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ABSTRACT

DETERMINANTS AND IMPACTS OF COLLECTIVE WATER
MANAGEMENT IN KENYA’S LOWER NYANDO BASIN

By

Mamta Vardhan

Water management is a priority concern for communities in Nyando basin. Kenya’s new
water act calls for community based water management. Despite the significance of water
for communities, and the policy focus on community involvement, community
organization for water management is not forthcoming. The study used a mixed methods
approach to understand factors that facilitate or constrain community based water
management and the impacts of improved water availability on household water uses.
Findings reveal that while assistance from an external agency facilitates community
involvement, at the same time constraints such as poverty, gender and property rights
need to be addressed in order to encourage community involvement in water
management. Improved water management has the potential to bring about livelihood and
wellbeing benefits for the community. This knowledge will help policy makers and
water sector agencies to creatc the right institutional environment to allow for community

based water management.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

1.1 Introduction

Rural communities around the global south face critical challenges regarding
availability of adequate water of acceptable quality (WHO/UNICEF, 2000a). The
situation in rural Kenya exhibits a similar trend, with only 31% of the rural population
having access to improved water supplies as compared to 87% coverage in urban areas
(WHO/UNICEEF, 2000b). In research conducted in western Kenya, communities indicate
water management as their primary concern (Shepherd et.al, 2000 cited in Swallow
2002). The negative impacts of low water availability in the region are typically borne
disproportionately by the women as they are the drawers of water in the family. An
improvement in water availability has the potential to lead people out of poverty by
enabling them to undertake new livelihood strategies (Swallow et.al, 2005). Despite the
significance of water in their life, communities in western Kenya are not motivated to
invest in water management (Swallow, 2002). It is worthwhile to understand the factors
that determine community organization around water management, and in what ways
does improved water management influences use and availability of water. This is
important as Kenya’s new Water Act of 2002, provides a greater role for communities in
water management. In rural areas where private water service providers are likely to be
few, the role of community self-help groups in the provision of water services is likely to
remain significant (Mumma, 2005). In the current context of the decentralization of water
sector there is growing consensus about community based approaches to water
management. In spite of the growing acceptance of this approach, community

organization around water management remains low.



1.2 The Study

In the context of environmental degradation and ongoing initiatives to promote
decentralized community based approaches, it is important to understand the reasons for
the inability of local communities to organize collectively to initiate water management,
and the potential role of improved water availability in enabling people to undertake
productive activities that reduce their vulnerability. The current research was launched to
address the following objectives:

1. Water governance- To understand community organization around water
management, so as to identify factors that facilitate or constrain community
management of water resources.

2. Water availability and household use of water- To explore the benefits of
improved water management on people’s use of water for various activities at
the household level.

Specifically, the research attempts to address the following key questions:—

1. What are the factors that facilitate or constrain community action around
water management in the lower Nyando basin?

2. What is the impact of improved water management on allocations of water
across various activities in the house?

1.2.1 Study approach

A combination of qualitative and quantitative data collection techniques were chosen
to conduct the present study. This approach is called multiple methods research (Chung,
2000; Reinharz, 1992). The current research is an exploratory study to understand the

constraints to collective action for water management. and the impact of improved water



availability on household allocations of water in the lower Nyando basin. Thus, the first
research question necessitated the use of ethnographic methods such as interviewing and
focus groups to understand various situations under which water is managed by local
communities. The second research question concerning the impacts of improved water
availability required that the amount of water that households collect and use be
quantified and thus entailed use of a household survey.

Semi-structured, topical interviews were conducted with key informants in various
agencies in water management in the study area. A total of eighteen interviews were
conducted including informants from government, non-government agencies, village
representatives and members of water users association.

Fourteen focus group sessions with individuals from a well-defined target population
across three administrative divisions in Nyando district on topics relating to water were
conducted. A research protocol explicitly aimed at capturing the heterogeneity that
existed in the study area (in terms of contrasting views concerning water uses and users
as per socio-economic groups, gender, physical characteristics of water resources and
differences in institutional arrangements) was developed, by classifying research
communities as per break and control characteristics. Break variables define how study
villages are differentiated from each other. Characteristics that are shared by all members
of each group are referred to as control characteristics. (Knodel, 1990).

Participatory rural appraisal (PRA) sessions involving wealth ranking and mapping to
understand the distribution of and access to water resources were conducted in two

villages, to triangulate findings emerging from the focus groups.



A household survey aimed at capturing the impact of improved water availability on
use of water for various activities was conducted with 45 respondents, selected from
across focus groups. The survey respondents were selected based on a stratified
purposeful approach (Patton, 2001), by choosing respondents from within the sampled

pool of focus group participants.

