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This case study examines one of South Africa’s three private sector concessions in a historical
perspective, from its initial negotiation to the present day.  It considers provision by the Siza
Water concession as well as provision by the iLembe Municipality; while clearly not a fair
comparison, it serves to highlight the contrast in issues faced by the providers and the constraints
they face in responding to these issues. This case study is instructive in that it shows the dangers
of a municipality with low capacity attempting to strengthen its capacity by drawing in the
private sector without adequate capacity or external support to contract, monitor, and re-
negotiate the contract. The case study is based on municipal, financial, and participatory
community research.
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Context

The iLembe DM is located along the north coast of KwaZulu-Natal. It extends over an area of
approximately 1,455 km2 and accommodates four LMs; KwaDukuza in the east, Ndwedwe and
Maphumulo in the west, and Mandeni (formerly eNdondakusuka) in the north.

The population of iLembe  was estimated to be 576,934 in 2005, with fairly even division
between the four LMs.  79 percent of the population is classified as rural, with 21 percent as
urban.  The bulk of iLembe’s population lives in rural settlements or peri-urban settlements on
the fringes of the boundary with eThekwini and around the major urban settlements. Settlement
density is highest around the urban nodes of Stanger, Mandeni/ Isithebe/ Sundumbili, and along
the coastal strip.

Residents are mostly poor, and official census documentation reflects that 96 percent of the
population is from a previously disadvantaged background. Employment levels remain low, at
about 39 percent. Many residents are dependent on survivalist activities or remissions of earnings
of migrant labourers.

iLembe is characterised by sharp inequalities with racial, income and spatial elements. There
is a “widely recognised geographical division between a coastal strip and the immediate interior,
which also serves as a social division between development and underdevelopment.”
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Category

Local municipality

Location

Development
history

WSP

Water and
sanitation service
levels

Free basic water

Etete

KwaDukuza

Adjacent to coastal
corridor to west of
N2

RDP housing and
informal
settlement
upgrade.
Settlement began
in early 1990s,
with housing
development
following in mid- to
late 1990s. Still
characterised by
some informal
settlement on
surrounding
private land.

Siza Water Pty(Ltd)

Provision of water
to most households
through pre-
payment
standpipes. Some
households
purchase water
from private land
owners. Sanitation
provision through
municipal RDP
housing scheme
provided VIPs.

Received via
allocation on
prepayment card.

Nkobongo

KwaDukuza

Adjacent to coastal
corridor to west of
N2

RDP housing
project initiated in
mid 1990s

Siza Water Pty(Ltd)

Around 10 percent
of households have
direct water and
sanitation
connections but
bulk of households,
including these, use
pre-payment stand-
pipes and VIP
latrines.

Received via
allocation on
prepayment card or
on bills received.

Sundumbili

Mandeni

Adjacent to urban
settlement of Mandeni
and Isithebe Industrial
Park

Formal settlement
initiated in 1970s in
support of housing
workers of industry
decentralisation project
at Isithebe. Previously
administered by
KwaZulu-Natal
homeland government.
Informal settlement
has grown in
surrounding areas
since early 1990s.

iLembe DM

Original formal houses
have water and
sanitation connections.
Informal settlement
homes utilise
standpipes where
available. Sanitation
for informal
settlements ranges
from municipality
provided VIPs to
informal pit latrines.

Selectively received for
qualifying households
via billing system.

Lindelani

KwaDukuza

Adjacent to
northern boundary
of eThekwini
Municipality

RDP houses and
informal settlement

iLembe DM

Most households
rely on standpipes
with a handful that
have “yard taps”.
Those with yard
taps must pay a
connection fee and
get billed for water.

Participants were
unaware of the
policy except they
knew water from
standpipes is free.

Table 1: Profile of community workshops
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Participating communities

Communities were chosen with the aim of gaining an understanding of different communities’
diverse experiences. The researchers interacted with the ward councillors and other community
officials to identify appropriate areas. As a result, participatory community workshops were held
in four distinct areas of iLembe. Two of these, Etete and Nkobongo are located in the Siza Water
concession area within the KwaDukuza Local Council. The other two, Mandeni (Sundumbili
Township) and Lindelani are located in Mandeni Local Council to the north of KwaDukuza and
KwaDukuza LM respectively. It was hoped that the Sundumbili and Lindelani research would
allow for some comparative assessment of delivery in a relatively urbanised context by iLembe
outside the concession area.

