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	Cities in Latin America face a double challenge in environmental sanitation, of both providing access to basic sanitation for those currently lacking that, and improving the collection and treatment of wastewater. Governance is identified as a crucial factor affecting the way in which these challenges can be met. This paper analyses current governance arrangements in three cities: Belo Horizonte, Cali and Lima. All three cities have seen the application of governance reforms, such as decentralisation, the establishment of independent regulators and water resources authorities, and democratization of decision-making procedures. These all have contributed to the separation and distribution of governance functions over local authorities, utilities, control agencies and civil society alike. This specialisation has led to a certain degree of fragmentation of roles, resulting in a lack of integration in planning sanitation services. Developing specific mechanisms for joint-up planning have proved to be able to overcome some of these integration problems. Capacity of stakeholders to carry out their functions is also found to be a crucial factor. This paper concludes that the implementation of the package of sanitation sector reforms needs to be accompanied by pragmatic efforts for joint-up strategic planning and the strengthening of capacities for these reforms to have the full potential effect.


Introduction
Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) have seen important progress in providing access to water supply services in urban areas (WHO/UNICEF, 2007). However, efforts to increase access to basic sanitation services in urban areas have just been enough to keep track with population growth in urban areas (see Table 1), with a lower coverage in sanitation as a result. 
	Table 1: coverage in urban water supply and basic sanitation 

	Country
	Coverage in urban water supply (%)

(WHO/UNICEF, 2007)
	Coverage in basic sanitation in urban areas (%) (WHO/UNICEF, 2007)
	Wastewater treatment (% of all wastewater generated) (WSP, 2007)
	Coverage in solid waste collection (%) (WSP, 2007)
	Safe disposal of solid waste (% of collected waste) (WSP, 2007)

	Brazil
	96
	83
	n.d.
	89%
	41%

	Colombia
	99
	96
	8
	90%
	89%

	Peru
	89
	74
	23
	74%
	30%

	LAC Region
	96
	86
	15
	n.d
	n.d.


Other aspects of environmental sanitation are lagging behind even more. Less than 15% of all wastewater generated in the region is estimated to be treated before final disposal (WSP, 2007). Solid waste collection services cover relatively large parts of the population. However, safe disposal lags behind. 

Cities in the region face a double challenge of increasing access to basic sanitation, whilst also needing to dramatically increase the treatment and disposal of wastewater and solid waste. As resources are often limited, and required investments are high, hard choices need to be made between different investment scenarios. This implies dealing with trade-offs and environmental externalities, as investments, or the lack thereof, in environmental sanitation will often have impacts on others. Given these, and other, complexities, urban environmental sanitation needs to be addressed within a framework of Integrated Urban Water Management (IUWM) (Mitchell, 2004).

A range of different governance arrangements are emerging in Latin America to deal with the, often divergent, interests of stakeholders in IUWM. These are driven by sector reforms happening throughout the region, such as decentralisation, the establishment of water resources institutions, the establishment of independent sector regulators, and the promotion of mechanisms for stakeholder involvement in decision making. At the same time, these stakeholders themselves may also actively shape governance arrangements in a bottom-up manner. Understanding these actual governance arrangements is crucial in any attempt to address urban environmental sanitation. 
Objective of this paper
The Sustainable Water Management Improves Tomorrows Cities Health (SWITCH) project is a research partnership (www.switchurbanwater.eu), carrying out action-orientated research to effectuate strengthened IUWM in 14 cities around the globe, of which three in Latin America: Belo Horizonte (Brazil), Cali (Colombia) and Lima (Peru). An analysis of governance in these three cities has been undertaken (see Smits et al., 2008a, 2008b and 2008c for full reports), with a view towards strengthening these where possible as part of SWITCH. The objective of this paper is to draw upon these cases, identifying generic lessons learnt on governance of urban environmental sanitation.
Conceptual framework

Most of the work on governance in the water sector has focused on that: water. Environmental sanitation has received very little specific attention in governance studies and debates, where it tends to be referred to as part of “water supply and sanitation” (e.g. Rogers and Hall, 2003; UNDP/SIWI, 2008). Or, as Allen and Hofmann (2008) state: “This...rarely explicitly referred to sanitation per se; rather sanitation became part of the ‘water management package’ and therefore dragged to the same destiny in terms of governance recommendations.” Many governance issues in sanitation can be expected to be similar to the ones in water supply, but differences may also exist. In absence of a specific framework on governance and sanitation, this section aims to develop such a framework, by reviewing key concepts on governance and water. 
An empiricist approach to governance

This study takes as starting point the definition by Rogers and Hall (2003), who define water governance as “the range of political, social and economic and administrative systems that are in place to develop and manage water resources and the delivery of water services at different levels of society”. It is based on the premise that different actors in society influence decision making, both through formal and informal mechanisms and structures. Formal mechanisms include for example the institutional framework, planning procedures and the legal and policy framework. In addition, informal mechanisms may still be of main importance in decision-making processes, including pressure groups, non-formalised structures, and even corrupt relationships. 
More controversial is the concept of “good governance”. UNESCO (2006) states that “sound governance should be open and transparent, inclusive and communicative, coherent and integrative, and equitable and ethical”. While few would argue against these principles, these have often been interpreted in a narrow way. This has led to a prescriptive approach to good governance, stating how the balance between actors in decision-making should be. Under the so-called State-centric perspective, in the 1990s governance debates turned around whether the State or the private sector was in the best position to provide services (Allen and Hofmann, 2008). The society-centric perspective to good governance emphasised the role of civil society, particularly in its role of social control, and through participatory democracy (Allen and Hofmann, 2008). 