1.3 Problem Context

The present study is an attempt to understand the factors that determine community
management of water and the impact of improved water availability on water allocations
across household activities in lower Nyando basin in western Kenya. The research
problem is particularly relevant in the twin context of decentralization of water
management in Kenya, and the great proportion of rural population without access to safe
water supplies.

Kenya suffers from a problem of low water availability in terms of the uneven
coverage of population to improved' water supply systems. The percentage of the
Kenyan population with access to an improved water supply is the lowest among the
countries in East Africa. The data for the levels of water supply services in urban and
rural areas reveals that while 58% and 36% of the urban population is served by a house

tap and public water point respectively, the corresponding figure in rural areas is much

' The definition of coverage used in the WHO/UNICEF (2000) assessment is based on the technology
type. The assessment assumes that certain types of technology are safer or more adequate than others. Thus,
the population with “improved” water supply is considered to be covered. The coverage figures produced
by these technology indicators do not provide information about the quality of water provided or its use.
The technologies considered “improved” for water supply are- Household connection, Public standpipe,
Borehole, protected dug well, protected spring, rainwater collection. The technologies considered “not
improved” are Unprotected well, Unprotected spring, Vendor-provided water, Bottled water (not
considered improved because of limitations concerning potential quantity of supplied water, not the
quality) and Tanker truck provision of water.



lower at 12% and 28%. Although more than 80% of the total population in Kenya lives in
rural areas, only about 34% of the total average annual water sector investments are made
in the rural areas (WHO/UNICEF, 2000b).

The National Water Master Plan in Kenya aimed to ensure the availability of potable
water to all households by the year 2000. As such the role of the Government was to
provide water to consumers, in addition to making policy and regulations regarding water
use. Despite the ambitious plan, water supplies by 2000 did not extend to even half of the
rural and urban areas. In 1980s, the state experienced budgetary constraints and therefore
decided to hand over government water supply systems to the communities (Mumma A,
2005). Further, the impetus to hand over water management responsibility to
communities was influenced by the understanding that good governance of water
resources is crucial to provide water across sections of population (Kisima, 2005).

Kenya passed a Water Act in 2002 aimed at restructuring and decentralizing water
sector management. These reforms revolve around decentralization of functions to lower
level state organizations; and the involvement of non-government entities in the
management of water and provision of water services. The act has redefined the role of
government from a focus on direct service provision to a focus on carrying out regulatory
and enabling functions to support private sector participation and community based
provision. Most significantly, the act provides a role for community groups, organized as
water resource users associations, in the management of water resources (Mumma, 2005).
Thus, participation of local community groups will be critical to ensure the success of

decentralization efforts and the sustainability of water supply systems.



1.4 Organization of thesis

The thesis is arranged in five chapters. The first chapter gives an introduction to the
problem, study area, study approach and the relevance of the problem in Kenyan context.

Chapter two presents a review of literature. The chapter locates the problem of water
availability, access and management in a global context, and traces the evolution of major
approaches to management of water, and the implications of these for provision of water
to rural poor.

Chapter three gives details about the study area, the lower Nyando basin and links the
problem in this location to broader challenges surrounding water management in the
catchment of Lake Victoria. The chapter also discusses the methods used for data
collection, research protocol, data analysis and issues of validity and generalizability.

Chapter four presents findings from the qualitative and quantitative data. The findings
are organized around four broad conceptual areas that were identified as part of the
analysis of qualitative data.

Chapter five presents conclusion from the research findings and also indicates areas

requiring future research.



Chapter 2
Literature Review
Chapter Two is organized in eight sections. The first and second section discusses the
status of world water resources, drivers of water crisis and the implications of water
scarcity in developing countries. Section three reviews certain characteristics of water as
a resource, which hold implications for its management. The fourth section traces the
emergence of water management paradigms to address the water crisis. This section is
divided into three sub-sections. Each sub-section details the experience, outcomes and
limitations of the implementation of major approaches to water management in the
context of developing countries. The fifth section examines the water policy stance on
household water use and its relation to water policy development. The final section links

the literature to the research problem

2.1 Global water resources

Water is a precious resource for all living beings on earth. Fresh water is essential for
the survival of human beings and the sustenance of ecosystems. With two thirds of
earth’s surface consisting of water, water appears to be an abundant resource. However,
this abundance is an illusion. Most water on earth (97.5%) is saline, present in oceans or
locked as permanent ice in glaciers (1.85%) and therefore, unavailable for human use.
Even a large proportion of groundwater is difficult to access as it lies deep down in the
earth’s crust (Cech, 2002; Postel, 1992). Only about 0.01% of the total water available on
earth (in lakes, rivers, soil moisture, and in atmosphere) (Cech, 2002) or about 40,000

cubic kilometers per year, is readily available as fresh water for human withdrawals



