoftenmissingorweak. Finally, users face a series of risks: failing in operating and maintaining systems at a scale where there is no technical capacity; failing in contributing to cover costs that are not managedataproperscale,denyingeconomiesofscaleinahighlycapitalintensivesector, etc.Theydevelopcopingstrategiesbymaintainingalternativesourcesofwater,refusingto pay or to invest long term money for systems (sanitation facilities or water infrastructure) thatnobodywillsupportormaintain.Theyarebasicallysupposedtomatchfundthecosts thatintermediategovernancelevelsinchargeofsupportfunctionsneitherproperlyassessed normanagedandforwhichnofinancingresourceisallocatedbydonorsorState.Usershave topickuptheforgottencosts,orsystemsfail(Figure1).

Figure1
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LimitedknowledgeonWASHcostsbeyondconstruction

Arecentreview(WHO,2010)ofthereasonscitedbythelargestdonors(bilateralagencies, multilateral and foundations) in aid allocation decision making in the WASH sector found thatthemaincriteriawere:i)Countriesorregionsofgreatestneedintermsofcoverageand access figures, ii) Established presence and relationships in-country or in-region, and iii) Countriesorregionsofgreatestneedintermsofpoverty.Thedeliveryofcosteffectiveand improved services to target groups, is not a criteria. Donors, national governments and otherkeystakeholdershaveuntilrecentlylargelyignoredthefactthateveryyear-despite the large past investments -many rural users actually stop receiving water or sanitation services.Inmonitoringaidachievements,theindicatormostcommonlyusedisthe"number ofpeoplewith(improved)access",andithasonlyrecentlybeenacknowledged(andsome systemsimprovedtoreportthisdata)thatthisnumbercangodownaswellasup. "Cost" is currently not a significant factor in sector decision making. In most developing countriesanddonor-ledprojects,planningisnotlinkedtoeither(real)budgetingorfinance flows and, hence, is not cost sensitive. Setting service levels (using indicators such as quantity and quality, access, reliability, etc) is largely a political decision, but in any case happens in the absence of information on costs of different service levels though service levels are major (perhaps the most important) cost drivers. In situations where cost information is considered, we find this is mainly focused on the capital investment in new services(CapEx)andisusedalmostexclusivelyatnationallevel(insectorpolicy,investment plans,etc.)withpoorrecordsofhistoricaltrends.

3 Seedetailsofcostterminologyinsection3. 4 . Nobody knows the relative magnitude of the different life cycle cost componentsofnonnetworkedsupplytypesofWASHservices,butatthesametimeexpect the contribution of users to cover operation and maintenance, regardless of the amounts involvedortheservicelevelsbeingprovided (Moriartyetal,2010;Potteretal,2010).Many times, poor communities and households in rural and peri-urban areas are being asked to contributemuchmorethanthenon-poorforreceivingalowerlevelofservice.Verylimited knowledgeexistsonhowmuchpoorhouseholdsarepayingeverymonthforoperationand maintenanceservicesandiftheseamountsareontheonehandadequatetomeetcostsof operationandmaintenance,andontheotherhandaffordabletousers. 'Blindness' to slippage and rehabilitation in the sector: capital maintenance and rehabilitationarelargelyignored.Slippage,wheresomecommunitiesandusersfallbackto alowerlevelofservice,orbecomecompletelyunserved,isrisinguptheagendaincountries where nominal coverage is high. This is especially the case in India where it has been acknowledged and efforts made to measure it, and increasingly in other countries such as Ghana and Uganda. As an example from the latter, Figure 2 shows how expenditure per capita has been increasing, while the number of people served by new facilities has been decreasing.Thisdifferenceisnotexplainedbypopulationgrowthrates. AnotherexampleillustratedinFigure3,isIndiawhichisexperiencingaround20%(annual) slippage in rural water services due to a lack of maintenance of ageing infrastructure. Previously served people are now experiencing a decrease in the services provided. In a similarvein,atanytime,30%to40%ofhandpumpsinAfricaarenotfunctional (Evans,1992;[START_REF] Wsp | GovernanceandFinancingofwatersupplyandsanitationinEthiopia,Kenyaand SouthAfrica:ACrossCountrySynthesis[END_REF][START_REF] Taylor | Addressingthesustainabilitycrisis:lessonsfromresearchonmanagingrural waterprojects[END_REF][START_REF] Skinner | Whereeverydropcounts:tackingruralAfrica'swatercrisis[END_REF]. The need for spending on new services without provision for maintaining and rehabilitating existing services is a key issue that the sector needstoaddress(Franceys,Pezon,2010),sinceaconsequenceoflowlevelsofmaintenance isanincreasedneedofinvestmentsinnewservices. The infrastructure obsession. From existing estimates, it is possible to conclude that most grants are directed towards new or upgraded infrastructure. Very limited funds are disbursed towards maintaining existing services which is usually left to the users of water systems(WHO,2010).WeareonlystartingtogatherevidenceinWASHonhowinefficient this is, but in other sectors (e.g. roads and energy) preventative maintenance has been showntobeextremelycosteffectiveandlengthenthelifetimeofinfrastructure (WB,1994(WB, , 2003;;Devarajanetal.,1996;Rioja,2003). Donors and bankers are under pressure to disburse large funds for new infrastructure (capitalinvestment)andtendtoignore(ornotask)anythingthatmightbeneededtokeep theservicerunning.Itisapowerfulandsimplepoliticalmessagefordonorsandpoliticians tosaythat'weareinvestinginnewinfrastructure'.Butatbestthisisnotenough.Atworst, itisharmfulandawasteofmoney.Oftendoingbetterwillmeaninvestinginthingsthatare superficiallylessattractiveandhardertoselltothenorthernandsouthernpublics:planning, monitoring,auditing.Thesesupportfunctionsshouldnotbeseenaswastefuloverheads,but vital aspects of good management to invest in if we care about delivering a service rather thanjustmoresoontofailinfrastructure.

