ABSTRACT

Demand Responsive Approach (DRA) is the “new phrase” in the South African Water Supply and Sanitation sector at the turn of the century. The fundamental point of this approach is that achieving sustainable water systems at community level can only happen if people are provided with the level of service they want and are able to pay for. In other words, sustainability can be achieved by understanding and being responsive to people’s effective demand for water. Consequently, in this DRA era, a great deal of attention is being given to ensuring appropriate financial arrangements (including cost recovery mechanisms), institutional options (private sector versus public utilities), and social intermediation of community water projects (facilitation of projects and community participation). However, if the emphasis is on responding to community water demand and needs, the obvious question to ask is how well do we understand that demand? 

The answer is not very well. Within the South African context, past inequalities in the access to water have also had a reflection on the amount of information available for each of the water user sectors.  Our current understanding of water demand is biased towards traditional users of water (Agriculture, Forestry, Mining and Industry and the Tourism sector). Very little is known about the patterns of water use and demand in rural communities. Also, at rural domestic level, following from the assumption that drinking water is the main priority for rural people, most of the research has focused on water for human consumption. Systems have been design to provide drinking quality water and, in many cases, the cost of the water is high.

But, do these system meet demand for water in rural areas? Are there any “productive uses” for domestic water? (•vegetable gardens, •fruit trees, •livestock watering, •building, and •small businesses). How much water is demanded for these other uses? Do the “drinking water systems” provide enough water to meet this demand? Is there and effective demand for this type of water (can people afford to pay for that water)? Are there any economic benefits to this water? What happens when the system does not cater for this demand? What are the available technical options to met demand? Providing answer to this type of questions is critical for practitioners, planners and policy makers in the Community Water and Sanitation sector. It will determine their ability to understand demand and therefore their ability to respond to it. 

The evidence to be presented in this report is the result of a research process undertaken by the Association for Water and Rural Development (AWARD) in 13 communities in the Bushbuckridge District (part of former Gazankulu and Lebowa homelands), Northern Province. The research results throw some light into the issues presented above. It presents evidence on the extent of productive uses for water at community level, the economic benefits (livelihood benefits) to this water and the current patterns of payment for water. It introduces some of the main issues affecting the willingness to pay for water in rural communities, and it will also discuss some of the challenges ahead for the community water sector in South Africa.

The executive summary presented here is intended to be a stand-alone document that highlights the main findings of the research. For a comprehensive analysis of each topic refers to the relevant chapter in the research report. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

This chapter the policy background to the research, the objectives and research questions and provides a general description of the study area.

POLICY BACKGROUND 

The following water policy documents are reviewed in this chapter:

· The White Paper on Water Supply and Sanitation 

· The Water Services Act (Act 108 of 1997)

· The White Paper on National Water Policy 

· The Water Act (Act 36 of 1998).
RURAL WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION SECTOR IN SOUTH AFRICA

In rural areas, water sources are used for a combination of consumptive (basic needs) and productive purposes. The former refers to water used for human consumption (drinking, cooking, personal hygiene, and household cleaning). The latter refers to low-level economic activities that are highly dependent on the availability of secure and reliable water supplies.  Vegetable gardens, cattle farming, traditional beer making, hair salons and brick making, are some examples of the uses of water for income generation.

Most of the research at the rural domestic level has focused in water for human consumption, to the exclusion of water related economic activities. Systems have been designed to provide drinking quality water and, in many cases, the cost of the water is high. Productive uses for domestic water are hardly ever considered when looking at planning for rural domestic supplies. Therefore, under current circumstances, the need to fill the information gaps regarding domestic water use patterns becomes a priority issue for at least two important reasons:

· Understanding domestic water use patterns and demand from a broad perspective (both for basic needs and economic activities) will improve the ability to respond to demand, the essence of DRA, and one of the important steps towards sustainability. 

· As domestic and municipal users, previously disadvantaged communities will have to compete with the other key sectors in their quest to gain access to water over and above the basic needs level. 

THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS

· Given the current minimum national standards for domestic supply (RDP minimum standards: 25 l/p/d within 200 metres), and current use patterns, does this minimum standard meet basic needs in rural areas?

· Are there any economic uses for domestic water? (“low level economic activities”)

· How much water is used for these “economic activities”?

· What are the economic benefits generated by rural households from these activities? 

· Do people pay for the water in Bushbuckridge? (Is there an effective demand for water?)

· Are people willing to pay for the water? What factors affect “willingness to pay” for water?

CHAPTER 2.  RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter explains in detail the research process and the approach taken in the study. It also analyses some of the lessons learnt from experience and shares some of the concerns arising from the “researcher’s” relationship with rural communities in a research environment.

METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH

A comparative village-case-study approach was used in the study. Following from institutional and climatic differences Bushbuckridge was subdivided into 6 areas: north-west, north-east, midwest, middleast, south-west, south-east. Within each area two villages of similar socieconomic and physical attributes but diametrically opposed domestic water supply situations were chosen. The criteria for selection are shown in table 2.1 overleaf. For the purpose of this study the villages were termed as “worst case” and “best case” scenario.