Participants conveyed information pertaining to the access, level, quality and affordability of
services that are currently being provided. Researchers were also interested in participants’
knowledge of the FBW policy and the relationship the DM has with communities. Table 1 presents
an outline of key characteristics of the community research areas.
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Overview of findings

iLembe DM acts as both a WSA and a WSP. As a WSA, iLembe is supposed to oversee and
monitor its own WSP activities, as well as those of the other two WSPs active in the DM. While
iLembe also has an agreement with Umgeni Water, as bulk provider and deliverer of some rural
schemes, the research focuses on the concession agreement with Siza Water Company for the
provision of water and sanitation services in the Dolphin Coast area of the KwaDukuza local
council, which iLembe inherited from its municipal predecessors.5

Finding 1: iLembe is faced with many challenges around water and sanitation
delivery but progress has been made, particularly in the extension of services.
Nevertheless, in a number of aspects iLembe is performing below the average
for KwaZulu-Natal districts.

Since the 2001 census figures were generated, iLembe has made some progress in delivery, but
access, user satisfaction and quality of services are still low.

In 2007, only 54 percent  of households had access to water and 79 percent had some kind
of access to sanitation (not necessarily above RDP levels). Both of these figures are below the
provincial averages of 74 percent and 82 percent, respectively. Community members expressed
considerable dissatisfaction with service provision and outlined instances where user complains
are not responded to.

Interruption of water supply is a serious issue. Community members reported continual interruptions
of supply across all WSPs’ areas researched. In all cases people were not given notice and
response times to correct the problems have not been satisfactory to communities. However,
when water was flowing it was deemed to be of good quality.

Finding 2: Siza Water is outperforming iLembe, measured by technical
standards of performance. It is debatable whether iLembe could have
achieved the same progress if it had been the WSP operating in the designated
concession area. However, it must be borne in mind that direct comparisons
of services are fraught with difficulties, as Siza operates in a relatively small,
wealthy area.

Siza Water has consistently met or exceeded its performance levels over the past five years.
Perhaps partly due to the contractual reporting requirements, Siza collects better data, has a
higher collection rate, a superior focus on operations and maintenance and higher per-capita
levels of capital investment.

Siza has almost no backlogs (access below RDP standards) while iLembe has backlogs of 38
percent in water and 68 percent in sanitation. A full 54 percent of all iLembe residents receiving
water services at or above the RDP level live in the KwaDukuza LM.

Siza has a payment collection rate of 97 percent  and negligible consumer debt, while iLembe
has a collection rate of 85 percent. iLembe carries considerable consumer debt, the majority of
which could be considered irrecoverable.

Water quality analysis, conducted by independent laboratories, showed tap water samples in
Siza areas to yield close to 100 percent conformity. iLembe areas experienced irregular monitoring,
and reporting records varied substantially across service areas.

Having inherited a poorly-maintained bulk network, Siza Water has made considerable progress
in rehabilitating and extending the network, as well as rolling out a water and sanitation service
management system. Siza has an annual planned maintenance programme while iLembe officials
report that the DM has a weak maintenance commitment with limited budget allocation. Siza
has reduced water losses from 40 to 10 percent,  while iLembe’s water losses were 37.8 percent
for 2005 and 35.3 percent for 2006.
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In August 2006, Siza became compliant with ISO 14001 (2004).  It is envisaged that Siza Water will
become compliant with either ISO 9000 or 18001 during 2008. iLembe does not comply with any
ISO standard at present.

10

iLembe operates within a large and complex institution. iLembe’s mandate is to cover more
people, a much wider and more complex terrain than that of Siza Water. Municipal officials
from iLembe felt that if iLembe had access to the revenue streams from the concession area,
it might have utilised the extra funds for redistributive transfers to less developed areas elsewhere
in the district.

In a cash-strapped environment it is possible that increased revenue could have accelerated
delivery elsewhere in the district. However, it is also possible the debt burden arising from having
to undertake large capital programmes to refurbish infrastructure and extend services could
have actually caused a medium-term decline in expenditure elsewhere. For example, with
such major backlogs political leadership in iLembe favoured the bulk of funds going to the
extension of services and tended to only irregularly support maintenance and core system
upgrades. This has often weakened core systems and reduced the reliability and quality of
services, not just for users on older networks, but also for users recently added to these networks.