Sector actors advocate for users to pay fully for maintenance without understanding the full life-cycle costs

Accountability,transparencyandcorruption

In most of the countries where the WASH service challenge is greatest, service delivery improvementshavetobemadeagainstabackdropofrelativelyweaksystemsofgovernance (WASH coverage for example tends to be negatively correlated with levels of perceived corruption, see Plummer & Cross, 2006). Even national governments, where capacity is concentratedindevelopingcountries,stillstruggletodevelopsufficientcapacitiesinpolicy making,planning,regulationandmanagement.Atthelocalgovernmentlevel,wheretheday todaybusinessofserviceprovisionhastobesupported,thegapsincapacityaregreatest. Thisgovernancedeficitisakeyreasonwhyprovidingaccesstowaterandsanitationistaking solong,andwhythescaleandurgencyofthechallengewillpersistoverthecomingdecades ifnotaddressed.Oneaspectofthisisinadequateaccountabilityinthesector.Inasituation where service providers have low capacity, and are only weakly accountable to either consumers (direct accountability) or governments (indirect accountability on behalf of the citizenstheyrepresent)itisnotsurprisingthatsectorperformanceisofteninadequate. Direct accountability in WASH service delivery is problematic: Although there are some exceptions, markets and competition are not the force that will lead to accountability in most WASH situations. Although there are significant differences from an economic perspective between networked and non-networked types of services, water users rarely have a choice of provider, usually they cannot take their business elsewhere due for example,toalackofserviceordissatisfactionwiththeirsupplier.Theinfluenceofusersand thelevelofdirectaccountabilitydependsuponhowwellinformedandorganisedusersare tovoicecomplaints,andhowwelldisposedtheprovideristolistenandrespond.Whenthe bulkofthemoneyfornewWASHinvestmentsdoesnotcomedirectlyfromusersbutfrom national taxation and donor transfers, this can sometimes make service providers unresponsive. Some (indirect) accountability from authorities and regulators is therefore required. Indirect accountability is challenging: That governments and their representatives ensure provisionofadequateservicesonbehalfoftheircitizensrequiresanumberof(challenging) conditions to be in place for it to be effective. Firstly, there needs to be sufficient informationontheactualperformanceofWASHserviceproviders.Reliabledataatdifferent scalesarethereforevital.Forexample,howmuchwaterdopeoplereceive,ofwhatquality, howreliably,atwhatcost;andhowcloseandcleanisasanitationfacility?Althoughsector information is improving, this is from a low base. There are also increasing concerns that someofthekeymonitoringindicatorsthatweusee.g.coveragearebadlyflawedwiththeir use at national and international levels poorly reflecting the realities of service delivery. Reportingbyserviceprovidersislimitedevenbyurbanutilities. Secondly, governments and their representatives -politicians and officials -have to establish effective control over the performance of many decentralized service providers andtohavesufficientcapacitytomakechangeswhererequired.Themainmechanismsfor thatoversightincludelocalwaterauthoritiesthatfrequentlylackcapacityorwhoseroleis combinedwithproviderreducingthepotentialforoversight,andregulatoryfunctionsthat haveyettodevelopsufficientlytosupporttheurbanletaloneruralwatersectors. Finally,indirectaccountabilityrequiresasystem(i.e.somekindofdemocracyoralternative: itbeingpossibleinallkindsofpoliticalsystems),wherepoliticiansandofficialsarerewarded iftheyaredoingwellinthetaskofsupportingserviceprovision,andinfluencedorchangedif theyaredoingbadly.Thisisalsoaworkinprogress,andalong-termproject,withtheoverall governance environment being far from ideal in many of the most off-track countries in WASH.

TRENDSINTHESECTOR:EMERGINGOPPORTUNITIES

Inthissectionwesetoutthelatesttrendsinthesectorconcerningthethreethemessetin the previous section. The wider opportunities that exist to embed some concrete actions that have the potential to make significant improvements (and achieve the vision that is describedinthefollowingsection)aredescribed.

The key development is that the contexts in which accountability and financing arrangements need to be strengthened have changed significantly over recent years: decentralisationandthedevelopmentofSectorWideApproaches(SWAps)areprobablythe twomostimportanttrends.