(Cosgrove & Rijsberman, 2000). Moreover, this water is not distributed evenly across
time and space, and its availability depends on the variations in the natural hydrological
cycle. An average of 7,400 cubic meters per person of water is renewed by the natural
water cycle each year- much above what is required to lead a moderate standard of living.
However a large part of this global renewable fresh water supply is available in areas
where human demands are small, such as in Alaska and Canada (Postel, 1992; Cosgrove
& Rijsberman, 2000). Although annual water withdrawals for human consumption
represent a small proportion (9% in 2000) of available freshwater resources, the fraction
is higher in arid and semi-arid regions where water is scarce and populations are high
(DFID, 2001; Postel, 1992). For instance, in Asia, water availability per person at 4,000

cubic meters is only half the global average (DFID, 2001).

2.2 Water crisis

While the global fresh water resources are finite and fixed, the same cannot be said
about their demand. Rising human population in developing countries, agricultural
development and industrial growth are creating an increased demand for fresh water.
Whereas, in the developed economies, the increase in water demand caused by economic
growth can be offset by efficiency in water use in industry and households, in developing
countries rise in standards of living across a growing population and economic growth is
expected to result in large increases in water withdrawals in agriculture and the industrial
and domestic sectors (Cosgrove & Rijsberman, 2000). Apart from the pressures of
increasing demand, fresh water resources in these regions also face a threat in terms of

declining quality and availability.



The global per capita fresh water consumption has increased six-times, between 1900
and 2000 — more than twice the rate of population growth (DFID, 2001). Population
growth estimates project that of the total growth in world population by 2025, around
84% would occur in the less developed regions of the world (UN, 2003). This high
population growth along with uneven distribution of water resources, especially in
developing countries implies that by 2025 about 3 billion people will live in water
stressed or water scarce’ countries, with less than 1700 cubic meters of water per person
per year (Cosgrove & Rijsberman, 2000). Africa, with the highest decadal population
growth of 27.5% in the world (WHO/UNICEEF, 2000a), by 2000, will also have the
largest number of water scarce countries, with almost one-third of Africans living in
water scarce conditions (Postel, 1992). In developing countries, providing adequate
supplies of water for the growing human population would be a significant challenge.
This limitation is relevant in the context of the vast number of people who remain to be
provided with water supplies to meet the Millennium Development Goals of halving the
number of people without access to water and sanitation by 2015. As per the estimates of
global water supply and sanitation assessment, 1.1 billion people around the world lack
access to improved drinking water supplies. More than 80% of this “unserved”
population lives in rural areas (WHO/UNICEF, 2000a). In 2000, Africa accounted for
28% of the world’s population without access to improved water supply. The situation in
rural Africa is worse, with only 47% coverage as compared to 85% in urban areas
(WHO/UNICEF, 2000a). Further, house water connections in Africa serve about 51% of

urban population as compared to less than 3% in rural areas.

2 A region is said to be water stressed if the per capita availability of water is less than 2,000 cubic meters
per year, and when this drops to below 1,000 cubic meters per person per year, the region is considered
water scarce (Postel, 1992).



A change in the demographic distribution of the population in developing countries is
expected to place higher demands on the already stretched water supply and sanitation
infrastructure of the cities as well as increased vulnerability of poor urban dwellers (UN,
2003; WHO/UNICEF, 2000b). Africa experiences the highest growth rate for urban
population (4.02%) and also has the highest proportion of urban population (31%) not
served by any water supply service (WHO/UNICEF, 2000b).

Growing population results in an increase in demand for domestic water as well as
water for food production through irrigated agriculture. The area under irrigated land
doubled during the twentieth century (UN, 2003). Such increases particularly in South
Asia have been through exploitation of ground water resources and bringing dry lands
under irrigation. However, the situation in many areas is alarming; with groundwater
levels falling, threatening not only food security but also access to water supply (Postel,
1992). Thus, water management to meet competing uses remains a challenge in
developing countries.

Water quality in developing countries is also an important concern along with water
availability. With weak institutional and structural arrangements for regulation and
abatement of water pollution in many of these countries, ground and surface water
resources are becoming polluted through human, industrial and agricultural waste. Asian
rivers have three times as many bacteria from human waste as compared to the global
average (UN, 2003).