Further examination suggests that the public sector financing arrangements would not have
allowed iLembe DM to make the scale of capital investments at the pace and level Siza Water
did in its first few years of operation and as such would have been operating with a compromised
capital infrastructure. Even today, iLembe has depended on Siza Water to provide service
connections to new coastal developments outside its original concession area due to the
company’s greater freedom to accelerate capital programmes.

Siza Water has considerable contractual requirements for the quality of its services. Requirements
are generally considerably above what citizens outside the concession area can expect of
their WSP,   which may indicate that the quality of services might have been lower if Siza Water
had not been contracted.

11
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with the investment and development pressures of the former Borough of Dolphin Coast area.
However, iLembe officials pointed out that they had never been involved in the original decision
to establish the concession so they did not feel full ownership. This reflects, at least in part, some
concerns about the character of present and past political leadership.

There was also some concern that the concession denied iLembe as WSP from access to some
economies of scale in terms of services, investment and management of projects. Had iLembe
had the responsibility to provide services in all areas it might have improved its overall institutional
position and service delivery.

This feeling is consistent with the fact that in the 2006/2007 Integrated Development Plan
document, iLembe DM states its interest in eventually terminating the concessions and becoming
the WSP for the whole area.

Neither Siza Water officials, nor those of the iLembe DM, indicated that they thought there was
much to be learned from one another’s approaches. However, informal experience exchanges
did happen at times. This attitude does not create the conditions for new forms of partnership
and tends to discourage initiative on the part of Siza Water.

Part of the motivation for the concession was to create a teaching/learning environment
between the two WSPs. It was envisioned that iLembe’s water service provision could benefit
from Siza’s experience. The absence of such learning and practical exchanges suggests that
there is scope for some attention to be paid to these matters, and both DWAF and the iLembe
DM could examine them further.

It was suggested that the intentions of Siza Water should be questioned in that the company
did not appear to have made concerted efforts to provide additional forms of support to the
iLembe DM beyond the contractual provisions. Ultimately, in a situation where one contracting
party (the DM) has such reservations around the concession arrangement, the sense of being
locked into an arrangement is not conducive for enhancing the achievement of service delivery
goals.

Finding 4: Currently, Siza Water appears to fulfil the established
contractual requirements, but there are concerns that the concession
is not adequately monitored by iLembe DM. iLembe does not always
maintain clear lines of accountability between the authority and
providers, nor is it stringently monitored by a national body.

It is essential in a contractual relationship that the partnership rights and obligations should be
equally measured and evaluated in any performance assessment. Siza Water pays iLembe DM
R1 million per year in concession fees, in addition to the initial lump-sum fees paid to the
KwaDukuza Local Council upon signing the concession contract. According to the concession
agreement, this annual payment should be used by the WSA to monitor Siza’s technical, legal
and financial compliance with contract conditions. International experience    suggests
independent third parties should be contracted, with the agreement of both contract parties,
to conduct performance reviews to ensure the process has the trust of all the parties and
legitimacy with users. Despite previously contracting this function out, of late iLembe has not
been in favour of using a third party, as it believes this would result in unnecessary expenditure.
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Finding 3: While Siza officials felt the concession has been advantageous
for the DM, iLembe officials were more ambivalent, or even disagreed
with this view. This has potentially had negative effects on the
partnership and, in particular, on shared learning.

Siza Water officials were of the view that iLembe would have struggled to deliver an appropriate
level of services in the development-intensive coastal area, as well as to poor residents, at the
pace and level of service offered by Siza Water. Some iLembe officials felt that having to deal
with the pressures of the concession area might have compromised iLembe’s ability to focus
on the bulk of its unserviced population.

On the other hand, iLembe officials felt somewhat ambivalent, if not negative, about the
existence of the Siza Water contract. iLembe officials recognised that they might have struggled
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Consequently, iLembe is trying to oversee the contract, but lack of expertise and over-extended
staff has meant that:

Interaction between Siza and iLembe was infrequent and largely limited to formal
processes;
Siza’s performance, while according to them fulfilling all contractual obligations, is not
actively monitored. Nor is there the kind of shared planning and strategising that might
allow for benefits of partnership to accrue beyond those stipulated in the contract;
and
It is not always clear to residents (or to the providers) who is responsible for what. The
issue of confusing lines of accountability not only results in frustration from communities
serviced, but also in the denial of access to services of an appropriate standard.
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In terms of the quality of services, Siza’s contractual requirements are substantial and generally
considerably above what citizens outside the concession area can expect of their provider.
While challenges to monitoring do exist, the fact that Siza must regularly report a range of
service indicators is potentially very significant to the high performance it has achieved.