Decentralisation,financingandaccountability

Decentralisationprocessesaretakingplaceinmanydifferentpartsoftheworld,.Generally they involve the decentralisation of the authority over WASH service provision to local governments(whichareoftentooinexperiencedandinsufficientlyskilledandresourcedto performsuchfunctions);and/orthedeconcentrationofcentralgovernmentdepartmentsto regionsorprovinces,tochannelfundstoandmonitor/support/adviselocalgovernments.

• Decentralisationprovidesthepotentialforastrongerlinkatthelocallevelbetweenlocal government and citizens. However, administrative capacities and checks and balances arealsogenerallylessdevelopedatthislevel,andthedangersofcorruptiontakingroot within newly decentralised service delivery arrangements have been highlighted (Plummer,2007). • The complexity of transferring money to these new levels and to set up monitoring processes of both money use and service provided add on the complexity of tracking goodrecordsofexternalfinancingflowsatcountrylevelsandinvolvetransactioncosts. • Among the emerging financing mechanisms, some fit very well the decentralisation process(localgovernmentscooperation,WaterOperatorPartnerships,mesofinance)but skipthenationalandtheintermediatelevelsandthemonitoringprocessesthatexistat theselevelswheremonitoringisalsoimplemented,makingcoordinationmoredifficult. Decentralisationofbasicservicesiswidelyconsiderednecessaryforimprovingtheefficiency and responsiveness of those services and ensuring greater accountability to users. Increasingly developing countries are on paper devolving the authority and resources for basic services provision from the national level to the local level. As a result many of the Millennium Development Goals are seen by some to be dependent upon successful decentralisation, political will and capacity at the local level to achieve the various sector targets.Itmightbeassumedthatelectedlocalgovernments,beingclosertotheusersofthe service, are better placed to plan the services based on user preferences and needs, determine appropriate service levels, optimise financial resources, and provide more effective and sustainable services. However there are concerns about decentralisation of authoritiestolocalgovernments,basednotablyontheextenttowhichparticipativedecision makingtakesplaceinpractice (Davis,2004;Plummer,2007;HarpeandButterworth,2009). However,itisevidentthatrurallocalgovernmentsrarelyhavethecapacityand necessary resourcestomakedecentralisationwork.Itmayalsobearguedthatthelocalgovernment levelisnotalwaysthemostcost-effectiveoneatwhichtodevelopsupportandregulatory functions over service provision or the right one to manage the requested funds to cover crucial,highlevelandhighmaintenanceexpenditurespunctually. Sincethelate1980sUgandahaspursueddecentralisationofeducation,healthanddrinking waterserviceswithresourceschannelledtolocalcouncils.However,studieshavefoundthat improvementsinservicedeliveryhavebeenattributablemoretotheincreaseinconditional fundingfromcentralgovernmentratherthantoimprovedlocaldecisionmaking [START_REF] Robinson | Introduction: Decentralizing service delivery? Evidence and Policy implications[END_REF]. Mechanisms for ensuring participation in governance (including development planning) at the local level do not guarantee that the preferences and interests of the communitywillbeprioritised.Forexampletheopportunitiescreatedforpublicparticipation at the local level in Côte d'Ivoire, did not result in the commune (local council) allocating budgettotheirpreferencesforwatersupplies,socialfacilitiesandroads.Themayors,who continuedtoexertcontrolandinfluenceoverthedecisions,chosetospendthebudgeton municipalbuildingsandsecondaryschools.InGhana,asurveyoftwodistrictsfoundthat70 percentoftherespondentsindicatedthattheirpreferencesforwatersupplies,electricity, healthfacilitiesandroadrepairswerenotprovidedforinthedistrictassemblyexpenditure priorities. Decentralisationhasmajorimplicationsforaddressinglocalcapacityaswellasthecapacity of the regulatory framework to ensure compliance with national policies, norms and standards.Addressingthesecapacityareasislikelytobeanincreasingpriorityovertimeas capacitiesneedtobealignedwiththegovernancefunctionsthatarebeingdecentralisedor deconcentratedtodifferentlevels.

Sector wide approaches and implications for financing and accountability

Theaimofsectorwideapproaches(SWAps)istoincreaseaideffectivenessandtocontribute topovertyreductionbyaddressingitsstructuralcauses.SWApshaveemergedinresponse to the commitments made in the 2005 Paris Declaration,particularly the need to increase efforts to harmonise, align and manage development aid for results. Within the SWAp approach, developing countries take ownership of outcomes by setting sector policy, by developingsectorandpovertyreductionstrategies,andbypreparingamediumtermbudget where provision is made for strengthening their institutions and addressing issues of corruption,poorgovernance,andlackofaccountability.Donorco-ordinationandalignment to the sector objectives, sharing of information, and the use of national administrative, financial management, monitoring and reporting systems are all necessary features of successfulSWAps.

