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	Executive summary 

Although access to sanitation in Honduras is low, with coverage of only 69%, it is well on its way to meeting the MDGs by rapidly improving the coverage. Nevertheless, these statistics do not reflect the sustainability nor use of these facilities, which would bring down the real coverage. Wastewater mostly isn’t adequately collected and treated, with increasing impact on sustainability of water resources.  One of the main reasons for this situation is the limited capacity of communities and authorities to govern sanitation services, or the way in which they engage in decision-making on the planning, implementation, monitoring and support to sanitation services. A study was undertaken to formulate specific recommendations for strengthening the capacity of these actors for improved local governance of sanitation in different types of setting. This paper reports on the finding from the small town of Talanga and the peri-urban areas of Tegucigalpa. Specific recommendations for both types of settings are presented, such as the need to extend post-construction support mechanism from water supply to sanitation and to strengthen participatory planning processes in sanitation development in urban settings. 



Introduction

Honduras is on track in meeting the Millennium Development Goal (MDG) on sanitation. Although the reported sanitation coverage is low at 69% (UNICEF/WHO, 2006), there has been a steady improvement in access to facilities. However, these figures can be deceptive. As can be expected, the poorest groups in the country are the ones with least access, mainly concentrated in the rural and peri-urban areas (PAS-BM, 2007). Besides, these statistics do not reflect the sustainability or the use of sanitation facilities. It is widely known, that use of latrines in rural areas is limited, even where they exist, and even though hard figures are lacking. In peri-urban areas, around 20% of the households have latrines, whilst the rest are supposed to be covered by conventional and simplified sewage systems. Many of these latrines are in precarious conditions, not in the least place because of the difficult topographic conditions of these areas. Even where sewer systems exist, many people in fact are not connected to those, because of prohibitively high connection costs. The same happens in small towns. This in turn leads to inadequate cost recovery to operate and maintain sewer systems. Besides, most of the sewerage systems in small towns, and even in the big cities, do not have functioning treatment systems. WSP (2007) estimates that about 22% of all wastewater generated in Honduras get some form of treatment before being disposed off. 
At the same time Honduras has undertaken strong efforts in ensuring sustainability of water supply services, through a range of local governance arrangements. This consists of a clear definition of roles and responsibilities during the implementation of new systems, as well as in the post-construction support. Besides, a broad range of instruments has been developed to support decision-making in different stages of water supply services delivery, from planning to implementation and management of the services. These arrangements and instruments only make cursory reference to sanitation-specific issues, or are missing altogether. This gap has been identified at several instances, for example by PAS-BM (2007). That study provides some general recommendations to apply and adapt lessons learnt from these arrangements in water supply to sanitation. 
RAS-HON (the Water and Sanitation Network of Honduras) has been working with IRC in a collaborative programme, focused on strengthening capacity for improved local governance of WASH (Water, Sanitation and Hygiene) services since early 2007. Within this programme, in response to the general recommendations made by PAS-BM (2007), it was decided to undertake a study to further elaborate these recommendations with a view to strengthening capacity for local governance of sanitation specifically. 

Objective
The study’s main objective is:

To define specific recommendations for strengthening capacity of local governance so as to improve the management and sustainable use of sanitation services in the poorest populations of Honduras.  

The specific objectives are:
· To analyze actual governance arrangements in the implementation, management and sustainability-support of sanitation services
· To define specific proposals for the strengthening of the capacities in local governance of sanitation services delivery 
The study tried to distinguish in the analysis between rural, small-town and peri-urban settings. In this paper we only focus on the latter two settings, as the first has been reported upon in Mejía et al., (2007). 