In view of the prescriptivism of both approaches, another stream, dubbed the empiricists by Allen and Hofmann (2008), emerged, which focused on merely analysing actual governance arrangements in a given context, and draw lessons from these. In this way, one can move away from discussions on what should be, towards what is. It focuses on analysing strengths and weaknesses of current arrangements, and drawing lessons and recommendations for improvement for the local context, without a predetermined bias. This study takes such an empiricist approach. 
Planning cycles
Governance arrangements are different around different functions in sanitation provision: from planning to implementation or day-to-day management of services. “Unpacking” governance requires breaking down the analysis for the different steps in the planning cycle. We use the planning cycle as a framework for analysing how stakeholders participate in different stages. This is done not only for sanitation services provision itself only, but also to other spheres of planning, which influence sanitation, being urban development and water resources management. 
Integrated Water Resources Management

Wastewater management may cause impacts on water resources, often outside the local areas. An analysis of governance and sanitation requires looking into how sanitation is addressed within broader frameworks of (integrated) water resources management. We do so by using the two entry points for analysing IWRM, proposed by Moriarty et al (2004), and adapted by Smits and Butterworth (2006):

· Full (or institutional) IWRM. This refers to the establishment of the “conventional” IWRM package, of institutional reforms and policies, and the establishment of catchment-management bodies and instruments. Cities have a role in these reforms, as major water users and polluters. For our analysis, we look into the way in which cities are integrated into broader catchment-scale IWRM. 
· Light IWRM. This refers to the application of IWRM principles within a sector or within an administrative boundary, instead of at catchment scale. For this study we will look into the extent to which these IWRM principles are applied to environmental sanitation by municipalities. 
Conceptual framework
The figure below aims to bring together the key conceptual elements. It shows how at local level different stakeholders try to participate, formally or informally, in decision making, in various spheres of planning, and the capacities they have to do so. The outcome of these decision-making processes has impact on IUWM. Through formal and informal accountability mechanisms, there is a feed-back loop to the stakeholders. In this study, we analyse how these interactions function in reality. 

	Figure 1. Conceptual framework


Methodology

The study uses a combination of methods:

· Review of global and regional literature. This has mainly served to develop and inform the conceptual framework. 

· Case studies in the three cities. The objective of the case studies was to collect empirical findings. Selection of the 3 cities is been based on the interest on part of the cities to address IUWM issues as part of SWITCH.
· Cross-case analysis. This focused on identifying generic lessons learnt, using the framework presented in the previous section. 

In each city, data collection and analysis has followed a similar pattern using the same tools: 
· Review of secondary information, including a revision of previous studies and project documents, related to the theme, workshop reports and additional statistical information.

· Interviews with key stakeholders. In each city 10-15 persons were interviewed. These represented some of the key actors, related to urban water management, identified by the city teams. 
· Analysis of interview results with the SWITCH city teams, using the conceptual framework. 
Context: IUWM challenges in the three cities

Belo Horizonte: paradigm shift on stormwater drainage

Belo Horizonte is the capital city of the State of Minas Gerais and the third biggest city in Brazil with over 2 million inhabitants. The main problem in urban water management lies in the drainage and disposal of both stormwater and wastewater. There is a lack of interceptor pipelines – still 40% of interceptors need to be constructed (Nascimento et al., 2007). In addition, there are illegal interconnections to the separate stormwater drains, leading to contamination of groundwater and surface streams. In the past stormwater drainage took place by canalizing it. Since the mid 1990s, a change in paradigm has started to develop towards a more integrated approach to stormwater drainage. This includes a better embedding of stormwater drainage infrastructure in its environment, through providing more space to natural drainage courses, use of natural materials, and greening the surroundings of drainage works. It also includes addressing wastewater issues, by installing collector drains, separation for storm- and sewage water flows, and water quality improvement of stormwater drains.

Belo Horizonte has also focused on democratizing decision-making on water management. Various structures and mechanisms have been set-up for citizen participation in decision-making on water-related issues at different levels, from participatory planning around local water works to strategic planning at municipal level. 

SWITCH in Belo Horizonte aims to build upon these paradigm shifts and strengthen them. Specifically, its goal is to develop new knowledge on urban drainage and to strengthen capacity of city stakeholders to participate in decision-making on water management (Smits et al., 2008d). The case study has focused on understanding current decision-making mechanisms and the capacity of different stakeholders to participate in those. 