WithinaSWAp,accountabilityisintendedtobemutualbetweendonorsandcountries,with donors making commitments to transparent and predictable aid, and the country making commitmentstomutuallyagreedsectorobjectivesandindicators.Withtheprimaryfocusof donorsandnationalgovernmentsontheMDGs,emphasisisgiventotheachievementand monitoringofwaterandsanitationtargetsandtothepropermanagementofpublicfunds. However,waterandsanitationcoveragefiguresprovidenorealindicationofthequalityof theservicethatusersreceive.Thisisamajorconcernandareaofcurrentscrutinyandeffort in many countries. Accountability between government (policymakers), service providers andcitizensshouldforma'virtuous'circle.Byplacinggreateremphasisonmonitoringand reporting on the actual services provided, a SWAp has great potential to enhance accountability between government and service users as well as between government, serviceproviderandusers.

In terms of financing, SWAPs mean direct budget support or basket funding e.g. pooling donors' money and/or government money so as to support the implementation of the nationalstrategy.

• SWAps and harmonization similarly seem to be a double-edged sword in respect to accountability. On the one hand, focusing efforts on a single plan, common fund and monitoring mechanism offers the potential to build a simpler system that works and reduces the burdens on limited government capacity. On the other hand, there is the danger that putting "all the WASH eggs in one basket", in contexts where administrationsareweak,couldleadtolessoversightandgreatermisuseoffunds.This can translate into low levels of spending as compared to the ODA available at country level,evenwhenallocatedthroughadirectsupportbudgetmechanism.InBurkinaFaso, theWaterDepartmentfailstospendmorethan50%ofthedonorsmoneyannually. • Concerningfinancing,evenincountrieswhereaSWAPhasstarted,traditionalfinancing mechanisms generally survive. At country level, one can find a partial sector budget supportnexttoatraditionalprojectapproachdirectlyfundedbyadonorinfavourofa localNGO,anddecentralisedcooperationbetweenNorthandSouthcommunes 5 thatare notproperlyreportedtotheintermediateorthenationallevel. Many developing countries do not yet have the financial management, monitoring and reporting systems in place to satisfy the conditionalities for sector budget support (Harpe andButterworth,2009).ThuspartoftheSWApistoassistpartnercountriestoputthesein placetomeetthebudgetaryconditionsandtoincreasetransparencyandaccountability.In SouthAfrica,thewaterSWApprimarilyprovidedinstitutionalsupporttothesector (Harpe andButterworth,2009).Thisincludedsupporttolocalgovernmentsto:establishstructures forco-ordinationandstakeholderparticipation;strengthenlocalmanagement,procurement andfinancialsystems;enhanceaccountabilityandtransparencymechanisms;andtoaddress boththeirgovernanceandprovisioncapacity.Aspartofeffortstodevelopacommonfund forruralwatersupply,theMozambicannationalwaterdirectorateiscurrentlydevelopinga supportinganti-corruptionstrategy.

5 Specific funding mechanisms allow communes from the North to develop water and sanitation aid policy towards communes in developing countries. This is the case in France where communes -water authorities-canallocateupto1%ofthebudgetoftheirwaterservicetosupportwaterprojectthroughatwinningwitha communeintheSouth.

Professionalisation of rural water provision: from drilling holes to providingaservice

Though"communitymanagementis,andislikelytocontinuetobe,theheartofwhatthe [rural]sectordoesandhowitworks"(Moriarty&Verdemato,2010),problemsinruralwater canlargelybeattributedtothelackofaframeworkforprovidinglong-termsupport,andas aresulttoomanycommunity-ownedandmanagedsystemsarefailing-contributingtothe problemofslippage."Professionalisation"isidentifiedasimportanttrendinthiscontext.

As of major importance is the need to address accountability and oversight within the community management model (as is the case with other service delivery models). Key questionsidentifiedare"Howarecommunityserviceproviderstobeheldaccountablefor the quality of service received? And how are those supposed to support community managementtobeheldaccountablefortheprovisionofthesesupportingroles?" [START_REF] Moriarty | ReportoftheInternationalSymposiumonRuralWater Services,ProvidingSustainableWaterServicesatScale[END_REF] A key step is a more formal separation of functions (roles and responsibilities)forprovidingruralwaterservices.Inparticular,itiswidelyfelttobecrucial to separate service provision from service oversight (or regulation). "A vital failing of communitymanagementinitspresentformisthattoooftentheprovidersoftheserviceare alsotheregulatororoverseeroftheservice."Inconclusion,communitymanagementneeds "an additional supporting framework of legal provisions, technical and financial backstopping, and proper regulation and oversight that will allow it to emerge as a fully fledgedmodelforservicedelivery."Thesenextphasesincommunitymanagedruralwater services are about strengthened governance and even more importantly, improved management, they are "about moving away from the scramble to do things (to build anything just to meet the crushing unmet need) to starting to doing the right things (providingservices)intherightway(sustainablyandpredictably)." (Moriarty&Verdemato, 2010).