Despite the contract not being well-monitored, Siza is still required to report on all of the
stipulated indicators, meaning that, at very least Siza itself knows where improvement is
needed.

Siza suggested that even without consistent, effective monitoring at present, there is a risk the
concession would be cancelled if it does not fulfil contractual obligations. It is this fact that
keeps the focus on contract performance, and not necessarily on active oversight.

On the other hand, iLembe has not had such clearly-established lines of accountability either
between provision and authority or to national bodies, and is only now exploring approaches
to improve its own accountability beyond Council chambers with support from
DWAF/Department of Provincial and Local Government (DPLG) and tools such as the
performance assessments being piloted by DWAF.

To be fair, this difference in monitoring probably says more about national policies, and the
benefits of having reporting requirements attached to meaningful forms of regulation, than
it says about private versus public provision. Nevertheless, such regular and detailed reporting
should not be unique to concession or management contract arrangements, and it is likely
that citizens could benefit from them being more universally part of the WSA function.

Finding 5: While progress has been made, significant backlogs remain
across iLembe DM. The DM’s level of provision is low compared with
many other DMs nationwide.  Siza Water has few, if any, backlogs for
sub-RDP standard service provision, but began with fewer backlogs
and is operating in a relatively wealthy, urbanised area.

For much of the iLembe District, an imperative still exists to extend basic services in peri-urban
and rural areas, and to upgrade such services that do exist so that they begin to meet the
approved standards on a more consistent basis. iLembe officials made the case that many
households had some level of access, and that this level of access was generally being
improved on an incremental basis, and therefore the suggested figures could be misleading.
 However, it is clear that, whichever set of figures is used, iLembe faces major challenges in
responding to backlogs in water provision.

Between 2000 and 2005, 5000 households had been provided with RDP-standard water access
and 945 households had been assisted with access to groundwater supplies.   However, this
still left iLembe residents with a total water access percentage of only 54 percent,  compared
to the province-wide figure of 74 percent.  It was also recorded that an estimated 36 percent
or 48,874 households had access to water at levels below the RDP standards.
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During the same period, “1400 new sanitation connections had been made to dwellings that
had previously had no Ventilated Improved Pit-latrine.”   The installation of VIPs helped raise
iLembe’s level of household access to sanitation (not necessarily above RDP levels) to 79
percent, only slightly lower than the Provincial figure of 82 percent.

The lack of delivery correlates with levels of poverty across the district. The percentage breakdown
of iLembe’s population with below RDP-standard services is: 13 percent in the KwaDukuza LM,
39 percent in Maphumulo Local Council, 29 percent in Ndwedwe and 19 percent in
eNdondakusuka/Mandeni.

In the Siza Concession Area, virtually all residents have access, albeit at different standards,
but it must be noted that the concession area was a more urban area with higher service levels
to being with. 59 percent of households have in-house drinking water and 41 percent have
access to communal taps within 200 metres. 51 percent of households have waterborne
sewage, nine percent have septic/conservancy tanks and 40 percent have access to VIPs.

Backlogs are expensive to eradicate. With regard to funding arrangements, the 2006/2007
Integrated Development Plan indicates that for iLembe to overcome its water and sanitation
backlogs, it will need to access greater levels of National grants, especially the MIG.

iLembe has had some difficulty in spending received funds, but problems with the fund
application process and on the expenditure side are being addressed with support from entities
such as the DBSA.

iLembe is likely to benefit from capital grant funding recently announced by DWAF. Such funds
can be utilised for the refurbishment of bulk systems, such as water and sewer mains and various
treatment facilities – an area that the iLembe has tended to neglect in its internal allocation
of funds.

Finding 6: Siza Water’s operations seem financially sound and, after
having to make significant infrastructure investments, reported
“meaningful profit” starting in 2007. iLembe’s financial management
of water provision is improving, but it is still running at a loss each
year.