Cali: reducing pollution to improve drinking water supply services for the expanding city 

The city of Cali, the third largest city of Colombia, is located at the foot of the Western Andes range, squeezed along the Cauca River. The water supply system covers nearly the entire population with a coverage of 97% (Cinara Universidad del Valle, 2008). The main source of the water supply system is the Cauca. It is also the main receiving body for the city’s wastewater, half of which doesn’t receive adequate treatment before disposal (Cinara Universidad del Valle, 2008). This situation particularly applies to the Southern part of the city, whose main collector drain collects not only stormwater but also sewage and solid waste, and discharges into the Cauca, without any treatment at all. Finally, lixiviates from the garbage dump have contributed to the pollution of the Cauca. During pollution peaks the intake for drinking water has to be closed. The main challenge is thus to improve water quality in the Cauca river, not only to meet environmental standards, but above all to be able to provide drinking water to the city. The Southern drain is a key focus point in this, as one of the main channels of pollution. A final challenge is the water supply and sanitation situation in the city’s areas of future expansion of the city, where there may be a need and opportunity to analyse alternative approaches of water supply and sanitation. 
As part of SWICTH, a learning alliance has been established bringing together the main city stakeholders, to jointly analyse current water-related challenges and to plan for integrated approaches to address these (Galvis and Bernal, 2008). The alliance has identified governance as one of the factors currently hampering effective joint-up planning to effectuate IUWM. The case study therefore focused largely on identifying current limitations and opportunities in current approaches to joint-up planning for IUWM. 

Lima: planning for reuse of wastewater 

Lima is the second biggest city in the world located in a desert. For its water supply it is dependent on water piped from the Andes, at a very high cost. Still, 10% of its population doesn’t have access to the piped network. With this enormous water supply challenge, sewerage and wastewater treatment always have been of second priority. Only 15% of the wastewater generated in the city receives treatment before disposal into the Ocean. This is increasingly being seen as a health and environmental risk for those communities living along the beaches. Besides, treated wastewater could constitute an important alternative source of water in this dry environment. Debates have started on various scenarios to address the situation. One option is the possibility for centralized treatment, and disposal into the sea, as an “end-of-pipe” solution. An alternative is treatment in combination with reuse in urban agriculture, for green areas such as parks, for recharge of aquifers or use in industry. Each of these scenarios has a range of technical, social, economic, and environmental requirements and implications for the actors involved. 

SWITCH in Lima aims to develop knowledge on the various treatment and reuse scenarios, and promote use of this by different stakeholders, so they can take informed decisions. The governance analysis in Lima focused on developing a better understanding of decision-making processes around wastewater management so as to be able to target knowledge developed under the project. 

Findings and discussion of results
Institutional framework
Service providers
The institutional framework for environmental sanitation is characterized by a strong degree of decentralization of responsibilities to local authorities. They are responsible for overseeing that environmental sanitation services are provided according to specifications stipulated in national laws and policies. The only exception is Lima, where the authority function lies at national level with the Ministry of Housing, Construction and Sanitation, because of the strategic position of the capital city.
Decentralization provides municipalities the possibility to develop their own preferred service provider arrangements for actual provision, so as to separate the authority from provision function. This has lead to different options, often based on previously existing service contracts, ranging from a State-level company in Belo Horizonte, a municipal company in Cali to a national level entity in Lima. Cali also has community-based service providers in some of its peri-urban communities. Brazil and Colombia have advanced most in terms of decentralisation of responsibility for water and sanitation services provision to local authorities. Yet this doesn’t automatically mean that they have full control over service providers, even when these are public companies. One of the key reasons is that big utilities, whether public or private, have become strong bastions of technical expertise over time, with strong technical capacity and a lot of know-how on the services they provide. Their municipal counterparts in Belo Horizonte and Cali don’t necessarily have that capacity. This makes it difficult to have strategic discussions on an equal footing, or being held accountable by municipalities for the decisions they take. In Lima, there is no official relation between the Municipality and SEDAPAL, as it depends directly of the Ministry.
Stormwater drainage is mostly done by the municipality itself while solid waste management is outsourced to dedicated municipal companies. 
	Table 3: responsibilities for environmental sanitation services provision in the 3 cities

	City
	Water supply and sewerage authority 
	Water supply and sewerage provision
	Stormwater drainage 
	Solid waste management

	Belo Horizonte
	Municipality
	COPASA, a mixed (public-private) company at State level
	Municipality
	SLU, a municipal company

	Cali
	Municipality
	EMCALI, a municipal company
Community-based service providers
	Municipality
	EMSIRVA, a municipal company

	Lima
	Ministry of Housing, Construction and Sanitation (MVCS)
	SEDAPAL, a national level public entity
	N.a.
	Various private companies


National regulators and control entities

As part of sector reforms of the past decade, many countries in Latin America, have established independent water and sanitation sector regulators and control entities at national level. They play a role in oversight over service providers. In Colombia, the roles of regulator and superintendent are separated between two agencies. The CRA (Regulatory Commission on Drinking Water and Sanitation) sets the regulatory guidelines that service providers need to comply with. The SSPD (Superintendent over Domestic Public Services) controls financial and operational performance of service providers. Service providers, as EMCALI, normally would need to provide accountability both to the Municipality (as municipal company) and to the SSPD, as sector watchdog. However, EMCALI is under fiscal adjustment, because of a past financial crisis it has gone through. The SSPD now plays an active role in restructuring its financial management, and there is a much stricter accountability relation between the two. In Peru, there is only a superintendent, called SUNASS, which develops norms and standards for service providers and controls their compliance. It also actively supports service providers in developing their business plans, as in the case of SEDAPAL. Brazil doesn’t have a sector regulator, although it is in process of establishing one. 