Uncertaintyonmoneyavailableandthedemandforcost-efficiency

Overall, the current financial crisis is having a very different impact on different types of donor organisations. Over the coming two to three years, for most bilateral donors, ODA disbursements to WASH will remain stable as funds have been already fully committed. Some bilateral donors (France, Sweden, Netherlands) have stated that their ODA will decreaseinlinewithGDPdeclineand/orthatWASHcommitmentswilldecreaseasashare ofODA.Similarly,someDevelopmentBankshavementionedthatlendingforWASHwillnot increase as expected given the overall disappointing impact felt on infrastructure delivery. NGOsandfoundationshavereportedthatWASHgrantshavenotgrownaspredictedin2009 anditisuncertainwhattheirbudgetswillbeinthecomingyears.Alsoofgreatsignificance, the financial crisis has caused currency exchange rate fluctuations. The pound sterling and the Australian dollar have been some of the most affected currencies, affecting implementationincountries(oneagencyhasmentioneda30%increaseinpricestodothe sameamountofwork) 6 . ,2010).Withaneyetocost effectiveness,developmentagenciesarebeingaskedbytheircabinetstoproduceunitcosts -similarlytoothersectors-andtobemoreimpactoriented.Inturn,bilateralagenciesare making the same questions to the multilateral agencies and international NGOs through whichmostWASHprogrammesareimplemented.Thereisalsomoreandmoreinterestin promotingprivatesectorbusinessandfinancingmodelswithintheaidsector.

Sinceafirstliteraturereviewofwaterandsanitationunitcostsinthesector (Fonsecaand Cardone, 2004), many more studies on costs have emerged, specifically for water and sanitation.Theyarebecomingmorecountryspecific,but,asinitialstudies,focusisstillon capital expenditures [START_REF] Fonseca | Life-Cycle Costs Approach: Glossary and cost components[END_REF]. At country level, Ghana [START_REF] Kwame | Ghana: Community Water andSanitationDivision[END_REF], Kenya (PEM/WSP, 2005), South Africa (DWAF, 2007) and Uganda (GoU, 2008) have commissioned detailed unit costs studies. However, a history of lack of records still leaves many questions unanswered. The latest report produced by the Government of Uganda concludes that "whilst this report increased the WSS understanding and developed hypotheses[for]thereasonscontributingtocostvariations,thereport,beingadeskstudyof theavailableinformationatDistrictWaterDepartments,didnotprovidesufficientdepthto reach concrete, independently verifiable conclusions. The sector is still not able to clearly statewhatcausedtheriseinunitcost" (GoU,2008). PLANInternationalwasthefirstinternationalorganisationtolookatthecostsoftheirown projectsandtopublishtheirownexpenditurereview (Robinson,2009).Thejustificationfor conductingthestudywastotryandtracktheircostsforcost-efficiencypurposesandbetter targeting. One of the conclusions is that their tracking systems (financial tools) are not gearedtobeingabletocalculatedisaggregatedcosts,whichisalsooneofthemainreasons thatmultilateralandbilateralagenciescitefornotbeingabletoreportoncostsatthelevel of detail requested by the WHO-Water GLAAS report. It is difficult to be transparent or accountable(andtoaskthatfromothers)whenthefinancialtoolsofyourownorganization arenotconducive.

ConclusionsofthePLANstudyincludethatreliableevaluationdataareinshortsupply,and thesortofdatathatisrequiredforameaningfulassessmentofcost-effectiveness(detailed dataonoutcomesandimpacts)isoftenmissingfromqualitativeevaluations.Nevertheless, itishopedthatthisexpenditurereviewwillcontributetowardseffortstoimproveevaluation methodologies, to ensure that evaluations collect and assess cost data, and to promote evidence-basedpolicy-makinglinkedtodetailedassessmentsofcost-effectiveness." IRC,WSPandWHO,tonameafew,havebeendevelopingnewmethodologiesthatallowfor bettertrackingofinputs(costs)andoutputs(servicelevels)andestimationofthelifecycle costsofWASHinterventions.Atthesymposium,severaltoolswhichhavebeentestedwill be presented. In the sector, as a whole, we have the knowledge now to improve the collectionofcostdataandtopracticeevidence-basedplanningandbudgeting.

WHEREWEWANTTOBE?

Thevision

OurvisionfortheWASHsectorliesinaparadigmshiftfrominfrastructuredevelopmentto service delivery. It means that the goals and objectives of the sector should in future be definedandmonitoredintermsofactualusersprovidedwithwaterandsanitationservices atanagreedlevel,andnolongerintermoftheoreticaldesignpopulationspresumedtobe provisioned by supposedly functioning infrastructure. It does not mean that new infrastructures are not needed. It means that decisions are to be made looking beyond construction of systems in order to ensure that services will be delivered forever, in compliancewithenvironmental,economicandequitycriteria.Levelsofservicefortargeted population in defined areas are to be defined with respect to long term water resource availabilityandconsiderationtoalllife-cyclecostcomponents,anddeliveredtousersatan affordableprice.