Siza Water ring-fences its accounting, and thus has an accurate idea of expenditure and
revenue. It has a high payment collection rate and a relatively low provision for writing off bad
debt, but reports that, due to initial significant and unanticipated capital outlays, 2007 was the
first year of meaningful profit. However, the company still has a large number of loans outstanding.

Siza collects 97 percent of billed services. Previously, Siza managed to collect 98 percent, but
with the non-payment of R1 million by iLembe, Siza Water’s account in respect of basic water
for areas with communal standpipes, the percentage dropped.

During the 2006 financial year, Siza Water only wrote off about R29,000 as bad debt, with a
provision of about R167,000 for possible future bad debt – a relatively small amount, bearing
in mind the sales volumes.

With the introduction of FBW, an agreement was reached with iLembe to provide the
concessionaire with a portion of the District’s equitable share funds to cover the associated
costs. According to Siza Water officials, 2007 was their first year of meaningful profit. However,
it should be borne in mind that Siza Water has an outstanding loan with INVESTEC of R27.7 million
which, in addition to the interest of R3.8 million per annum, has to be repaid as from February
2008, in quarterly instalments of R692,500.

iLembe DM does not separate its provision function costs entirely from other municipal accounts.
iLembe is therefore unable to account as precisely for all expenditures and revenue. However,
municipal officials confirm that it is losing a significant amount of money in the water and
sanitation department, despite the fact that the Municipality should, according to national
policy, be making enough of a return to invest in future capital outlays. Significant levels of
uncollected water fees further impact on the financial health of iLembe’s water provision; the
user debt is higher than its yearly revenue.

21

22

23

41 THE WATER DIALOGUES SYNTHESIS REPORT 2009-iLembe Case Study

24



42

iLembe’s water revenue deficit has decreased from R14.7 million to R9.5 million. This nevertheless
still results in a shortfall of revenue, when compared with actual WSS expenditure of around 15
percent.

Revenue shortfalls are a combination of physical water loss and poor collection from users. The
fragility of the financing supporting this system is illustrated by the small sewerage surplus in
2004/05, which dramatically changed into a huge R3.8 million deficit (i.e. a ±'b1 35 percent non-
recovery of expenditure in 2005/06).

The financial weakness is further demonstrated when viewed against iLembe’s increased external
loan burden (growing from R45.1 million to R90.3 million in the 2006/7 period – an increase of
R46.8 million) and with a planned loan of R27 million, there is cause for concern, as the repayments
will have a marked effect on the DM’s available revenue.

The total revenue also decreased by about R21 million from 2004/5 (R165 million) to 2005/6 (R144
million) – in part due to the loss of the so-called RSC/JSB levies    and an equitable share allocation
that does not compensate the DM for that loss.

Part of the issue in financial management is the funding and investment differences between
the two providers. iLembe struggles to secure funding for operations and maintenance and, at
times, has been unable to spend the grant money it does receive. On the positive side, indications
are that both problems in the fund application process and on the expenditure side are being
addressed with support from Project Consolidate   and other mechanisms from entities such as
the Development Bank of Southern Africa. In addition, the introduction of some direct funding
for water bulk infrastructure by DWAF is likely to assist iLembe in the next few years.

However, the DM remains in a sensitive financial position. iLembe officials point out that if they
had access to the revenue flows that Siza Water has at present, their financial circumstances
would be improved. However, this remains a moot point, as it is unlikely that iLembe’s water
provision could have coped with the additional financing burden that would have been required
to secure the Siza Water’s revenue flows in the first place. The financial circumstances of iLembe’s
water provision are not unique, and suggest that at a national level some rethinking is required
on approaches to municipal financing.

Finding 7: iLembe DM has focused on extending infrastructure to new
areas, but subsequently very few funds have remained for operation
and maintenance. Siza Water was in a position to invest in core
infrastructure and maintenance, as it was crucial for its income model,
and required by contract. Consequently, Siza Water has done a better
job in both the upgrading and maintenance of infrastructure.

iLembe DM has focused the bulk of its funds on the extension of infrastructure. iLembe officials
report that, as a result, it struggles to secure adequate funds for operations and maintenance.
This has led to a decline in the quality of service for many residents.   The imperative to invest
capital in new service connections must now be matched by attention to the management
of such services, and their maintenance and continual improvement, along with ongoing new
services development.