Pollution control and water resources management

All countries have developed policies and institutions for pollution control. However, the place where this responsibility is institutionalized differs across countries. In Brazil it has been decentralized to river basin committees. For Belo Horizonte it lies with the catchment committee of the Velhas river. The committee is responsible for setting water quality standards for the catchment, and ensuring compliance. It is in the process of establishing an agency with executive powers to enforce them. In Colombia a similar arrangement is in place, with the main difference that the responsibility isn’t organized on a catchment but on Departmental basis. For the Valle del Cauca Department, in which Cali is located this agency is called the CVC. Within the city, a municipal entity is responsible for pollution control. In Peru, the responsibility for pollution control hasn’t been decentralized yet, and remains with a national agency, called DIGESA, but who have operational staff on the ground. 

Despite the presence and roles of these dedicated environmental agencies, they face difficulties to hold other government agencies, such as municipalities, to account. One of the reasons mentioned, lies in the political culture of accountability between government agencies. Instead of forcing compliance of environmental norms through coercion and fines, these agencies try to cooperate and come to a consensus plan for payment and investment in treatment facilities. 

Civil society

The institutional framework also provides a definition of responsibilities of organised community groups. Community-based service providers, such as in the peri-urban communities in Cali, are guided by a clear legal framework with their roles and responsibilities in service provision. In addition to actual service provision, community groups have a formal role in urban planning. In Belo Horizonte and Lima community groups can participate in the participatory budgeting process (see next section), and in Cali communities are organised in so-called Local Action Committees (JALs), which have a voice in urban planning and control over public works. 

Although Latin America is known for its active and vocal social movements around water management, it is less so around sanitation, at least not in the cases studied here. Only in Belo Horizonte, there are strong social movements such as Projeto Manuelzao and the Frente Estadual de Saneamento. These mainly play a role in community mobilization and awareness raising on sanitation. One possible explanation for the more limited role of social movement in sanitation, is that originally concerns of civil society have been around ensuring access to services for all citizens. Now that broader environmental sanitation issues become visible, civil society is starting to get organised around themes as pollution and water quality improvement. Sanitation may be a less compelling theme as water. However, further research would be needed into the role of organised civil society and social movements to draw stronger conclusions on this. 

Besides these social movements, other organised civil society organisations play a role in sanitation. NGOs, technical and professional bodies fulfil a much respected role in capacity building, information and knowledge sharing and research in all three cities. Only in Belo Horizonte do they have a formal role in decision-making procedures. There, organised civil society has seats in the Municipal Sanitation Council (COMUSA) as well as in the river basin committee (see next section for further details). 
Integrated planning for environmental sanitation 
Strategic planning of sanitation services

In all cities, interviewees considered it crucial that strategic long-term planning of investments in environmental sanitation is carried out. They cite various reasons:

· Urban environmental sanitation often requires large investments. Decisions taken have a bearing on finances and operational capacity of the service provider and of tariffs for users. Multi-annual financial frameworks are needed to be able to properly account for these costs and their recuperation.
· It allows for a careful analysis of different alternatives for future infrastructure development, and their implications. Examples include the different options for treatment and reuse of wastewater in Lima, or future water supply alternatives in Cali.

· Mobilising external funds. Most urban environmental sanitation programmes cannot be covered by local funds only. Sound strategic planning is required to attract funds from other levels, as for example has happened in Belo Horizonte. 
· Prioritizing investments, where these are most needed. In Belo Horizonte the Municipal Sanitation Plan (see below) allowed identifying those areas where backlogs in service provision are highest and where priority should be given to. 

Despite this expressed importance of strategic planning reality has seen different ways of going about it: 

· Belo Horizonte has established a Municipal Sanitation Council (COMUSA), composed by 8 representatives from different entities within the Municipality, and 8 other stakeholders including the utility company (COPASA) and civil society organisations. COMUSA is responsible for developing the Municipal Sanitation Plan (PMS). This plan provides the priorities for investment in sanitation, on the basis of a clear set of indicators. It is a Plan which is continuously updated, and is not linked to a particular government period.
· In Lima, SEDAPAL has developed its own multi-annual investment plan, called the Optimized Master Plan (PMO). Participation of other stakeholders in the formulation of the PMO has been limited. Only SUNASS has played an active role in it, which eventually led to a conflict between the two entities. SUNASS focused nearly exclusively on the financial aspects of the PMO, whereas SEDAPAL tried to relate the financial necessities to the required technical and operational ambitions. Although there is a long-term strategic plan, it is not fully shared and accepted by other sector stakeholders.
· In Cali most interviewees commented that it is actually the lack of strategic planning that is causing many problems. Most entities have their own organisational plans, but there is not a sanitation sectoral plan that brings this altogether in a strategic framework. Besides, the time horizon of these plans tends to be short: 3-4 years. 
Operational planning of services provision