Achieving this vision entails that fundamental questions have been addressed, such as (in thecaseofwatersupply):

-The volume of water resources available to meet the demand -both domestic and productive-in the next 20 years, taking into account variation in availability due to climatechangeandindemandduetodemographicgrowthandruralmigration; -Thecosts(development,post-construction,support)associatedwithdifferentlevelsof service; -Thesourcesoffunds(whoispaying?)tomatchallthecosts(whatexpenses?)ofthe differentserviceslevels(forwhatservice?); -Theinstitutionalframeworkwhichdefinestheresponsibilitiesofgovernancelevels (nationaltolocal),servicesprovidersandusersinservicedeliveryandaccounting proceduresandmechanisms.

Onfinance,thisvisionimpliesthat:

• Ateverygovernancelevel,afinancialstrategyisdevelopedbasedonsourcesoffunds, levelsofservices,lifecyclecosts; • Financingmechanismsareinplacetotransferfinancialresources,inparticularODAand nationaltax,towardsdifferentgovernancelevelsaccordingtotheirlegalresponsibilities overservicedeliveryanditsassociatedcosts(investment,maintenance,rehabilitation, supportfunction); • Aregulatoryframeworkandmechanismsareinplacetomonitorfinancingflowsagainst costsinordertoensurethatsecuredfundsareavailabletocoverallcostcomponents relatedtoeachservicedelivered.

Oncosts,thisvisionimpliesthat:

• Informationonlife-cyclecostsperservicelevelareavailable,sharedandused,atall levels,inthecontextofdecentralisationofkeyfunctionsatintermediateandlocallevels; • Financialplanningandbudgetingarecostsensitiveatalllevels; • Development,postconstructionandsupportcostsaremanagedatcosteffectivescales, leadingtoanoveralldecreaseofthecostofprovidingsustainableservicestousers.

Foraccountability,thisvisionimpliesthat:

• Allgovernancelevelsareaccountableintermsofservicedelivery,especiallytothepoor throughamixofdirectandindirectaccountability; • Reporting,monitoringandevaluationarebasedonservicedeliveryindicators,including forhygiene; • Checkandbalanceprocesses,mechanismsandtoolsareinplaceatalllevelstodecide, validateandcheckfinancingagainstcostandservicelevel.

Milestonesandintermediateoutcomes(fiveyearstime)

Withthatvisioninmind,weidentifyheresomemedium-milestones,perhapsachievableby 2015. a) There is a consensus in the sector on service delivery approach (as opposed to coverage). At the moment the emphasis is on infrastructure, thus the reporting is limitedtothenumberofboreholesorlatrinesbuiltatthecountry,regional,districtor local level. The number of people impacted is a conversion of the number of infrastructure developed. We are mixing the potential service that an infrastructure deliverswiththeeffectiveservicetheinfrastructureprovides.Whatmattersisnotthe potentialservicedeliveredbyasystembuttheeffectiveserviceasystemprovidestoa welldefinedareaandatargetedpopulation,forever.Nationalgovernmentsanddonors need progressively to shift paradigm and redefine their objective in terms of service delivery, looking beyond 2015. They need to become sensitive to the risks of wasted investment when post-construction and support costs are not considered, no match fundedresourcesmadeavailabletocoverthem,noregulatorymechanismstoensureit will be checked and monitored. By repositioning themselves around service delivery, theywillhelptodisseminatetheservicedeliveryapproach.

 As an intermediate outcome, service delivery indicators are developed and complement coverage indicators; they start being incorporated in all reporting processesandmonitoringtools b)

There is a consensus in the sector on the life-cycle cost approach (as opposed to construction cost). Other infrastructure intensive sectors such as the transport and energysectorsaredrivenbycostanalysis.WithintheWASHsector,manyurbanutilities and service providers make investment decisions based on costs/revenues. The problem at the moment lies in financing and costing services in rural and peri-urban areas (including slums and small towns 

CONCLUSIONANDQUESTIONSFORTHESYMPOSIUM

Conclusions

The delivery of sustainable and decentralised WASH services is a complex issue and limitations in sustainability and decentralisation are acknowledged as major obstacles in reachingtheMDGs.Inthispaper,wehavetriedtobringtogethertheknowledgeintermsof finance, cost and accountability, identify the biggest challenges the financing, costing and accountingforsustainableanddecentralisedWASHserviceface,andexplainwhycombined improvements in these areas rely on a paradigm shift from infrastructure development to servicedelivery. Solvingthesustainabilityissueentailstheconsiderationofcoststhataremostlyignoredat present,takingalifecyclecostapproachwhichincludespostconstructionandsupportcosts together with capital investment cost in order to plan and budget sensitively. The consequence of not doing so is rising through slippage evidence and the related waste of moneyinvestedinthesector.Equityconcernsupposesthattheallocationoftransfersand taxesaregearedtowardsthepoortooffsettheweightoftariffsthatthepoorcannotafford.

Adequate and accessible information provision is at the heart of sustainability as tracking costs and finances is the basis for accountability and cannot be reached without clear definitionofrolesandresponsibilitiesovercostrecoveryandfundsallocation.

