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Why a paper about the costs of support? 

 

• Majority of service providers are unable to manage 

their water supply without some form of support. 

 

• Very little data available on the impact of direct and 

indirect support and what it costs.  

 

 



What do we mean with support? 

• ‘The provision of direct support refers to the 

structured support activities directed to service 

providers as well as to users or user groups (Fonseca 

et. al., 2011).’ 

 

• ‘Indirect support is about creating and regulating the 

enabling environment for rural water supply services 

provision (Fonseca et. al., 2011).’ 



Methodology -  the paper is based on: 
 
• Desk review of existing literature in 7 countries       

(El Salvador, Mali, Honduras, Chile, Brazil, Namibia, 

South Africa) 

• Analysis of primary cost data collected by the 

WASHCost project in Andhra Pradesh (India), 

Mozambique and Ghana in 2010 and 2011 

• All figures in US dollars (2010) per person per year 

per served population  



Arrangements for providing direct support 

Arrangement for support 
agent 

Some examples 

Direct support 
by local government 

Burkina Faso, Ghana, Mozambique 
and Uganda 

Central government 
or parastatal agencies 

• In Honduras, the national utility SANAA runs a 
programme of support whereby circuit riders, called Operation 
and Maintenance Technicians (TOMs), 
•In Chile, regional private utilities are contracted by the Central 
Ministry to provide direct support to rural service providers 

Association of 
Community  

Based Service 
providers. 

The Sistema Integrado de Saneamento Rural (SISAR) in north-
eastern Brazil is a combination of an association of community-
based service providers with support from a state-level utility 

Local government 
Subcontracting a 

specialised agency or 
Individuals 

•In South Africa, municipalities can contract a Support Services 
Agency (SSA), which can be a private company or a NGO (Gibson 
2010). 
•In Uganda, individual entrepreneurs, particularly hand pump 
mechanics or area-based mechanics, provide support. 

NGOs 
The Asociación Salvadoreña de Servicios de Agua (ASSA) offers 
direct support to 170 communities in rural El Salvador. 



Example: The Integrated System for Rural Sanitation (SISAR), Brazil 

Source:  A. Meleg (2011) 

Table: Costs of BBA SISAR based in Quixada, Ceará, Brazil 

12 staff members: 
•3 technical staff,  
• 7 administrative/ commercial 
•1 social science background 
•1 responsible  for general services 

Financing: 
User tariff, based on 
metered connections and 
collection of bills 



Main results on direct support: 

• Most clearly defined and well-financed were found 

in middle income countries in Latin America and 

Southern Africa.  

 

• Brazil, Chile, El Salvador, Namibia, South Africa 

 

 

 



What does direct support cost? 

• Annual expenditure of above US$ 3 per person all 

reported reasonable levels of functionality. (Brazil, 

Chile, South Africa) 

 

• The higher expenditure countries support is not 

provided by local government, but by dedicated 

agencies. 



What does direct support cost? 

• Annual expenditure on direct support of less than 

US$ 1 per person per year reported that the relevant 

agencies were unable to fulfil their mandate (Ghana, 

Mozambique). 

• Simply lack the budget to fund recurrent costs, and 

the capacity of users to contribute to this is lower.  

• Coverage is lower. Water and sanitation budgets are 

invested in extending coverage by developing new 

systems. 

 



Main messages: 

• Support is not cheap. It requires substantive funding 

to be effective. (ex: Brazil and South Africa, this may 

even be as high as 32%) 

 

• Expenditure of less than US$ 1 per person per year is 

insufficient to ensure reliable service delivery – and 

that above US$ 3 a person is probably sufficient.  

 

• Realistic cost of support is probably a couple of US 

dollars per person per year. 

 



Concluding remarks & possible next steps: 

• First step - Clarity of mandate for support 

• Adequate (financial) resources – 2 to 3 US$ per 

person per year 

• Identifying financing sources 

• Ensuring cost effectiveness 
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Thank you! 
 
 

More information can be found on www.washcost.info. 
 

or read  
 

Smits S., Verhoeven J., Moriarty P., Lockwood  H. and Fonseca C., 2011. 
Arrangements and costs of support to rural water service providers, IRC 

International Water and Sanitation Centre 
 



 

Questions? 

Jeske Verhoeven - IRC Programme Officer 