The responsibility for operational planning and implementing of infrastructure lies with the service providers. In all three cases, their way of planning tends to be top-down, with little participation of communities or coordination with other stakeholders. This may lead to problems. In Lima, SEDAPAL started implementing condominial sewers, in an attempt to reduce costs and make sewerage systems more accessible to low-income community. However, various communities expressed doubts on whether these systems would work, as they weren’t aware about how this technology functions, and where and why it differs from conventional technologies. This resulted in communities protesting against the implementation of these options. In response, SEDAPAL started a communication and awareness campaign. Irrespective of whether the doubts were correct or not, it showed that participation of communities in technology selection is crucial. The only example found of more participatory ways of operational planning, is the stormwater drainage programme, called DRENURBS, in Belo Horizonte. It has developed its own participatory intervention methodology, in which community groups identify their water-related situation, and participate in the development and design of these plans. However, these methodologies are not yet widely applied in the utilities.
The mostly mentioned reasons for the limited participation of communities in the operational planning and implementation of sanitation interventions is the lack of knowledge and experiences with participatory planning approaches among staff of municipalities and utilities. They tend to have been trained in traditional engineering approaches. Even in Belo Horizonte these participatory approaches, have only been developed in separate projects and units. A second reason mentioned is that community participation in urban areas requires different approaches as in urban settings communities are organised in a different way and have different dynamics. For example, in Belo Horizonte and Lima, it appears that communities are more easily mobilised around broader neighbourhood improvement projects, rather than about specific sanitation projects alone. 

Urban planning

The development of broader urban development plans is driven by the Municipality in all cases, sometimes through dedicated secretaries within the Municipality. Different approaches are followed to involvement of citizens in such planning. But, in general, these tend to be more participatory and open than in the development of specific sanitation plans. In Cali, community participation in the development of the Spatial Development Plan (POT) is channeled through the JALs, as formal community organisations. In Lima, the degree of participation of communities in the urban development plan differs from Municipality to Municipality (Lima is subdivided into 64 municipalities). In fact, one of the largest low-income municipalities, Villa El Salvador, is known for its tradition of bottom-up planning and strong mechanisms for community participation in the development of the municipal urban development plan. This is done through a wide range of community organisations, including neighbourhood groups, youth and women organisations, and other special-interest groups.  

These urban plans are much more general in outline, in contrast to the much more technical and detailed sanitation plans. Probably, that is why communities find it easier to participate in those, and why authorities are more willing to facilitate such participation. Besides, these urban planning activities allow linking water and sanitation interventions to broader neighbourhood improvement activities, such as developing parks, green areas and recreation grounds along restored natural drainage courses, as done for example, in Belo Horizonte. Linking urban development plans to sanitation development plans, allows for making such “package deals”, which may be of more interest to citizens.  

Utilities and service providers do not participate actively in such planning exercises. Neither in Cali, nor Lima, did the utilities participate in the development of the urban plan. As a result of utility’s non-participation, Municipalities undertake bilateral negotiations with the utility to ensure the relevant priorities of the urban planning process are included in the sanitation plans. In Lima for example, the community in Villa El Salvador was interested in getting access to wastewater for reuse to irrigate its green areas. However, SEDAPAL was not forthcoming on that. Only by linking outcomes of its municipal planning it could convince SEDAPAL that the Municipality would have its own small treatment plant and reuse facilities. Several other municipalities in Lima undertook similar bilateral deals with SEDAPAL as outcome of their urban planning processes. However, all these municipalities had to invest their own funds in that, even though it is the utility’s responsibility to invest in wastewater treatment (Smits et al., 2008c).

Another mechanism through which communities can participate in urban planning is through “participatory budgeting”, as offered in Belo Horizonte and Lima. Part of the municipal budget is set aside for works proposed and prioritised by the communities themselves. At neighbourhood level, citizens can propose certain works, and community organisations can vote for those works that they consider being priority. Participatory budgeting has provided communities with an opportunity to plan local water-related works. For example, in Belo Horizonte, communities linked to SWITCH have started prioritizing drainage and flood control measures in participatory budgets (Smits et al., 2008d).

Planning of water resources

Various planning instruments for water resources have been seen, with implications for development of sanitation services:

· Development of a vision, plan and goals for water courses. This is the case both in Belo Horizonte and Cali. For the Velhas River, a plan has been developed with goals for improvement in water quality (the so-called Goal 2010). Municipalities are supposed to invest in wastewater treatment in order to meet these goals. Where municipalities are struggling in meeting the goals, the river basin committee, tries to support them in developing plans to meet the goals. Also in Colombia, the CVC and EMCALI are negotiating about water quality targets linked to plans to reduce pollution.

· Pollution targets and permits. These are applied by the environmental agencies in both Peru and Colombia. These permits set a certain amount of pollution one may causes, and are often linked to a fee to reduce pollution. In Colombia this has worked to reduce industrial pollution but proved difficult to reduce municipal waste flows. In Lima, DIGESA is the entity managing this, but plays a more reactive role of solving problems when they occur, rather than planning for certain water quality levels. 

· Fines in case of non-compliance. These are also levied for example in Peru by DIGESA. Again this is a reactive role.

