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Overview

AGood newsébad news

A Challenges

A Inappropriate responses

A Paradigm shift

AEcosan opportunityéanc
Al WABS response




The good newsé

A Direct benefits from sanitation increasingly
recogni zedeée

A For every US$1 invested in providing improved sanite
resulting societal economic benefits of between US$E
US$23 will be realised, depending on the country.



Costeffectiveness of water, sanitation & rgsjfeea/th
InterventionfsS $ / DALY)

Intervention Costeffectivenes
Water supply
Hand pump or standpost 94.00
House connection 223.00
Water sector requlation & advocacy 47.00
Basic sanitation )
Construction & promotion 0270
Promotion only 11.15
Hygiene promotion 3.35

SourceDisease Control Priorities in Developing Codattigsn 2
2006 www.dcp2.0r@Chapter 41



http://www.dcp2.org/

et he bad newseée

A Unprecedented levels of demand exist
A 2.6 billion people lack access to basic sanitation.

A Assuming business as usual, the world will miss the M
target for sanitation by 1 billion.

A Increasingly urbanized world population

A Huge pollution burden

A Every day, 2 million tons of human waste is disposed
water courses




Sanitation coverage in 2002

Percentage of population
using improved sanitation

M Less than 50%
[l 50% -75%

O 76% -90%

B 91% -100%

[ Insufficient data




Map showing the relative size of the MDG sanitation target for eac
based on the number of installations required through to 2015
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The problem wi |

AKey contrasts with wat
ASanitation is infrastruc

A Sanitation services are not hegglit between provision
facility and removal, treatment of waste

A A different cost burden

ASanitation sector is <char
A Lack of political will
A Lack of sustainable and hygienic facilities and behav
A A high rate of abandonment of existing infrastructure

A Institutional fragmentation, legislative vacuum and we
capacity




|l nappropri ate |

A Sanitation provision has historically been charac
by O0dupypyéwydo approaches
governments and donors investing in large
Infrastructure projects, with a tendency for low d
by communities.

A Tended to neglect opportunities for maximising
environmental sustainabillity, prioritizing short ter
needs over complementary, medium term goals




Paradigm shift

A Recent trends in sanitation focus on demand driven approaches for
sanitation facilities. These include:

A Social marketing: Aimed at creating a desire to install householc
through: advertising via mass media; demonstration lathmésgltin
special offers; credit sponsored by local traders; and mutual hel
schemes.

A Total sanitation: Commuwmiitie efforts to eliminate open defecatior
using community pressure and dynamics.

A Sanicenters: UNICEF has promoted the creation of stores that s
sanitation hardware to individual customers.

A The benefits arising from investment in demand responsive approa
likely to be greater due to more long run sustainability and increase
of drivers of demand such as comfort and social status.



The Ecosan opp:¢

A ...at the interface between the demand respor
focus and the increased priority for reduced
environmental impacts




eand constrail nt

A Like other approaches to sanitation, to:

Aédemonstrate operati

users
Aét o a d d-cudusabsensitivites o
Aét o prove ability to
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A Lack of coherent thinking on subject of sanitatiot
particularly technologies & approaches

A Task force objectives:
A Convene leading thinkers
A Classify and review range of sanitation alternatives
A Establish evaluation framework
A Commission work; publish; disseminate




Sanitation 2tontinued

A Scope: limited to excreta, not drainage or solid v

A Composition of task force: critical to success

A Key outputs: both technical and process




Why another framework?

A Conventional approaches to planning seel
fail because:

A objectives are distorted by special interests (I
palance across the domains of the city)

A plans lack flexibility

A plans are based on unrealistic assessments ©
management capacities

a mi smatch bet ween
I nsti/ tuti onal real |1 t




SanitatiorfallureMismatch inbjectives




FutureCbjective& decisioimmakingmatched

HOMEE

Status
Cleanlines
Convenience

Health
Environment

Econ. Dev.
Utility cash flow

WI/F security

Equity




You wanted t hi

SHREN . Demand |




e but wh at

__Demand

Policy and Regulation




What 0s 1 n t he !

Framework?

A Nothingnedi t 6 s aehce, b it doest
suggest a change of mindset

A A simple conception of what is a complex proces

A Understanding thentex(institutional realities
across all domains of the city)

A Understanding hogaaitation systewriates to
the context across all domains of the city

A Checking whether the systeats objectives and
can worécross all domains of the city.




Part One: the context

Key elements of the context
A Decision making domains
A Objectives
A External factors
A Capacity

Understanding the context allows technical
proposals to be assessed against institutic
ICENIES




Context (1): domains




Context (2): Objectives, externa
Interests, capacities

A Objectives: what do stakeholders in each doma
from the sanitation system?

AExternal influencing f
Influence decision making

A Capacities: Actors, mandates, manpower, budge



Context (3): Objectives, externa

factors, capacities

Checklist of Contextual Factors '
Context -/
CAPACITY
Actors
INTERESTS/ DOBJECTIVES External influencing FACTORS Mandate
Human Resources
Budget
Primary ® | evels of poverty Gender relations, decision making
* Status * Access to service within the household, household
* Cleanliness providers finances.
Household .
* Convenience * |nfluence on
Secondary downstream systems Interests likely to be highly dynamic
* Health (secondary) ® | and Tenure over time.
Primary * | evels of poverty Community cohesion is important.
* Status * Access to service
. * Cleanliness providers
LB R o * Community services * |nfluence on
Secondary downstream systems
* Health
Primary * Relations with the city Role of wards in local political
* Status (political and social) processes
* Cleanliness ® Financial structures
. * Health Local budgets/ links to community/
il e Secondary ability to raise funds locally
= Environmental protection
* Economic development This level of analysis may not
always be relevant




Context (4): Objectives, externa

factors, capacities

Primary * Decentralisation City institutions may themselves be
* Environmental protection  * Economic priorities/ disparate and even in conflict. May
* Economic development profile include elected body, administrative
* Formalisation of the city = e Strength of external body, utility etc.
* Health policy drivers
o Utility cash flow
Secondary MNOTE also the importance
* Achieving water security/  of seemingly insignificant
food security policies which often drive
* Promoting urban and technical decisions.
rural development
Primary * Economic priorities/ River basin management is usually
* Environmental protection profile wealk, particularly institutions.
* Economic development * |nternational/ regional Basic environmental legislation may
* Achieving water security/ water sharing issues over-ride holistic planning. Also
: food security * Political priorities consider power relations between
e Secondary the city (both institutions and
* Achieving equity and individuals) and external/ national
increasing access institutions
* Meeting the MDGs




Part Two: technical options

A Components mapped across domains:
A A toilet
A Collection mechanism
A Transportation mechanism
A Treatment process
A Disposal/ reise mechanism/ process

A Management Requirements
A The system as a whole
A Management requirements across all domain:




Part 3. Fit for Purpose?

A Ask the following crucial questions across all dot
of the city

A Does it meet the objectives?

A Do the management requirements match in e
domain?

A Does it/ will it work?