Along with water scarcity and declining water quality, global climate change is
emerging as a new challenge to water management, with potential implications for water

availability especially for the developing countries. Lower and erratic precipitation
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patterns as a result of global climate change are likely to worsen the water availability in
countries such as India, northern China, middle-east and Sub-Saharan Africa (UN, 2003).
Two things emerge from this discussion. First, the growing population, urbanization
and economic activity are increasing the demand on world’s fresh water resources,
creating a situation of water crisis. Second, the water crisis is particularly worse in
developing countries, particularly in Africa and parts of Asia. The impacts of poor water
supply in terms of health, economic and social development are disproportionately borne
by these poor people. The crisis implies that the health of poor people is affected by
inadequate access to clean water and sanitation. Each year approximately, 2.2 million
deaths occur, mostly of children under five years of age from diarrhea in developing
countries (WHO/UNICEF, 2000a). Further, the poor depend for their livelihoods on
ecosystems. Contamination of rivers, coastal areas and overexploitation of ground water
implies low incomes, poor agricultural productivity and declining food security for the
poor. The negative effects of poor water availability are borne mostly by women and
children as they walk several kilometers each day to collect water, often foregoing

engagement in productive activities and opportunities for education.

2.3 Water as a social and economic good

The Dublin principles articulated at the International Conference on Water and
Environment in 1992 recognize: “Water has an economic value in all its competing uses
and should be recognized as an economic good” (Cosgrove & Rijsberman, 2000). At the

same time, the NGO statement at the Second World Water Forum held at the Hague,
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maintains, “Access to basic water and sanitation are universal rights, and cannot therefore
be negotiated as commodities™ (Gleick, 2003).

These proposals for water management have created a controversy about management
of water as a social good versus its management as an economic good. Characteristics of
water as a resource have relevance for how it should be managed. A social good is one
which has significant “spillover” benefits and costs (Gleick, 2003). Availability of safe
and affordable water to fulfill basic human needs is important for individual and social
wellbeing. This characteristic of water makes it a social good. However, water also has
characteristics of a private good in the sense that its use is consumptive and subtractive.
Use of water by one individual means less is available for other individuals. Given the
social good characteristic of water, free markets cannot be solely responsible for its
provision and supply. Left to the markets, social goods are under-produced or not
supplied to all sections of the community (Perman, 2003). Therefore, some level of
government action is deemed necessary in water supply and provision, in so far as the
basic needs of all sections of community can be addressed. Thus, water has traditionally
been provided at subsidized prices. However, this introduces distortions and
inefficiencies in its use, as water users including large institutions and agriculture
operations indulge into wasteful use (Postel, 1992) , with the result that less water is
available to be supplied to other sections of the population.

At the same time, concerns over inefficient water use alongside its subsidized
provision have resulted in a call for increasing efficiency in water supply and use,
through adoption of economic principles of pricing and private sector participation in

water provision. However because water is essential for humans and ecosystems,

12



managing it as an economic good could jeopardize the ability of poor and other marginal
groups to access it.

In view of the special features of water as resource and its significance for basic
human needs, water management requires that the public and private benefits of water be
balanced, through adoption of approaches that promote efficiency in use and social equity
in its distribution. The United Nations Earth Summit in 1992 recognized that water
should be managed both as a social and economic good, through adoption of integrated
water resource management (IWRM) approach (UN, 2003). This broader approach to
water management calls for maximizing social benefits of water for human needs and

ecosystems, while at the same time introducing stakeholder participation processes.

2.4 Water management paradigms

Consultations among a number of international institutions have contributed to
shaping the guidelines for water management to address the problem of water scarcity
and poor management, particularly in the developing countries. A major thrust of these
processes has been to move away from the welfare notions of the state as the provider of
water services to neo-liberal approaches, with an emphasis on withdrawal of
governments, focus on cost-recovery, private sector participation in water management
and decentralized management at community level (Kleemier, 2000; Schouten &
Moriarty, 2003).
2.4.1 Role of the State

Water policy in the past was focused on supplying more and more water to meet the

