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	More than a third of Africa’s population
 lack access to basic sanitation. In Kenya over 15 million people (46%), lack basic sanitation. The government and other actors need to construct over 234,000 toilets per year for the next 10 years to cover the deficit for halving the proportion of people without access to improved sanitation. Past efforts have focused on communal services managed by community groups Usage by the urban poor however remains low
 (NESH Policy 2007, Africa population-2006).
Practical Action in Eastern Africa has been working in several cities in Kenya to support advancement of sanitation to the urban poor and has learned valuable lessons that have shaped our strategies for sustainable sanitation for the poor through its urban programmes since 2002. Nairobi Water Company is responsible for providing water and sanitation for all residents of Nairobi with a focus to specifically improve these services for the urban poor.
The objective of this paper is to demonstrate by documented evidence that financing for sanitation for the urban poor needs to be retargeted and managed more sustainably to deliver improved service. The two organisations have been working together in improving access to sanitation in the informal settlements through:
Financing Land Lords to construct facilities for their tenants 

Financing trunk infrastructure to support community level facilities

Partnering with micro-finance institutions to support land lords, community organisations  and other private investments in sanitation for the urban poor  
Lessons learnt: Despite increasing funding to integrated water and sanitation initiatives, proper sanitary practice, usage, and coverage remains low; current models for utilisation of funds remain dependent on continued external donations; Implementers of sanitation programmes have by-passed key stakeholders and sometimes  damaged local  initiative.
We recommend that The urban poor need to be empowered to take responsibility for investing in sanitation infrastructure and use them. All financing should be aimed at facilitating communities to invest in sanitation. Significant effort should be made to ensure sanitation gets high on the agenda for governments and community investment and an effective national monitoring system is developed to enhance accountability.  


INTRODUCTION
Kenya has an estimated population of over 30 million people according to the 1999 National Census Survey projections. Of the total population, over 15 million lack access to adequate sanitation nationwide. The National statistics put the urban population at 20% of the country’s population translating to 6 million with over 60% of this population in the four major cities (Nairobi, Mombasa, Nakuru and Kisumu). The greatest challenge facing Kenya’s urbanisation has been the urbanisation of poverty with about 60% of the total urban population living in very low quality housing settlements commonly referred to as informal settlements
.
Kenya’s target for achieving the Millennium Development Goals (MDG) target 11 and 12 are set out in the National Environmental Sanitation and Hygiene Policy (NESH) 2007. The policy launched in October 2007 highlights that by the year 2015, as a contribution to Kenya attaining the Millennium Development Goals; stakeholders will seek to achieve the following:

· Education and awareness among households leading to behaviour change 
· Availability of facilities (hand-washing and toilets) at all premises and public places
· Cleanliness and adequate drainage around dwellings and other premises 
· A reduction in the burden of environmental sanitation and hygiene related diseases

Traditionally, informal settlements have been disregarded in National and municipal service provision plans as most are located outside mainstream residential zones. In Nairobi, informal settlements are mainly located a long river valleys in the larger Nairobi River basin, public utility way leaves and undeveloped private land. Communities living in these settlements developed various initiatives to provide access to basic services most of which were uncontrolled investments, illegal connections to water mains and formation of cartels that controlled different services and ‘exploited’ residents with no marked improvement in access to improved services. 
One such settlement is Mukuru located on the South Eastern side of Nairobi with 12 villages and a combined population of approximately 400,000 people extending into Makadara and Embakasi divisions
; Most of the 12 villages are located on riparian land along the Ngong River. 
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Figure 1. Location of Mukuru in relation to Ngong River
Source: Practical Action study 2007 (Unpublished)


Nairobi Water Company and Practical Action jointly developed the ‘integrated approaches to reducing poverty and improving health in the informal settlements of Nairobi Kenya’ (IARPH) programme in 2005 based on several studies done in Mukuru informal settlements. These studies revealed that low water and sanitation access within the settlements led to increased health risks increasing the impact of poverty. The overall objective of the IARPH programme was to improve the incomes and health of poor people in Nairobi’s informal settlements (Mukuru), through participative and sustainable service delivery of good quality water and environmental sanitation. Key outputs of the programme include; the health of Mukuru residents is improved by the provision of better sanitation as a result of a regular supply of water and sustainable technology options, small water and sanitation enterprises are established as formal businesses and recognised as such by all relevant actors and that the capacity of the community is built enabling them to actively participate in the future decision making and initiatives that affects their health, livelihoods and tenure. 
METHODOLOGY FOR MONITORING RESULTS 
This paper puts forth different financing sources and options for sanitation in Mukuru informal settlements. While recognising that sanitation is a system, it has been broken down into different elements that need to be considered when budgeting for provision of the service. The monitoring system focused on tracking the success of the financing model and the impact it generates in the form of improved services measured as different indicators that included; uptake of the financing model, usage of facilities developed, distribution of facilities and level of satisfaction. The methods used were:
Registers of users’ subscriptions
The operators (community groups and private investors) keep a record of households and their subscriptions are logged in at every payment. This helps the operator to keep record of their income and ensure follow-up by the target households. This is crucial in the informal settlements where over 90% of residents are tenants who may move to other houses within or outside the settlement. 
This also helps them to budget and plan for acquisition of credit for reconstruction, or new investments. One main challenge is that the residents have cultivated a culture of record keeping and this programme aims to improve proper book keeping skills and its importance.
Comprehensive surveys 