Methodology

The study used a combination of methods. First, a general analysis of sustainability challenges and mechanisms was done at national level. This was done through a review of national policies and other relevant literature. In this, different instruments and tools that are available to support sustainability of water supply, and their possible application to sanitation, were reviewed. This was complemented by interviews with sector experts, including representatives from the key sector organisations. 
Then case studies were carried out in three types of setting: the small town of Talanga, and the peri-urban areas of Tegucigalpa, alongside the study in the rural areas of La Paz. The objective of the case studies was to develop a better understanding of how processes of decision-making in planning and management of sanitation services function in practice, and the tools and instruments that different stakeholders use in this. The case studies were selected on the basis of prior knowledge of the research team about sanitation interventions in these cases. Talanga was known to be a typical small town, with problems in the development of its sewer system, but also for its innovative management model. Many towns like Talanga have similar growth problems. Tegucigalpa had a specific sanitation programme for peri-urban areas, so was considered of interest as case study. Being only one of two metropolitan cities in the country, lessons from Tegucigalpa may not easily be applied elsewhere within the country. But there are still many peri-urban communities within Tegucigalpa where these lessons could be applied.
During the case studies, a reconstruction was made of interventions processes and the way in which decisions have been made. This was done through a review of project documents from both areas. Interviews and workshops were done with local officials from the municipalities, staff from the intervening agents, field technicians and water committee members. Data collection was done by independent consultants so as to be able to obtain an outsiders’ view on the situation in these cases. The authors of this paper led the analysis of the data and write-up, using the conceptual framework presented below.  
Conceptual framework
In order to guide the analysis a simple conceptual frame has been used consisting of two key elements: sustainable sanitation and capacity for local governance. 
We used a common definition of sanitation referring to facilities that allow the evacuation of human excrete and urines in a private and comfortable way and separates excrete from human contact. Sanitation service is considered sustainable when the facilities are used in a hygienic way, installations are well maintained and environmental impact is minimized. Wastewater and its management is explicitly considered part of sanitation services.
For governance, we used the definition by Rogers and Hall (2003), who understand water governance to be 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 (based on Rogers and Hall, 2003). It thus refers to the mechanisms, structures and processes in which different stakeholders (local government, organised civil society, private sector and users) make decisions on sanitation. In order to operationalise this broad concept, we have looked at these mechanisms for decision making in different stages of services delivery (planning, implementation, monitoring, operation and maintenance and sustainability support) and the way in which these took place in terms of information management, participation, transparency etc. A second element of importance in that is capacity, which we understand to be the ability of stakeholders to take informed decisions in the mentioned stages of service delivery, and to act upon these decisions. 

Findings and discussion

This section presents the findings of both case studies. Each case starts with a short description of general characteristics and its sanitation situation. This is followed by a reconstruction of the intervention process and the way in which decisions have been made. This is then concluded by a discussion of the findings.

Talanga 

Talanga is the main town in the Municipality with the same name, located in the Department of Francisco Morazán in the center of the country. The town has some 18,500 inhabitants. 
Sanitation status
As in other growing small- and medium- sized towns, the sanitation challenge in Talanga is one of a transition from on-site to off-site systems. This transition is considered necessary because of population growth and densification of the town, leading to less space for latrines and septic tanks in part of the town. In 2001, most households had simple pit latrines (67%), or flush toilets with septic tanks (16%). The remainder of the households did not have access to any type of sanitation. In 2002 the municipality started the construction of a sewerage system started aiming to cover 30% of the population in the central part of town. The main reason given for this change in technology was the lack of space for latrines and septic tanks in that part of town. However, in 2007 only half of the expected connections had been made. At the moment the Municipality wants to extend the sewage system to cover 70% of the town’s population, when not even half of the expected connections from the first phase have been made. Sewage is directed to a small treatment plant, consisting of oxidation lagoons. Due to the small amount of incoming water, the efficiency of the system is low. 
The intervention process
Many of the difficulties in this transition from a rural town with on-site sanitation to a small town with sewerage can be traced back to the way in which the intervention process was carried out.