Although there are these instruments for planning of water resources management, their scope and impact on addressing wastewater-related problem is limited. Rather, stakeholders resort to mechanisms for ad hoc problem solving. A case in point is the Quebrada de Huaycoloro, a small catchment on the outskirts of Lima. Because of lack of access to sanitation and other water resources problems, a sanitary emergency was declared in this catchment. In response, DIGESA set-up a stakeholder platform, bringing together the MVCS, SEDAPAL, community groups and others. In this platform, rapidly solutions were identified and responsibilities for addressing the situation specified. However, such platforms do not commonly exist, until an emergency is there.
Integrated planning
Having seen in the previous how planning in each of the spheres of planning works, this final section analyses the implications for governance over integrated planning. 

First of all, there is a certain degree of fragmentation of the planning domains (water resources, services delivery and urban development), reflecting the institutional fragmentation seen in the previous section. This is particularly the case, where institutions see planning as an institutional mandate, rather than as a sectoral one. This is clearest in Cali, where the different institutions develop their own plan, in accordance with their own mandate. There are no spaces at sectoral level where these plans are coordinated or aligned. Nor is there strong participation of other institutional stakeholders in the development of other stakeholders’ plans. So, EMCALI representatives do not actively participate in the municipal urban development plan. In Lima the municipality doesn’t provide inputs into SEDAPAL’s PMO, or the other way round. Only in Belo Horizonte, have mechanisms been set-up to move more towards sector plans, such as the PMS.

Leadership by local government, and the related political culture in a city, can overcome some of the limitations. In Belo Horizonte, the municipality has clearly taken leadership and slowly built mechanisms and structures to overcome some of the fragmentation which is inherent to large administrations. In Cali, on the other hand, many commented that it was the lack of municipal leadership which has resulted in the lack of strategic planning, which used to exist more strongly in the past. Various interviewees also commented that there is a strong culture of party politics, which can cause institutional jealousies, limiting joint-up planning. A similar sentiment was expressed in Lima. This is compounded by the fragmentation of the Municipality over its 64 districts. 

Political culture is also considered an important factor affecting both the extent of civil society participation and the degree to which inter-institutional integration can be achieved. Belo Horizonte has had several administrations which have emphasised democratization of the municipal administration. This has reflected itself in the development of mechanisms through which citizens can directly express their voices in planning, such as through participatory budgeting. Besides, it has supported opening up spaces for joint planning between the municipality and other actors represented in the COMUSA. Respondents feel that this has helped prioritizing investments more strategically in areas where needs are highest. Various interviewees also commented that in many of the cities there is a strong culture of party politics, which can cause politicization of and frictions between institutions limiting joint-up planning. Also community organisations may be subject to this. In Cali, it was felt that many JALs are heavily politicised, and aligning their contributions into planning more to party political concerns than to the needs of citizens they are supposed to represent. 

Monitoring, control and accountability

This section analyses various accountability relations: between service providers and local authorities, between service providers and national superintendents and between citizens and authorities and utilities. 
Accountability mechanisms between local authorities and service providers depend on the type of service relation they have:

· Belo Horizonte municipality has a service contract with COPASA. COPASA only provides an operational accountability to the municipality around technical indicators. However, it doesn’t provide any financial accountability to the municipality. COPASA provides also services to most other municipalities in the State of Minas Gerais, but doesn’t have separate accounts for each municipality with whom it has a contract. It is known that some of the income from tariffs from Belo Horizonte is used to cross-subsidize users in poorer municipalities elsewhere in the State. Yet, no broken down quantitative figures on that are known to Belo Horizonte. This lack of financial accountability adds to the strained relation between COPASA and the Municipality. 
· In Cali, accountability between EMCALI and the municipality is much more direct, with EMCALI being a municipal company. As mentioned before, this relation is now less strict because EMCALI is under fiscal adjustment. This is expected to improve after the end of the fiscal adjustment.

· In Lima there is no formal accountability between local authority and utility, as SEDAPAL is a direct dependent entity from the Ministry.

The second level of control is between national superintendents and service providers, providing an additional form of control. In Cali and Lima the SSPD and SUNASS have actively engaged in controlling EMCALI and SEDAPAL respectively. In Lima, it was felt that SUNASS even went too far in influencing SEDAPAL’s business plan, leading to a conflict, on the extent to which controlling entities can actively influence a utility’s plan or should only provide a control afterwards. In absence of a national regulator, COPASA provides accountability over its performance in three ways: to its shareholders, as a stock-listed company, to the municipalities with whom it has a service contract, and to the State Accountants for fiscal auditing.

Sector reforms have put emphasis on establishing control and accountability mechanisms by community groups, both around strategic and operational investments. In Belo Horizonte and Cali community monitoring groups need to be established when works are implemented. Similar groups exist around the participatory budgeting process in Belo Horizonte and Lima. They are trained to supervise and monitor the works, to ensure that these are carried out according to technical and financial specifications. One of the aims is to improve transparency and reduction of corruption. In Cali, also other control mechanisms have been mentioned. For example, communities have the right to veto projects, which they think wouldn’t benefit their community. The experience with these groups and instruments is mixed. In some cases, they have really contributed to a sense of increased transparency, as well as to better ownership of works by communities. However, they can also be seen as instruments of a last resort. If the planning process would be more participatory, the application of these instruments wouldn’t be necessary. Besides, such mechanisms cannot be applied to major works which go beyond the boundaries of a neighbourhood. Some of these groups fall prey to party politics and the same corrupt practices, they are aimed to prevent. When few of these cases happen, it may delegitimize all groups.