These are undertaken at least once in two years and would cover a whole settlement or a section of it. It seeks to establish the access and household level disparities in accessing facilities that may be assumed to be within reasonable distance and at affordable prices. These surveys are undertaken using a combination of household questionnaires and focus group discussions. They measure indicators of level of satisfaction, habits, usage and perceptions
GIS mapping and photography
Spatial mapping of neighbourhoods for situations before and after as well as establishing areas of constrain in relation to distribution of facilities have also been used. GIS maps showing who constructed/financed and is managing facilities in Mukuru have assisted in determining how the programme has met the need for reduced access distance, equal distribution of facilities within the settlement and establishing the active players in financing. A combination of household surveys, focus groups and GIS mapping yields insightful results and sheds light on factors beyond availability of facilities that affect people’s access to facilities. 

Audits
Regular auditing of the financing scheme to determine its uptake and performance, i.e. active loans, default rate, pending applications, amount of savings, rate of recruitment. The audit results are used to modify the scheme to meet the growing needs of the community and are also an accountability tool for the managers of the scheme.
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION
Situational Analysis

Typical of other informal settlements in the city, Mukuru had low coverage and uneven distribution of sanitation facilities that have led to improper sanitary practices such as open defecation, adult potty and use of flying toilets. The other problem is that other activities that constitute good hygiene practices such as hand washing, general hygiene, drainage and waste management have not been incorporated in sanitation programmes. 
The programme in Mukuru focuses on developing an engagement process that helps to sustain improved access, and proper utilisation of sanitation facilities. Financing for this process has been consolidated from; external donors, Local water and sanitation enterprises, Nairobi Water Company and direct community contributions in the form of user fees, provision of space and labour.
To adequately address the issue of financing sanitation, it is important to appreciate the different elements that make a sanitation system. All cost elements need to be budgeted and considered for financing. These elements include; space, labour, disposal mechanism, physical structures and operation & maintenance. While these elements form the ‘whole’, each can be financed differently. The system applied in Mukuru addressed these elements progressively following the sanitation development cycle.
	
Figure 2. Flow of elements of a sanitation system 
Source: Author


Financing the elements of the sanitation system 
Space
Informal settlements are characterised by high population density and congestion of structures. Space is ‘expensive’ to acquire because most of the time the community has to pull down existing structures to create space for sanitation facilities. In the case of Mukuru Practical Action and Nairobi water Company organised community forums through the provincial administration to build consensus on the need for availing space for construction of sanitation facilities. As a result, the community created village level sanitation committees with the responsibility to identify and acquire the needed spaces. Three committees were formed who identified and acquired eight sites. 
Labour 
Labour forms a significant proportion of construction costs. In Kenya for example, Government through the Ministry of Public Works allows puts the cost of labour as between ten to fifteen percent of the construction cost. This means that the Labour provided for by the community should also be assigned an economic value. In Mukuru, the community’s labour though paid at a lower rate helps to value, compensate and allow for communities to contribute. 
Unskilled and semi skilled labour was both sourced from the community. Masons, plumbers and manual labourers were all residents within the project area. The identification of skills within the community was done through the village barazas and the sanitation committees. The rate of compensation for the two levels was valued differently by the community with a higher rate for more specialised (mason and plumber) input. 
Previous interventions were based on a premise that communities should bear the full cost of labour. Facilities took longer to be completed and skilled and semi skilled labour would often be sourced from outside and paid at higher rates. Community input was inconsistent as members would have to either leave early (especially women) to attend to other needs of their households or need to work extra (two jobs) to earn their daily income. 
Physical structures (the unit)
Initial investment for the facilities is significant and requires that one is able to raise all the money when needed. The cost of constructing facilities in Mukuru has varied depending on size, materials, and overall design of the individual facilities. 
The construction of the site facilities are often considered the major cost. When commencing the Mukuru programme by Nairobi Water Company and Practical Action a baseline sector study revealed that only 4% of the facilities within the settlement were built with external financing to community based organisations. Sources of external financing include: donor funding, decentralised government funds, non governmental organisations (NGO) and line ministries. Land Lords and private ‘investors’ were the key players in providing sanitation services with a combined percentage at 96%. Land lords construct temporary structures to be used only by their tenants as apart the housing tenancy package. Private investors are either community members or from outside who have capitalised on the lack of sanitation facilities to provide the services on a Pay-As-You-Use basis. 
To ensure sustainable financing, the intervention has focused on utilising external funding to enhance the ability of the key players in providing sanitation (private investors, land lords and community based organisations) through a micro-credit facility. 
Disposal systems  
In Mukuru, most of the sanitation facilities are disposing their waste into Ngong River.  The sewer network serving the Industries is in close proximity to the village. The intervention is developing a working sewerage system to service the area which is maintained by Nairobi Water Company.  Several other options such as on site disposal were considered but were found to be inadequate in the long term.