First of all, there hasn’t been a clear assessment and planning of sanitation needs for the entire town by the municipality. In a town like this, the transition can, and probably needs to, be done in stages and per sector. In certain areas of the town, on-site sanitation can continue working adequately, without the need for connection to the sewer system for now. Most importantly, there is no analysis of the need to extend the sewage system, since there is no information of the status of the latrines and septic tanks in the rest of the city or on the demand of the population for the use of sanitation. The decision to go ahead with the system has been driven more by the mayor to carry out “a project”, rather than by a thorough needs assessment and municipality-wide sanitation plan.
The operational design and implementation of the project was done by contractor. The community took part in decision-making on certain aspects. For example, the tariff to be paid was set in a meeting with the community. However, the tariff that was agreed upon was an amount which was considered “just”, and not based on an analysis of the future operational costs of the system, and the tariff that would be required to cover those. Despite the joint setting of tariffs, interest of households to get connected was limited, as reflected in the low percentage of actual connections.
Management of the system
The municipality has looked for a new model to administer the system, through a autonomous unit called DIMAS (Municipal Water and Sanitation Division), established in 2005. This unit provides three services: water supply, sewerage system and solid waste management; maintenance and eventual emptying of pit latrines remained responsibility of individual households. DIMAS is an independent unit with its own administrative and financial management system, rather than directly through the municipality’s books. There is a board, chaired by the mayor, and consisting of 2 councillors and 6 community members. When it was established, personnel at DIMAS received training and was supported with basic computing and other equipment.
This type of management model is new in small towns in Honduras. It is seen with great interest as a way to overcome the low technical capacity of municipalities. Its (semi)-autonomy would also be a way of reducing political interference and budget fluctuations. As such, it was expected to be able to manage the actual system, as well as to have the capacity to plan and lead the extension of the sewage system. It would only need municipal approbation for obtaining new loans for capital investments. 
Nevertheless, until the moment this increase in capacity has not occurred. Of the 31 staff members, only the manager has higher education. The people in charge of the administration and the supervision of the operation and maintenance only have secondary education. Its management is in disarray: 
· The technical management can best be described as emergency management, or fire fighting. There is no operation and maintenance plan. Whenever technical problems occur, these are attended as much as possible, but preventive maintenance or planning of extension of services is not taking place.

· The administration is in an even worse state. There are no actual budgets or accounts. During the research we tried, in vain, to obtain the consolidated accounts of the previous year. They don’t exist. Invoicing is done manually. As a result, 60% of the users are defaulting on their bills, probably because part of them never receives them. The few data that exist indicate that the three services are operating at a loss.
The board, which does contain community representatives, has not been able to hold the DIMAS to account. Surely, some of the managers have been replaced over time, but this only led to staff turn-over, not to improvement in management. 

Water resources management

There is no effective control over pollution by domestic wastewater. Officially, SERNA (Secretary of Natural Resources and Environment) provides a permit for discharge of wastewater with certain water quality parameters, and monitor compliance with that. However, SERNA has little presence on the ground, and is not able to carry out its monitoring and control function. There is thus no incentive for the municipality to improve its wastewater management, as it is not hold to account for that. Other bodies, such as the community of the UMAs (Municipal Environmental Units) don’t carry out this role either. The most likely reason for that is that once wastewater leaves the town, the municipality nor community are affected by it. Accountability should be mainly expected for bodies at higher level of scale or downstream communities. 
Discussion

Talanga presents a case where planning and subsequent management of the sanitation service are dramatic. This has a number of root causes. Decentralisation has only started a couple of years ago and municipalities now for the first time need to plan for and manage water supply and sanitation systems. This is a new area of work, for which they have hardly been equipped, and in which they are only now starting to develop experiences. SANAA (the previous service provider) now has a role in technical assistance to these small municipalities. However, it is still in transition to this new role. In the case of Talanga, it hasn’t been able top lay this role. Where municipalities may have developed experiences in water supply, sanitation poses another complicating challenge, let alone wastewater treatment. The transition from on-site sanitation to sewer systems is also one from individual management to collective management, often with much higher costs for users, for which they are not automatically willing to pay. 
The size and increasing complexity of water and sanitation services provision in towns as Talanga demands a more professional approach to management, with strong checks and balances. In theory, DIMAS, with its board of representatives from the municipality and community, could have those. However, this also demands that the board has the capacities to carry out its role, and do an effective control over DIMAS’ performance. At the moment it is not able to do so. In addition to such local control mechanisms, there is need for continued control and technical assistance, probably from departmental level. An independent regulator has been established in Honduras (called ERSAPS) could provide that, but this is also in its incipient phase and doesn’t have the required resources to fulfil its role. 
Peri-urban areas of Tegucigalpa