Apart from these formal mechanisms for monitoring and control, communities can also use mobilization and protest as means to hold authorities or utilities to account. We have seen this mainly in the case of Lima. Communities living by the outfall drains into the Ocean, or in the Quebrada de Huaycoloro, resorted to protest to hold the utility to account for their environmental impacts. 

Capacity to engage in governance functions

This section analyses the capacity of stakeholders to engage in governance functions. This is disaggregated in terms of financial and human resources capacity, and access to and use of information. 
Financial capacity 
In all cases the utility assumes upfront capital investments for sanitation infrastructure such as sewers, stormwater drains and wastewater treatment facilities. These are often very high, given the magnitude of the cities and the type of infrastructure required. Yet, most interviewees expressed confidence that access to funds for investment in capital costs wouldn’t be a limitation to developing sanitation infrastructure. The only exception is where it concerns investment in wastewater treatment. These are considered too high to be affordable for the communities, even taking into account cross-subsidy mechanisms. Hence, most would look for subsidies from central government, or long-terms loans to cover these costs. 
Users are also expected to contribute to the capital investments costs through the payment of a connection fee for sewer systems. Sometimes these are prohibitively high for users. In such cases, utilities may come up with facilities for payments in instalments, as COPASA is doing in Belo Horizonte. Alternatively, communities choose to invest first in water supply and only years later in sewerage. As a result, during that period communities use latrines, which may be in poor conditions, and face problems of poor drainage of grey water.
Despite these difficulties, financial capacity is not considered the main limitations for executing decisions taken.

Human resources
There are some gaps in human resources. Utilities and other agencies are well-staffed with highly educated professionals, most of them with a strong technical background. But, municipalities have such capacity to a lesser extent, particularly in Lima, leading to the earlier-mentioned asymmetric relation between municipality and utilities. A commonly identified gap lies with staff who are not trained in facilitating participatory processes around operational implementation of sanitation works. Although good experiences with such approaches exist, these are far from mainstreamed in these institutions. Neither are there enough contractors or specialised consultants with such skills, as one of the interviewees in Belo Horizonte indicated. Others emphasised the need to develop a cadre of consultants and contractors who are experienced in such methods, alongside further mainstreaming such skills in municipalities and utilities. 

These capacity gaps around governance of water and sanitation are not exclusive to these cities. Various initiatives exist in the region to overcome such limitations:

· In many countries, good capacity can be found at the level above municipalities, such as provinces or departments. These are increasingly given a responsibility of providing technical assistance to municipalities and supervising them, and in that way strengthening their capacity. However, this is not happening so much around the case cities. In Belo Horizonte and Lima there is a metropolitan council, and a metropolitan municipality respectively. However, these haven’t been able yet to play a capacity building role. 

· Local authorities joining up in mancomunidades, or associations of municipalities within a certain region. In this way, smaller municipalities can pool resources and technical expertise, and achieve economies of scale. This is happening for example in Lima. The district municipalities in the poor southern part of Lima have formed an association to pool resources, for example to jointly hire engineering capacity.  

· National government providing technical assistance. This has happened again in Lima, where the Ministry has been involved in supporting district municipalities in pilots around reuse of wastewater.  

Capacity of civil society organisations to participate in a meaningful way in strategic and operational planning processes is deemed limited. Partially, this lies in the manner in which those processes are organised, partially in the fact that neither community groups, and to a lesser extent civil society, is prepared for this. Decision-making on sanitation interventions often requires knowledge on technical and financial details, particularly when costly decisions are at stake. Belo Horizonte and Lima both have programmes to strengthen the capacity and skills of community groups, particularly the ones involved in participatory budgeting and urban planning.  

Information and knowledge
There are also some gaps in access to and use of information, although they are not considered the biggest limitations by interviewees. Most cities have advanced information systems, even though there may be incompatibility of systems between agencies, as in Lima. Or there may still be room to expand monitoring of hydrological data, as in Cali and Belo Horizonte. But, access to and use of information on low-cost technologies and good practices in sanitation services, is considered more of a limitation. Great advances have been made in the development of low-cost technologies and other innovations. But these are still little known among local authorities and community groups. One of the reasons for that is that research on these innovations has mainly been driven by universities, often in some isolation from authorities and utilities, limiting scaling-up. Yet, over the last few years this has changed, and SWITCH aims to build upon that. By having better access to this kind of knowledge, it is expected that stakeholders can take more informed decisions in governance processes.
Conclusions 