The Ngong river flood plains where Mukuru lies are susceptible to seasonal floods that have made on site sanitation options inadequate.  
Operations and Maintenance 

While the cumulative expenses for operation and maintenance of systems can be enormous, these are usually incurred in small quantities over a long period.  These costs would include; wages for operators, repair expenses and utility bills which can be met with proper budgeting that considers all the cost elements.  
While most of toilets (55%) are constructed by landlords, only 13% of the residents have access to a plot latrine. This is because use of plot latrines is restricted to plot tenants only. The other 87% of the residents rely on Pay-As-You-Use toilets run by community organisations and private investors. Where landlords have constructed facilities they remain responsible for the maintenance (repairs, reconstruction and utility bills if any), while the tenants take responsibility for ensuring general cleanliness. The Pay-As-You-Use model enables the private and community operators to raise funds for labour, bills, repairs and in some instances save for reconstruction.
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	Figure 3. Toilet access– Mukuru


Although 87% have access to the communal toilets this does not guarantee them use on need basis unlike the plot tenants who can always access plot latrines. To address this situation the program has worked on remodelling the Pay-As-You-Use system to allow for a prepaid/post paid monthly instalments by households. This instalment is arrived at through a budgetary process that takes into consideration all the needs for the facility. The monthly system allows the operator to make projections on future incomes and adequately plan for periodic repair works. On the other hand the users (poor households) can by a single payment be assured of continuous access to improved sanitation service regardless of their financial situation in the course of the month.
Challenges
In the process of executing this programme there have been several challenges that have hindered smooth realisation of expected outputs and thus slowed the projected uptake. These include:

· Record keeping among target borrowers for the micro credit: Most operators of the facilities do not have a habit of keeping records. A few keep lean records that could not be used for any meaningful analysis. This means that even the existing operators have to be subjected to a minimum period of consistent and comprehensive record keeping to be eligible for assessment for the micro credit facility.
· Un-uniform indicators used for monitoring by the key players:  there exists no standard indicator description to be used by stakeholders in monitoring the impact of various interventions in improving sanitation services in the informal settlements. This has led to a generation of contradicting information making it difficult to assess the actual progress in the sector. For example, the Kenya Integrated Household Budget Survey (KIHBS 2005/2006) defines adequate sanitation as a reasonable and clean means of human and other household waste disposal, translating to national safe sanitation access at 84% which is 30 percentage points higher than figures released by the MDG country progress report over the same period released by the Ministry of National Planning (GOK – 2007).
· Non comprehensive budgeting for operations and maintenance: in the Pay-As-You-Use system the budgeting was based on the daily incomes and expenditure without consideration to periodic repairs and long term reconstruction costs, which were arrived at without proper analysis on what the actual costs would be. As a result depreciation of facilities was accelerated and they eventually ran out of use.

· Land tenure: In Mukuru, the residents don’t have tenure of the land, are in consistent threat of eviction and can therefore not use the land as collateral for credit. This is considered as too high a risk by the financial institutions that are not willing to lend for investments in such zones. The impact on the programme is that the process of accessing the financing becomes harder for the Urban Poor as they are subjected to tighter screening.
CONCLUSIONS
There is a significant amount of resources already available for investing in sustainable sanitation for the urban poor in Kenya with decentralised government funds. These together with external funding available need to be administered to ensure there is long-term/bedrock sustainability in funding for the sector. This bedrock will only be achieved if the urban poor are empowered to take on more responsibility so that when there is no longer external funding or government budgets into the sector, there exists a mechanism for local investment. 
While there has been considerable investment in infrastructure services in the recent past leading to increased coverage of sanitation facilities for the urban poor (mainly spatial). There has not been an equivalent move in people accessing and using these facilities. The financing systems and management models for financing operations and maintenance of the facilities have failed to make infrastructure services available for use by people even though they have been available and increasing in number.