Tegucigalpa is the capital of Honduras and is the biggest city in the country. As in so many other Latin American cities, it saw a steep population growth from the 1950s onwards, due to migration from rural areas. Many of these settlements appeared on the steep slopes of the hills surrounding the small valley in which Tegucigalpa is located. Its current population is some 1 million inhabitants, 40% of which lives in these types of settlements. 
Sanitation development

In 1958, the National Autonomous Service for Water Supply and Sewerage (SANAA) was established, charged with the construction of water and sewerage systems in the entire country. In Tegucigalpa it developed and managed the water supply and sewerage system as well, but limiting it to the formal part of down. It proved to be difficult to attend the outlying peri-urban settlements.  
In response to this problem, in 1987, SANAA, in collaboration with UNICEF and the private sector, established a branch called the Executive Unit for Marginal Neighbourhoods (UEBM). Its main purpose was to develop, monitor and support water supply services to these communities. UEBM would develop the systems, together with those communities, but the day-to-day management of the services would lie with communities, under a community-management model, which is also common in most rural areas of the country. Communities buy the water in bulk from SANAA, but distributing it internally. Likewise, their sewer systems are connected to SANAA’s network, for which they also pay a discharge fee. SANAA provides monitoring and backstopping support to the water committees (JAs for their acronym in Spanish).
In 1998 this unit changed its name to Executive Unit for Neighbourhoods in Development (UEBD). It also extended its scope by explicitly including sanitation services. Besides, it started to mainstream its participatory intervention methodology which it had developed over time. 
Currently, 80% of the population is connected to some sewer system, either operated by SANAA, or by the water committees. 16% of the population has on-site solutions, mostly pour-flush latrines, some with septic tanks. The remaining few percent doesn’t have access at all (PAS-BM, 2007). It must be noted that an estimated 60% of the collector sewers are old and severely deteriorated. Hence, large part of the wastewater ends up in open streams or in groundwater. Around 135.000 people, or a 14% of the population, is serviced with water supply via 118 JAs, whereas the remainder is serviced directly by SANAA. 

The intervention process
Demand and assessment
The process always starts with a demand by a community. They need to organise themselves, putting in a request for support. UEBD then carries out a baseline assessment, looking into issues such as land tenure, topographic conditions, possibility to link to existing networks, etc. On the basis of that, a feasibility assessment is made. If positive, the project can be designed. 
Community participation in this stage is limited. As the community independently asks for the intervention, it is assumed that there is a demand for water and sanitation. The community does not have a say in the selection of the technology or design characteristics. Mostly condominial sewer systems are used, as these have the lowest costs. In the past, more emphasis was placed on participation of the community in aspects such as technology selection, but some of the more recent cases visited as part of this study, confirmed that it is now more limited. This may in future affect sustainability of services.
Implementation
In this stage the design is explained to the applicant community, as well as implications for costs. In this stage, also a process is undertaken to establish the water committee, as well as of the establishment of a rotational fund and set the water tariffs. Communities are asked to make a contribution to the instalment costs, which can be paid over time, through the rotational fund and tariffs. The size of the contribution depends on the total costs of the system, and the capacity to pay of the community, but is around 200 US$ for connection to the sewer system. 

In this stage also formal acts are signed to establish the JA. Also details of the implementation of the works are explained by the UEBD in a community meeting, after which communities are expected to carry out their tasks in monitoring and control over construction works. 

Operation & maintenance and post-construction support
Day-to-day operation and maintenance of the services is done by the JAs. In that, they resemble community-managed services, common in rural areas. They undertake frequent meetings with the community to discuss management and administrative problems. They may hire an operator for the technical operation and maintenance tasks. They provide accountability to the community assembly about their technical and financial performance. JAs receive support from SANAA, in for example audits of the books, and in major repairs. 
Discussion
The approach of UEBD has enabled providing a reasonable level of coverage in water supply and sanitation services. It uses the self-mobilizing capacity of communities in combination with the technical support and expertise of SANAA. Besides, it is able to mobilize investments by users themselves. Yet, this is at the same time its weak spot. Settlements as the ones attended by UEBD typically are first and foremost concerned with water supply. As soon as these get established, they will organise themselves to get a water supply connection from UEBD. Sewerage often only comes a few years afterwards, as a second priority. Of the 4 neighbourhoods studied in more detail as part of this study, nearly all had a lag of 5 to 10 years between the development of the water supply and the sewer system. In the meantime, they used latrines, sometimes in precarious conditions. Often, the costs of the upfront payment prohibited doing the water supply and sewerage at the same time. This is even the case in those neighbourhoods where a sewerage system exists, always a certain percentage (typically 15% - 20%) of houses do not get connected to the network, often because the connection fee is too high. This separation between water supply and sanitation, also reduces the economy of scale that could be obtained by developing the two at the same time. 