Six to seven days were spent in each of the villages over the study period. Emphasis was place on allowing the community members enough time to discuss research issues. Figure 2.1 provides an overview of the process followed at village level

Figure 2.1

Overview of the research process
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Table 2.1

Research categories and main characteristic for each category

CATEGORY
CHARACTERISTICS

“Best case scenario” villages/sections
· Functional reticulated supply. Minimum RDP standards met for all households 

· Most households have one or more yard taps

· Very few households have in-house connections.

· Water supply is very reliable 

· Yard tap is the highest level of service

“Worst case scenario” villages/sections
· No reticulated supply in the village (or non-functional). 

· Minimum RDP standards are not met for all households

· Large differences in the level of service between households 

· People walk long distances and queue to fetch water

· Supply is very unreliable and people face long periods without water. 

· Most households suffer severe shortages of water. 

· Private vendors are common 

· Community tensions arise due to differences in access to water 

CHAPTER 3.  DOMESTIC USE OF WATER FOR BASIC NEEDS

The question :

Given the current minimum national standards for domestic supply (RDP minimum standards: 25 l/p/d within 200 metres), and current use patterns, does this minimum standard meet basic needs in rural areas?

Figure 3.1

Mean consumption for Basic Needs in both research categories
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Figure 3.1 summarises the results for both types of villages considered in the research. 

· Research results presented here indicate that, where the maximum level of service is a yard tap, under current consumption levels basic human needs are covered within the first 25 litres/capita/day 

· An average of 16 to 17 l/p/d are used for human consumption, personal hygiene and household cleaning, whereas an average of 5 l/p/d are used for washing clothes.

· Although the figures seem to indicate that basic consumption of water is somewhat higher in “best case” villages, these differences are not statistically significant.  There may be due to the variability of consumption between households in the each of the villages, and not to the difference in supply between “best” and “worst” case scenario villages.  

· Consumption increase dramatically with levels of service higher than a yard connection, particularly if the household has access to shower/bath and water-borne sewerage systems, and the service is provided at no cost to the consumer. 

CHAPTER 4.  USE OF DOMESTIC WATER FOR ECONOMIC 

ACTIVITIES

The question:

What the main productive uses for domestic water? 

How much water is used for these “economic activities”?

Seven activities were identified as the main productive activities that currently make use of domestic water,  these are: Vegetable gardens, fruit trees, making bricks for building, brewing traditional beer, making ice-blocks, hair salons and livestock rearing.

Figure 4.4

Summary consumption for all “low level economic” activities in “best cases” versus “worst cases (l/c/d)
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Figure 4.4 summarises the average water consumption for all ‘low level economic activities’. For each village, these figures take into account the total number of people involve in each activity and average their consumption across all households, regardless of whether they are involved in the activity or not. Therefore, the figures presented here provide an estimation of the amount of water that is needed in the village to support the current level of productive activities. 

· The main conclusion from these figures is that all economic activities using domestic water occur over and above the first 25 litres (basic needs). An additional 25 to 40 l/p/d will be needed to support these economic activities (given current proportion of household involved in the activities and water consumption). The activities using most water are cattle ranging, vegetable gardens, beer brewing and watering trees.
· Also, the comparisons between consumption in “best case” and “worst case” villages provide an indication of the likely increase in water consumption with improved water supplies. Water consumption for all activities except for ice-blocks, is much higher in best case villages. The most important increases occur in the irrigation of gardens (950%), irrigation of fruit trees (286%), building activities (138%) and beer brewing (80%). 

· However, as they are averages for all households, the figures above do not reflect the real amount of water used by a household involved in a particular activity, being the amount required for each activity much higher than the above average. Figure 4.1 provide average consumption figures for each activity, when only those households that engage in the activity are considered.
Figure 4.1

Water consumption per business in households involved in the business
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· Finally, figure 4.2 overleaf, provide an overview of the average level of involvement of households in each of the activities. Not all households engage in “low-level economic activities”. In “best case” villages, the proportion of households involved in each activity range from 2% of the households for beer brewing to 73% for the irrigation of fruit trees. Moreover, for most activities, the proportion of households involved is also higher in “best case” villages than in “worst case villages”. 

.

Figure 4.2

Percentage of households involved in each activity (%)
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CHAPTER 5.  RETURNS TO ECONOMIC USES OF DOMESTIC

WATER

The question:

What are the economic benefits generated by rural households from these activities?

The economic significance of water based activities is measured by looking at the income generated from each activity using “gross margins” figures per activity, and per litre of water. 
Figure 5.4

Total gross margins from “low level economic activities” in the two types of villages (all activitites) (R/capita/year)
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· Figure 5.4 summarizes the returns from all ‘low level economic activities’ in both types of villages. This income reflects an average value for all activities when estimated across all households, regardless of whether each household engages in the activity or not (under current proportion of household involvement and water consumption). 

· Total income generated from ‘low-level economic activities’ averages R529 to R653  person/year. In other words, these are the total benefits generated from the 25 to 40 l/p/d used for productive purposes. Also, the comparisons between consumption in “best case” and “worst case” villages provide an indication of the likely increase in income derived from improved water supplies. 