While precise data on many of the indicators observed in the Siza contract are not available
for iLembe, it is unlikely the DM has been able to spend sufficient funds on operations and
maintenance to perform proper upkeep.

Water service officials report that they have difficulty securing maintenance and upgrade
investment funds from the Municipality, and grant sources for existing networks and infrastructure.

With such major backlogs, the political leadership in iLembe favoured the bulk of funds going
to the extension of services, and had tended to only irregularly support maintenance and core
system upgrades. In effect, this often weakened core systems and therefore reduced the reliability
and quality of services, not just for users on older networks, but for users recently added to these
networks.

THE WATER DIALOGUES SYNTHESIS REPORT 2009-iLembe Case Study
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Siza Water has done comparatively very well in the upgrading and maintenance of infrastructure,
and in the vast reduction of water losses. However, community members reported there were
still huge issues with the maintenance of sanitation facilities.

Water losses which were in excess of 40 percent in the concession area have now been reduced
to 10 percent.    The bulk of these losses arose from poorly maintained or obsolete pipe
infrastructure, with inadequate billing and metering a contributing factor. The reduction of lost
water was a result of Siza’s major overhaul of piping in the area:
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Finding 8: All households in iLembe DM qualify for FBW, regardless of
their provider.   Policies regarding household connections appear fairly
consistent across the entire DM, whereas policies regarding access to
FBW via standpipes varied, depending on the provider.

Where households are provided with a residential connection in both Siza and iLembe areas.
The current tariff structure allows each household, whether indigent or not to access six kilolitres
FBW per month. A punitive stepped tariff is implemented thereafter. The actual tariff levels differ
between the two areas. Higher tariffs were renegotiated by Siza from the original contract, due
to the considerable, unexpected, capital outlays that were necessary and the introduction of
FBW.

Failure to pay the account in the concession area will result in a notification letter with an
administration fee of R77.59 for 2007/8. If the account is still not settled, restrictors are installed,
which cause a reduced flow of water – roughly equivalent to six kilolitres per month. In extreme
cases, a household can be disconnected, provided a communal standpipe is available within
200 metres. The reconnection fee is currently R267.36. At the time of writing the report, iLembe
was reviewing its credit control policy as a result of rising debts and failure by the Municipality
to deal with this.

In terms of residents accessing water through communal standpipes, the providers’ approaches
differ. In the Siza Water areas, users with access to communal standpipes are issued with tokens
(used in access water from prepayment meters), which allow a drawdown of six kilolitres water
per month.

Approximately 6,000 households in the concession are currently using the prepayment token
system. These tokens only operate in a clearly-defined area, with the aim of preventing users
transferring cards to individuals in other areas.

The length of time it takes to repair standpipes is a persistent concern. When repairs are
delayed entire communities are left without water – at times for weeks.

THE WATER DIALOGUES SYNTHESIS REPORT 2009-iLembe Case Study

VIPs in Siza Water areas have not been emptied for years, and threaten to become a
health hazard, since some overflow when there is heavy rainfall, thus spilling raw sewerage
directly on to people’s homes;

Since the inception of the concession to the end of the 2006/2007 period, Siza Water has
spent almost R71 million on maintenance and upgrading of the schemes.   Siza officials
identify this as the major factor in the reduction in water loss;
A further contributing factor was the introduction of improved metering and billing systems.
In the event of a water leak on the user side, the user remains liable for the water consumed.
The user can join an insurance scheme to avoid paying for leaks at a monthly cost of
approximately R5.50.

While the upgrade and maintenance work undertaken by Siza Water has been commendable,
community members expressed considerable dissatisfaction with service provision and outline
instances where user complains are not responded to:
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The tokens were issued by Siza Water, but should the relevant user lose the token, a replacement
is purchased from Siza Water at a cost of R65. Under present arrangements, the first card issued
to households is free and carries a FBW allowance. However, FBW access is constrained if cards
are lost or damaged, as a replacement card needs to be purchased.

According to the monitoring done by Siza Water, the average use of water does not exceed
six kilolitres per month. This is possibly due to the fact that users carry water to their respective
households, at times, almost 200 metres: six kilolitres of water is six tons of water which has to be
carried.

Community members find water expensive in areas with metered supply. Some community
participants argued that this means FBW is actually just a myth in their area.