The focus on developing sewers has meant that a blind eye has been turned to the 20% of the population which still has latrines, many of which are in precarious conditions. Even if in those areas not immediately sewers can be developed, it is important to provide support to households in ensuring that these are at least in safe conditions. Besides, the demand-responsive approach tends to prioritize those communities that are well-organised. Less-organised communities which may have similar needs may risk being left behind. 
Last, but not least, community management of water supply and sanitation systems in peri-urban areas suffer from the same problems as in rural areas, such as a lack of preventive maintenance, only curative one, poor financial book-keeping and high default rates and no savings for major repairs or replacement costs. Around 20% of the water supply systems and 40% of the sewerage systems in the peri-urban neighbourhoods present problems (CRECERH, 2007). By having the backstopping support from SANAA, some of these problems can be taken up in an early stage. One could even ask how long the community-managed model would still be valid after the end of the construction. It is an approach to rapidly getting new neighbourhoods connected, as it builds upon the self-mobilizing potential of communities. But once connected and functioning for a number of years, and when initial investment costs have been paid off, it may be more efficient to become fully part of the formal system. This could be looked into in more detail in the future.
Conclusions and recommendations

This paper tried to analyse current governance arrangements around sanitation in both small towns and peri-urban settlements in Honduras, so as to come up with recommendations for strengthening capacity around local governance.

Small towns, such as Talanga, face a challenge in sanitation in terms of a transition of on-site individual systems towards collective systems, in response to needs brought about by growth and demographic change. This requires both strategic planning of sanitation development for the entire municipality, as well an increasing level of complexity in the day-to-day operation, maintenance and administration of such systems. The case of Talanga confirms the lack of such capacity, also seen in many other small and medium towns in the country. DIMAS doesn’t have the skills to undertake a long-term planning exercise, based on a careful assessment of needs and demand, but go for short-term projects. Even in their basic financial administration of the service, they face major difficulties. Outsourcing some of these capacities from the direct municipal administration to a separate unit, as in DIMAS, has not been sufficient to overcome the capacity problems. This lack of capacity finds its roots in the fact that decentralisation of the responsibility for water and sanitation has only started a few years ago. The attention paid to development of capacities has so far not been adequate. Most probably, municipalities will continue to require monitoring and back-up support, likely from national level. A national level regulator and back-stop agency could provide such support. 
Peri-urban settlements, as around Tegucigalpa, face somehow a similar challenge. These are often spontaneously developed neighbourhoods, where people start from scratch in terms of accessing services. If such settlements get established, people make make-shift latrines, often in precarious conditions. Over time, they opt to improve these, or connect to a sewer system. In response to this form of urbanization, SANAA has established since 1987 a specific technical unit, dedicated to providing access to water supply and sanitation services in those neighbourhoods. This unit tries to respond to the demand and self-mobilising capacity of communities, by supporting them in the development of connections to the main water supply and sewerage system. Communities contribute to the capital costs, through a rotational fund, and will also become responsible for the day-to-day maintenance, under a community-management model. SANAA continues providing back-up support in areas such as book-keeping, auditing and major repairs to ensure sustainability of services. 
This model based on community capacity in combination with a technical response, has proved effective in somehow providing services to these peri-urban settlements. Yet, it also has some drawbacks. There is a lag between the development of sewerage and water supply systems, as the upfront costs of developing those at the same time prove to be inaccessible. This means that for a number of years, communities resort to, often unsafe, latrines. When participatory planning processes are not adequate, even afterwards, some households stick to their latrines. A second fundamental problem lies in continued community-management of the service. This may be a feasible option in the short term and first years of functioning of the service. But, community management also has a number of weaknesses, commonly known in rural water supply. Back-up support from SANAA can overcome those. But that raises then the question whether after a time the community-managed systems cannot better be fully integrated into the SANAA supply system, an option which merits further research. 