· For the same reasons cited in the previous section, the figures above do not reflect the real income generated by a household involved in a particular activity, being this income much higher than the above average. Figure 5.1 provide average “gross margin” figures for each activity, when only those households that engage in the activity are considered.
Figure 5.2

Annual gross margins per capita for those involved in each activity
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· Additionally, figure 5.2 overleaf, provide an overview of the “gross margins” for all activities. They show a wide variation across businesses. Ice-block making provide the highest return (1.7 R/l) followed by beer brewing (1.05 R/l) and hair salons (0.84 R/l). Fruit trees (0.02 R/l) and vegetable gardens (0.013 R/l) provided the lowest returns

· The highest rates of involvement in “low-level economic activities” are for those activities with the lowest returns per litre of water. This is the case for fruit trees and vegetable gardens. In contrast, beer brewing and ice-block making activities providing the highest returns per litre, have the lowest rate of households involvement. Reasons for this are provided in chapter 5 and 7.

,.

Figure 5.1

Gross margins for “ water-dependent low-level economic activities”

[image: image8.wmf]0

3

6

9

12

15

18

21

24

27

30

33

36

39

42

"Best case"

villages

"Worst case"

villages

Vegetable garden

Fruit trees

Cattle

Goats

Building

Brewing

Iceblocks

(R/litre)

CHAPTER 6.  PRICES AND PAYMENT FOR WATER IN 

BUSHBUCKRIDGE

The questions:

Do people pay for the water in Bushbuckridge? (Is there an effective demand for water?)

What factors affect “willingness to pay” for water?

· That rural inhabitants do not pay for water cannot be assumed in general. Evidence from Bushbuckridge indicates that the opposite may well be the case, and prices paid by rural households can be much higher that prices paid in areas where proper cost-recovery mechanisms are in place.

· The second assumption that needs to be revised is that poor people cannot pay for water. Whereas low affordability is a reality for many rural households evidence shows that it is likely that the poorest people in the Bushbuckridge area are facing the highest prices for water. 

· Nevertheless, the issue of affordability needs to be separated from that of having to pay and how much. The two are different questions and the evidence showing that poor people can and do pay for water should not imply that the priority for the sector is to make poor people pay for water. 

· The fact that rural people are paying the highest prices for water indicates that there is room for manoeuvre. In some cases, where the need for payment for water is justified, implementing a formal payment system with tariffs reflecting local conditions and choice of level of supply can improve the situation of the poorest (some degree of cross subsidization is possible)

· Reasons why people decide not to pay for water are complex and in many instances can not be attributed to a single cause. Understanding these reasons and perceptions must become a priority for policy makers and water service providers due to the potential effects on cost recovery and ultimately on project sustainability. Failure in water project is too often attributed to low affordability (ability to pay) when the real reason are more to do with “low willingness to pay”. 

CHAPTER 7.  LESSONS CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY ISSUES

This chapter discusses in detail the main lessons learnt from the research and highlight some relevant policy issues. These are:

· For the Bushbuckridge area, there is enough evidence to inform the allocation of water for the human reserve using the figure of 25 l/p/d as the minimum amount required to meet basic human needs. 

· The main challenge now remains as to how to make this concept operational. Research need to be put into the design and implementation of appropriate allocation mechanisms from the technical, institutional and economic perspective so as to ensure sustainable access to domestic water both for present and future generations.

· Water-based activities play an important role in rural livelihood systems in Bushbuckridge. The inability to access domestic water for economic purposes can reduce considerably the livelihood options for poor people in the area. How these water-based livelihoods feature in the overall livelihood strategies for rural households should be the focus of further research.  

· Furthermore, the lessons learnt from this research are very relevant for RWSS sector, given the growing concerns about cost recovery and sustainability.  The ability of the rural poor to access increasing amounts of water quantities will not just be determined by the availability of the water (supply side) but mainly by their ability to carry the costs of the water and its supply (effective demand / ability to pay). The ability to pay, in turn, can only be enhanced by increasing the economic opportunities of the rural poor, and as we have seen before, accessing water for productive uses (over and above the basic needs (25 l/c/d) may be a necessary precondition for this.

· In other words, the rural water sector policy should not only be driven by the supply of “basic needs” but also by the economic opportunities that the access to additional water can generate in rural areas. Unfortunately, despite the growing interest about the importance of water for rural livelihoods, the Department of Water Affairs & Forestry (DWAF) still has no mechanism for allocating water to this sector, nor is it formally incorporated in any water balance models. 

· Alternative ways of providing water for productive uses need to be explored. In some circumstances, providing this water through current domestic water systems may not be most effective way (see experience with collector wells in Zimbabwe, in Lovell 2000). Some creative thinking will be needed from engineers and technical experts in order to provide solutions that are appropriated to the South African context.

· Finally, the provision of water for productive uses needs to be done without compromising the provision of basic needs. Evidence from India indicates that, in the context of a dramatic increase in groundwater extraction for small-scale irrigation during the last ten years, domestic water supplies are becoming increasingly threatened as a consequence of groundwater depletion and increasing demand. (Batchelor et al. 2000)
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