This report looked into actual governance arrangements around urban environmental sanitation in three cities in Latin America: Belo Horizonte, Cali and Lima. In all three cities, attempts are underway to improve environmental sanitation, as part of the SWITCH Project. Governance is identified as a key factor affecting, positively or negatively, the success and sustainability of these efforts. The objective of this paper was to synthesise lessons learnt on actual governance arrangements across these cities. 
In all cases water sector reforms are being implemented, such as decentralisation, separation of water services authority and provision functions, the establishment of independent sector regulators and superintendents, democratisation, the promotion of civil society participation and establishment of water resources management authorities. However, all countries are in different stages of these reforms, or may have implemented only part of these institutional changes. In all cases, the utilities have remained important and somehow autonomous service providers. Although they are showing a reasonably good performance in technical service provision, their relative autonomy and distance from political bodies implies a risk that they do not provide political accountability on strategic decisions on sanitation. 
These reforms have necessarily created a certain degree of specialisation of institutional responsibilities. This brings as the same time a risk of fragmentation of roles and responsibilities in the way in which decisions are made in different types of planning processes. Strategic planning of sanitation interventions is deemed crucial by all agencies. It is considered that this should be a multi-stakeholder exercise towards a long-term horizon. Yet, reality in most cases it is one of organisational planning, rather than sectoral planning. Institutions develop their own plan, in line with their specific mandate. A common framework to which these institutions contribute is lacking in most cases, with exception of Belo Horizonte. A crucial factor in overcoming the fragmentation and working towards a common framework is the political leadership, particularly of municipalities. Where such municipal leadership is lacking, fragmentation is reflected in the institutional planning procedures. Water resources management institutions in theory also provide a common framework through which agencies can articulate and coordinate sanitation interventions. In practice, it have been the water resources management instruments which have determined the success in influencing sanitation plans. Instruments which have had some success include the catchment plans and targets, as in Brazil but also more ad hoc multi-stakeholder fora, as in Lima. 

The extent to which civil society has been able to influence decision-making is largely related to the degree of openness provided by the institutions for them to participate. Most local authorities have provided space to community groups, as parts of attempts to democratise public administrations. These spaces are more related to broader urban development, such as the participatory budgeting in Belo Horizonte and Lima and participation in the development of the urban development plan in Cali and Lima. Only in Belo Horizonte has this gone as far as opening up participation of civil society in strategic decision-making on sanitation specifically, through the COMUSA. Probably, an important reason for the limited participation of civil society in decision-making on sanitation lies exactly in the relative autonomy of utilities. There is no incentive for them to open up towards civil society participation in their decision-making processes. For municipalities, as elected bodies, the pressure to do so, but also the advantages of this are much stronger. 

Community participation in operational decision-making on implementation of sanitation works also remains limited. Some dedicated programmes such as DRENURBS in Belo Horizonte have developed strong participatory methods for sanitation development. But these are far from mainstreamed in these municipalities. Many professionals working for municipalities and utilities haven’t been trained in the use of participatory methods.

Control and accountability mechanisms are being established at different level. A strong role is given to  independent regulators and superintendents which have been established in all case countries, except Brazil. They are actively trying to control the utilities. But, this sometimes may go too far. For example, the utility in Lima felt the superintendent got too much involved in management, through its proactive engagement with the sanitation master plan. In addition, utilities are accountable to political bodies, either Municipalities (as in Belo Horizonte and Cali) or national government as in Lima and Tegucigalpa. Water resources authorities also struggle to hold municipalities or utilities to account in a coercive manner. Rather, a pragmatic way of jointly finding solutions is preferred, in which instead of fines, investments are made in wastewater management and treatment, even though this may mean long delays. 

Civil society has also been given a role in monitoring and control. In all cases, community groups have formal power in monitoring and control of specific projects, as well as in oversight over budgets dedicated to participatory budgeting. Even though such groups may not always perform as expected, this has contributed to increased transparency in use of budgets. In Belo Horizonte and Lima, social movements and protest have played some role in holding authorities and the utility to account for environmental management. Only in Belo Horizonte, do social movements have a more proactive role in putting sanitation on the agenda of the authorities and monitoring strategic decisions on this.

Although utilities face some challenges in mobilising the financial resources required for these investments, interviewees express confidence that they do have the financial capacity to do such investments. The main limitation identified is around financing wastewater treatment. If the capital costs of those are passed on to consumers, tariffs would raise to levels which are inaccessible, particularly for the poorest consumers. Additional financing would be needed from national or even international level. Costs could be reduced by making better use of low-costs technologies, which are being developed and adapted in the region. 

There are some gaps in terms of human resources, such as the capacity to follow more participatory approaches, and the capacity of community groups and civil society organisations to engage meaningfully in decision-making processes. Overcoming these capacity limitations will mean first and foremost, facilitating a better access to and use of information on low-cost technologies, good practices on sanitation and different approaches to sanitation. Universities, knowledge centers and technical and professional bodies have played an important role in such research and knowledge brokering in the past, a role which is much respected. However, this role could be strengthened by putting more emphasis on putting research into use among the types of actors we have seen in this study: municipalities, utilities, water resources authorities and community-based organisations. 

The study concludes that standard elements of sector reforms, such as decentralisation, the establishment of regulating entities and setting-up water resources authorities are important components in the strengthening of governance over sanitation. But, the study also shows it shouldn’t stop with institutional reform. Strengthening capacity at different levels and developing a democratic political culture, with its accountability mechanisms, are equally important. Pragmatically working with city stakeholders in activities such as joint-up planning and facilitating access to and use of information, can contribute to the latter, and holds as much potential for contributing to strengthened governance of urban environmental sanitation. 
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