On the basis of these conclusions, and considering the representativity of these cases for what is happening more generally in the country, the following recommendations for the sector have been formulated:

Small towns

· Develop technical support mechanisms to small municipalities in the area of sanitation specifically. This could build upon the model of the Operation and Maintenance Technicians (TOMs), which provide back-up support in rural areas. They would need a further focus on sanitation in this. Specific areas, where municipalities need support include strategic planning of sanitation services, and participatory methods. 

· Strengthen the role of the regulator, so it can provide monitoring support to municipalities, and ensure that municipalities provide accountability to the regulator. This can then overcome capacity limitations at local level, particularly in basic aspects of administration and the setting of benchmarks for that.

Peri-urban areas

· In peri-urban areas, more attention should be given to sanitation development from the onset onwards to achieve economies of scale with water supply interventions, and avoiding the presence of unsafe sanitation facilities for a number of years. This may mean looking into alternative financing mechanisms than the ones presently used.

· Experiences with participatory planning which were predominant in the early years of UEBD should be resuscitated where these have gone down. This can contribute significantly to development of more sustainable sanitation services, as well as to the strengthening of capacity of the water committees in that area.

· A closer look needs to be taken at the relation between SANAA and the water committees, particularly in those areas where the water committees have been functioning for a long time. Particular consideration needs to be given to the division of roles between the two agencies, even opening up the possibility for full integration of the community-managed systems into the main system

We feel that in this way at crucial levels, capacity can be strengthened, required for governance of sanitation in urban conditions in Honduras. 

Acknowledgements

The study which formed the basis of this paper was funded by IRC, as part of its collaboration programme with the RAS-HON. The authors kindly acknowledge that support. We also extend our thanks to the CRECERH group who supported in data collection. 
References

CRECERH (2007) Casos de estudio de ciudad pequeña y áreas periurbanas. Consultoría para la RAS-HON, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

Mejía, T., Sánchez, E. y S. Smits (2007) Buscando la sostenibilidad del saneamiento en Honduras a través del fortalecimiento de la gobernanza local. Paper presented at LatinoSan 2007, Cali, Colombia

PAS-BM (2007) Pobreza y Saneamiento.  Un análisis del vínculo pobreza y acceso a saneamiento básico en Honduras. Programa de Agua y Saneamiento – World Bank, Tegucigalpa, Honduras

Rogers, P., and Hall, A.W., (2003) Effective Water Governance, TEC Background Papers No. 7, Global Water Partnership, Technical Committee, Stockholm, Sweden. Available at: www.gwpforum.org/servlet/PSP?iNodeID=215&itemId=197
UNICEF/WHO (2006) Joint Monitoring Programme. www.wssinfo.org/en/welcome.html 

WSP (2007a) Saneamiento para el desarrollo ¿Cómo estamos en 21 países de América Latina y el Caribe? Water and Sanitation Programme Latin America and Carribean, Lima, Peru

Keywords 
Sanitation, governance, capacity development, sustainability, Honduras

Contact details

	Ángel Eduardo Sánchez

Affiliation: FHIS/RAS-HON

Address: Antiguo Edificio IPM, Col. Godoy
Tegucigalpa, M.D.C., Honduras

Tel: (504)233 1765 

Fax: (504)233 2164
Email: esanchez@proyectopir.net  

www: www.proyectopir.net  


Stef Smits

Affiliation: IRC

Address: PO Box 82327
2508 EH The Hague
Tel: +31-70-3044025
Fax: +31-70-3044044
Email: smits@irc.nl       

www:  www.irc.nl 
	Túpac Amaru Mejía

Affiliation: FHIS/RAS-HON

Address: Antiguo Edificio IPM, Col. Godoy

Tegucigalpa, M.D.C., Honduras
Tel: (504)233 1765 

Fax: (504)233 2164

Email: tmejia@proyectopir.net      

www: www.proyectopir.net  





4
1