The issue of the high cost of water once the free allocation on a card was used up was of some
concern. Community members felt strongly that the allocation was insufficient, and further that
costing should start at a much lower price over and above a revised FBW allocation. It was also
argued that all households should have a connection at their homes provided free of charge
instead of standpipes. Currently, some households can get a household connection, but they
would have to pay a connection free for the higher service level.

iLembe DM’s approach to FBW is far more varied than that of Siza Water as the areas in which
it operates range from deep rural to urban core. Apart from relatively few metered households,
most residents obtain water from some type of communal tap.

iLembe DM does not use prepaid meters either for communal or residential connections.
However, households are restricted by the effort and cost of getting water from a communal
facility (e.g. hauling it over long distances). Therefore, as with Siza Water, where the households
most in need of FBW are situated (generally those areas with standpipes) there are barriers in
terms of effort to access the allocated supply.

While there is no cost to the standpipe water for users, the consistency of supply and at times
quality means that, even with “access” to water, the notion of free services is not always a
reality. More critically, the total proportion of people receiving any formal service (due to
backlogs) remains a major issue of concern.

Finding 9: Neither provider is directly accountable to users in a clear,
straightforward manner and, according to community participants,
both iLembe and Siza’s communication with residents is inadequate.

Despite the significant technical differences, community experience seems fairly similar regardless
of the provider, in terms of communication efforts.   Most are dissatisfied and would like to see
more progress made in upgrading levels of access, and improved communication between
the providers and users.

Part of the reason is that direct accountability to users is lacking in both areas. A key concern
is the fact that water and sanitation functions vest with the district, as does the mandate of Siza
Water, while it is local councillors and officials of KwaDukuza with whom residents in the concession
area have the most contact.

The removal of channels of accountability to district level seems to generate a combination
of confusion, as many other functions still rest with the local council, and frustration, particularly
when residents raise issues with local council officials that do not get addressed within iLembe/Siza
Water.    The issue of confusing lines of accountability not only results in frustration, but also in
the denial of access to appropriate standard services.

THE WATER DIALOGUES SYNTHESIS REPORT 2009-iLembe Case Study
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This is best illustrated by the issue of the Etete VIPs, which required maintenance for a considerable
period of time. The users carried the cost of communication and accountability failures between
the two levels of local government and Siza Water.

When accountability fails, it becomes very easy for various stakeholders to blame one another
and to avoid facing up to their responsibilities. The persistence of such problems reflects the
need for attention to be paid to governance arrangements within the authority and provider
set-up in iLembe, and for channels of communication to be established and publicised.

Both iLembe DM and Siza Water operate call centres on a 24 hours a day, seven days a week
basis.

The iLembe centre is a general municipal call centre which forwards relevant calls to the Water
and Sewerage Department. During the period of the research for this report, iLembe was unable
to produce documentary proof as to what was done in respect of the complaints and how
long it took to rectify them.

Siza areas’ complaints are logged, indicating aspects such as nature of complaint, locality,
complainant’s particulars and, most importantly, the action steps taken and by when the job
has been completed. Data on complaints can then be grouped into different categories, thus
indicating possible patterns, and/or by the completion time. About six years ago customer
complaints were at a level of 7.3 per 1,000 users. According to Siza, this has reduced and
complaints and queries are, as a rule, dealt with within 48 hours, with only one percent exceeding
this target.

Regardless of the existence of the call centres for community members, there was no clear,
established system of involving users in any decision-making process with regard to water and
sanitation supply. Community participants claim that their voice is not heard or valued by Siza
Water or by the political leadership.

In Siza Water communities, it was clear that residents do not know who is responsible for what,
and they therefore regard Siza Water as responsible for everything with regard to water and
sanitation provision. When they feel Siza is failing to address the issues they have raised, a
situation participants reported to be the norm, they consult with the political structures accessible
to them: the local councillor, then the mayor, and then the municipality (local), none of which
has consistently assisted residents in addressing the problems.

Examples of the lack of communication, or miscommunication, included concerns expressed
by Nkobongo and Etete residents as to how households received direct connections while
others are not connected. No information was communicated to communities about how
these decisions were made.

In addition, there was a great deal of confusion around the cost of connections. Community
members believed it would cost around R6,000, but according to Siza Water, actual prices are
R1,971 for a 22-mm water standard connection and R1,178 for a 110-mm sewer standard
connection.
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