The definition of sanitation for the urban poor has been limited to mean toilets. While disposal of human waste in a key component of urban sanitation, other aspects of hand washing, general hygiene, drainage and waste management have remained neglected and may be the cause of the next threat and crisis in a few years. 
RECOMMENDATIONS
Need to focus on access and usage of sanitation Services (habits and practices)
There have been commendable efforts by development agencies to increase the number of sanitation facilities for the urban poor. There seems to have been no comparable effort in ensuring that the poor people are able to use these facilities. Aspects of full utilisation of facilities were not considered in many of the interventions that have led to increase in the number of physical facilities without a reciprocating increase in the number of people with access and ability to practice safe sanitation all the time. A shift to accessibility models that include a monthly access fee and a spatial limit in subscription to sanitation facilities will ensure that investments result in desired levels of usage. Support to land lords to access funds to improve their sanitation will also be important in ensuring that tenants have access to improved sanitation as part of the overall low income housing package. 
Define sanitation as ‘More than a toilet’ – integrated sanitation approaches 
Adopting a comprehensive perspective to sanitation as negligence in other sanitary habits like hand washing, drainage and environmental cleanliness leaves the urban poor still susceptible to sanitation related illnesses and perpetual poverty. Sanitation provided at the community level is one good step but focusing at household level means we are getting closer to real people and changing the practices. Integrating the provision of toilets with other sanitation services and practices for hand washing, waste disposal/management, good drainage of waste and storm water will have a greater impact on reducing disease vectors among communities as well as the well being of the urban poor. 
Financing should be catalytic and non consumptive 

External financing of sanitation should be counted as successful if it is invested to trigger increased local financing. These are models that are based on increased allocations from local governments, investment by communities, land lords and private investors that ensure sustainability of continued financing. As population grows and demographics change, sanitation needs are likely to change with emerging issues in climate change, land tenure and housing options. Systems that are dependent on external funding however successful dictate that external donors and nations remain to finance sanitation. Sanitation may not remain priority among these donors, and the urban poor need to be trusted to take responsibility for improving services. 
Effective Monitoring and Evaluation System for accountability and transparency
There are no standards for monitoring, evaluation and reporting on the resources being invested in the sector.  This leads selective monitoring of programmes and interventions by implementers, duplication of roles and interventions within the same areas without reference to resources being invested by others for the same purpose and sometimes in the same location. This has propagated a lack of transparency and communities or governments cannot hold any of these implementers accountable for their actions and resources. We recommend that there be established a national monitoring system for finances and the institutions responsible for specific outputs to promote the much needed accountability and value
. This system should have a uniform description of indicators, measuring tools and monitoring methodologies.
Tackling infrastructure and services simultaneously – futuristic
Inadequate sanitation infrastructure to support service delivery remains a great hindrance to expansion of services to the urban poor. Focusing on infrastructure development is fundamental for the sustainability of sanitation systems. Implementers of sanitation programmes need to budget for comprehensive self sustaining systems. For example Investments in latrines should include budgetary allocations and simultaneous development of support services for exhaustion. 
Complimenting and not competing (partnerships)
The attitude of competition in the development sector has led to development partners investing resources to out do one another instead of focusing on service delivery to the poor. Piloting of technological options has been most notorious in demonstrating new technologies where other technologies have already been implemented to provide relatively reliable services. There is need for a transparent and coordinated approach to compliment efforts among players.
Demand to replace supply based approaches
To curb on the growing danger of focusing on more and more sanitation facilities for the urban poor, demand based systems need to be refined and expanded. Soft ware aspects of sanitation including; profiling of sanitation as priority among key stakeholders, governments and the global agenda, creating awareness among communities to demand better services and awareness on the benefits of good sanitary practices should be made forefront. Installation of sanitation facilities should be done on demand and attractive to investors whether public or private.  We should always remember that the goal is to reduce the number of people without access to safe sanitation and not; to simply increase the number of sanitation facilities/infrastructure available for people.
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	Photograph 1. Plot latrine by land lord – Mukuru
	
	Photograph 2. communal pay toilet - Kibera
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� Africa is estimated to be home to over 700 million people


� There is a large amount of evidence that we are faced with a bigger problem than just a lack of toilets or other sanitation facilities. Some places/neighbourhoods where these services exist remain underserved as people do not use the services


� These settlements are often unplanned and sprawl on undeveloped public or private land. In the Kenyan situation, most residents of the informal settlements live as tenants (renting rooms to live in) to structure owners who may live outside the neighbourhood of the informal settlement. 


� A Division is an administrative zone within a district. In Kenya, divisions are headed by district officers under Office of the President


� Knowing that we need to construct 234,000 toilets per year; translating into 642 toilets per day, means that we need a system that will enable us to track the number and location of toilets that are being done, and where they are being done. We need a monitoring system that goes beyond the number to include distribution and impact. 
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