Theissueofdecentralisationraisesthelevelofcomplexityinfinancing,costingandsetting accountabilitymechanisms,asnewlevelsofWASHgovernanceareaddedwithoftenunclear roles and a fundamental lack of capacity. Institutional support is much needed to perform the decentralisation of WASH services, and it must be acknowledged that this is a much broader governance issue than a WASH issue and is one for which economies of scope throughamultisectorapproachshouldbeconsideredtomakeiteffective.

Trendpatternscanbelookedatasconcernsbutalsoasopportunities.Theworldhasturned morethan50%urban,andsothefocusinmeetingtheMDGsinthewatersectorhasshifted emphasistoo.Loansarerisingcomparedtogrants,reducingthefundsavailabletodevelop rural WASH services. Providing services to urban users often costs far less per capita than that for rural users. It can also be achieved more easily in that urban areas are usually at least partially serviced by utilities. Channelling transfers and taxes to these urban utilities, which cover the remaining costs through tariffs, prevents donors and governments facing the challenges of decentralisation as they mostly deal with a single company per country (thisisthecaseasutilitiesenjoyamonopolypositiontosupplyallurbanareas,atleastin mostAfricancountries).Theyalsoreducethescaleofthechallengeofsustainability,asmost utilitiesalreadyplanandbudgetaccordingtoalifecyclecostapproachandhavedeveloped monitoringandreportingprocesseswhichallowthemtobeaccountableontheuseoffunds theyreceive.

In terms of decentralisation, it is interesting to note that the support functions whose developmentissocrucialtothedeliveryofruralWASHservicesareoffsetfortheprovision of urban services. More specifically, many support functions are internalised within a monopolyurbanutilityandprovidedtolocaloperatingcentresinsmalltowns.Theservice can then be provided even if the urban water authority has not developed its requisite regulationandplanningfunctions.Intheshortrun,theaccessinurbanareascanincrease withoutfurtherdevelopmentofthesecoresupportfunctions.Itmayevenbedonethrough cost-effectivefinancingmechanismssuchascross-subsidiesbetweenbigandsmallertowns.

In some countries where decentralisation cannot be achieved rapidly and where a performing historical urban monopoly is in place, such as Morocco and Senegal, these utilitieshavebeenaskedtoextendtheirprovisionresponsibilitiestoruralareas. ThesetrendsareworryingforruralWASHservices,andevenmoreforcountrieswhichare mostlyrural(forinstanceBenin,BurkinaFaso,Mali,Mozambique,Niger,etc).Buttheycan alsobeconsideredasopportunities.Theissueisindeedtoprofessionalizetheruralprovision ofwater,byaddressingsomeoftheruralissuesinasimilarfashionaswithutilitieswhich aimtoprovideaserviceforagivenpopulationinawelldefinedterritory.Thiscanbedonein manydifferentwaysbutprobablyentails,atthenationallevel,tostartlookingatthesector asasingleentity,insteadoftwodifferentsub-sectors,oneurbanwhereusersareentitledto receive a service, and one rural, where users can be at best provided functioning infrastructure. So, to conclude, looking beyond 2015, we believe that the central issue will not be to increasecoveragetohalvetheworldwidepopulationwithnoaccesstoWASH,buttoensure a minimum and reliable service level for all. It is time to endorse a new paradigm in the provisionofuniversalWASHservices.

Questionsforthesymposium

Thefollowingaspectsarestillunresolvedandwewouldwelcomeparticipant'sideastothe ongoingdebate. Theissueofscaleanddensity Whatarethemostcosteffectivescalestooperate,maintain,andrehabilitatedifferenttypes andlevelsofservices?Withinagivenservicelevel,economiesofscalearemainlytechnology driven, which advocates for a low diversity of systems developed in a defined area. In the watersector,governancelevelshavenotbeendefinedaccordingtocost-effectivescalesand itentailsaseparationbetweenregulatoryfunctionsandservicedeliveryfunction.Thedesign ofinterfacesiscriticalintermsoforganisation,contract,monitoringandevaluation.

Whoisaccountableforpost-constructionandsupportfunctionsandcosts?

NGOs or civil groups have historically initiated pressure groups around gender, poverty, sanitation etc. However, some of these same NGOs are part of the problem of nonsustainable services, by focusing, like many others, on short terms approaches. Decentralisedlevelsofgovernmentmustchampionsustainabilityastheyareresponsibleto the citizensforserviceprovision.Butthisapproachneedssupportamongthosewhichare payingforimplementationandpressurefromtaxpayersandotherconsumergroups.

Indevelopedcountries,howtoshiftcommunicationandadvocacymessagestowardsmore accountabilityofdonorsforsustainability?

In the education sector, when money is requested from northern tax payers through charities, the focus is on providing education to children over several years (as against 'merely'buildingschools).Thereisclearfocusonmessagesoverthelongterm,notonlyon "coverage".Howcanwemakeprogressivelymakethissameshiftinthesector? Howtohandlelongtermcostswhenfundingandcontractsforserviceprovidersareshort term?

Post construction costs and in particular high capital maintenance in rural and peri-urban areasneedtobebudgetedforandbepartofthe"business"modelsimilarlytohowutilities arerun.Themaintenanceofthesectorcannotbedependentondonors'andgovernments' fluctuating sector priorities. Similarly to the road sector, should the WASH sector create a "mandatory ring fenced post-construction fund" for any infrastructure project? Other optionsincludeoperatingservicesatascalelargeenoughtorecyclerehabilitationprovision into investment in new/improved services to offset the high opportunity cost of having moneysavedforalongtime.Shouldwepromotethecreationofasectorbanktomakethe moneygeneratedinthesectoraccessibleatlowcoststodevelopWASHservices?

Whattodoaboutexistingpoorexpendituretrackingsystems(fromdonorsallthewayto localgovernmentandNGOs)?

One of the recommendations of the PLAN study [START_REF] Robinson | GlobalExpenditureReview:WaterSupplyandEnvironmentalSanitation[END_REF] reflects the challenge ahead"itisrecommendedthatthePlanexpendituretrackingsystemsshouldbeupdatedin order to improve the availability of unit cost data, with a regular system of reporting introduced to utilise better the expenditure, output and beneficiary data collected by the Plan information systems.[...] It is also recommended that more sub-output codes are included to differentiate clearly between the many different types of water supply and environmental sanitation technologies and activities. It is also important that clearer guidelines are provided on appropriate output units, in order that the expenditure and outputdatacanbereadilycomparedacrosscountryprogramsandregions." Howtoshiftfromthedisproportionatetimespentintheprocessofprocurementtowards analysisofimpactintheWASHsector,inparticularintermsofhygiene? Alotoftimeandeffortgoesintotheprocessofprocuringcontractorsandinfrastructureetc, while very little time goes into making sure that the money invested delivers what it was aimed at. Arguably there is so much interest in the first process and not in the second becausethereismoneytobemadeinthefirstone.Sofar,discussionsonharmonisationand coordinationinthesectorhavebeenfocusingatthemacrolevelofpolicy,disbursementof funds,outcomes,etc.Inthesector,withtheexceptionoftheDevelopmentBankswhichall, consistently,usetheirownprocurementprocedures,withtheresultthatthereisalargemix ofproceduresforusingcountriesprocurementsystems:

-Withinthesamedonoragencytherearedifferentproceduresdependingonthefunding streamused; -Within the same donor agency there are also different procedures depending on the recipientcountries; -Within the same donor agency there are different procedures if it concerns loans or grants. These are all very complex and make it difficult to understand if aid is indeed untied, for instance,andwhereistheaccountability? Whatarethemostimportantstepsthatneedtobetakentoaddresscorruptionrisksinthe WASHsector? Preventing corruption tends to require comprehensive strategies that are specifically tailoredtothecontext.Beyondrecognisingthescaleoftheproblem,andrecognisingthatit can be addressed, what are the most critical steps and useful strategies? Anti-corruption strategies also need to be as inclusive as possible (i.e. involving government, the private sector, NGOs and wider civil society) which is always a challenge. Switching from making serviceprovidersaccountabletouserstomakingwaterauthoritiesandcentralgovernment endaccountabletouser'sneedstobefurtherexplored. Usingtheservicedeliveryapproachtobalancingeconomicandequitycriteria It is very well acknowledged that there cannot be a one size fits all approach to financing WASH services costs. Recent studies have even recognised the efficiency of subsidising sanitationincertainplaces,aninterventionwhichearlierhadbeenbadlydiscreditedasan appropriateoptionanywhereforitsinefficiency (Tremolet,2010;WSSCC,2009).Giventhe verydifferentrelativemagnitudeofcostcomponentsperservicelevel,andconsideringthe various objectives pursued in providing services (safe water for consumption, adequate water for sanitation and small-scale productive uses etc), there are solutions to explore in ordertoreconcilethenecessitytorecovercostswiththelevelofcontributionrequiredfrom users,basedonthelevelofserviceeffectivelyreceived,ratherthanonthecostcomponent tobefinancedthroughtariff.

Figure2

  Figure2:TrendinnumberofpeopleservedbynewwaterfacilitiesagainstPCIC-PerCapitaInvestmentCost(GovernmentofUganda,2008) Note:PCICincurrentpricesanddeflatedto2006/7toallowforannualcomparisons.

  

  

  ,governmentsindevelopedanddevelopingcountriesneedastrongereconomic case to keep pouring money into the WASH sector. Many of the new elected right-centre European governments want to cut development aid. In France, the Development Agency, AFD, cut the level of grant from 70 million Euros in 2007 to 15 million Euros in 2009, convertingmassivelyitsdevelopmentaidintoloans(CISEAAFD
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PersonalcommunicationsandreportsinthecontextofdevelopingtheGLAAS2010report-C.Fonseca. Increasingly

beingincorporatedinplanningandbudgetingprocesses Figure4 Life-cyclecostscomponents(Fonsecaetal.2010).
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