growth in population and the economy. This approach resulted in investments in
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construction of centralized water storage and supply infrastructure to cities and
agricultural fields (Kleemeier, 2000). Under this approach, the provision of water supply
was the responsibility of the state and public sector agencies. Accordingly, these agencies
were given this responsibility in countries around the world. Private sector involvement
was not considered appropriate given the public good and basic need characteristics of
the water supply sector. The provision of better water supply and sewerage systems under
this approach to water management led to large scale benefits in sanitation especially in
industrialized countries (Gleick, 2003). However, the progress of water and sanitation
service provision remained uneven, with countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America
lagging behind (Budds & McGranahan, 2003). In order to provide a momentum to water
supply and sanitation efforts in these regions, the 1980s were declared as the International
Drinking Water Supply and Sanitation Decade (IDWSSD). This declaration brought
water and sanitation to the fore-front of the agenda of governments and donor
organizations, and adopted “Water and Sanitation for All” as the slogan for the decade
(UN, 2003). A major thrust of this period was to persuade governments and donors to
invest in water supply sector so as to achieve the goal of universal provision of safe water
supply (Schouten & Moriarty, 2003). In Africa, this approach meant that water and
sanitation development was the responsibility of the central or provisional government,
and the nature and extent of projects were dependent on the resource availability and
planning decisions of the project implementing organizations (WHO/UNICEF, 2000b).
Thus, the decade saw massive investments by donors and governments in centralized

water supply and sanitation.
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Despite the investments in extending water and sanitation services and construction
of new infrastructure to increase the availability of water, the IDWSSD goal for universal
coverage of water and sanitation was not realized. One of the reasons for this was the
focus of these services on urban areas, leaving behind a majority of poor users in peri-
urban and rural areas (Budds & McGranahan, 2003). A problem associated with
subsidized water systems is that they do not reach everyone, and the people who benefit
from these are the ones who can afford to pay, and use greater quantities of subsidized
water (Gleick, 2003). Another reason for the limited performance of centralized water
supply systems was the lack of adequate investment in maintenance and management
which resulted into break-down of many of these systems after their construction
(Schouten & Moriarty, 2003).

The problems associated with management of centralized water supply systems and
the under-achievement of targets set under IDWSSD called for a review of the top-down
supply oriented water management paradigm. The international donor community argued
that sustainable water supply cannot be achieved unless local communities were involved
in planning of water projects and the choice of technology (Schouten & Moriarty, 2003).
Moreover, the governments in developing countries, confronted with rising costs of
development, operation and maintenance of water infrastructure started acknowledging
the need for involvement of the private sector (Thompson, 2001; Budds & McGranahan,
2003) in the management of these systems. For instance, the World Bank estimated that
countries needed to invest $600 billion in water infrastructure during the 1990s alone
(Thompson, 2001; Postel, 1992). At the same time increasing concern with growing

water scarcity led to the view that water is a scarce economic good and should not be
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provided as a free public good. This view called for efficiency in use through adoption of
pricing policies (Baden, 1993).
2.4.2 Private sector participation

The need for private sector participation in water supply, while also involving local
communities in planning and cost-sharing arrangements, emerged as a key lesson from
the review of IDWSSD. These concerns were incorporated into the contemporary water
management paradigm and were articulated in the Dublin principles in 1992. The Dublin
principles recognize that water should be recognized as an economic good and also
maintain that water development and management should be based on a participatory
approach, involving users, planners and policy-makers at all levels (Cosgrove &
Rijsberman, 2000).

The international development organizations and financial institutions realigned their
position and started promoting approaches for water management consistent with the
Dublin principles, in particular the treatment of water as an economic good. Privatization
of water systems also received a thrust from the World Water Forum held at the Hague in
2000, where the need to mobilize greater financial resources to solve water problems was
underscored (Gleick, 2003). Accordingly, private sector investment and institutional
reforms were incorporated into the water policy of many developing countries. Private
sector participation in the provision of water supply and sanitation in the developing
countries increased between 1990 and 1997, with cumulative private sector capital
investments in these projects growing from $297 million in the period 1984-90 to $25
billion in 1997 (Thompson, 2001). Increasingly, many developing countries unable to

find capital to expand and maintain current water supply systems have turned to private

16



sector participation. By 2000, around 93 countries had partially privatized water services
(Gleick, 2003)

The rationale behind promotion of market approaches to water supply emerges from
the belief that private sector providers may be more efficient than public sector agencies,
supply water at lower costs, improve coverage to previously under-served communities
and ensure service quality (Thompson, 2001; Budds & McGranahan, 2003, Gleick,
2003). While the case for private sector participation in water supply is strong on grounds
of improving economic efficiency, cost recovery and better services, there are concerns
about the ability of these approaches to necessarily keep the interests of the poor in mind.
Due to the monopolistic nature of the private water supply systems, a common outcome
of privatization is an increase in water prices. As the companies negotiate prices with
government regulators, the preferences of all sections of the consumers are not addressed
in pricing decisions. In Cochabamba, Bolivia, after grant of water contract to a private
operator, Aguas del Tunari, water rates increased immediately — by 100 to 200 percent.
Instead of improving service delivery and coverage, the private water contract resulted in
people spending a substantial proportion of their monthly wages to pay water bills. Public
protests unfolded, and after considerable resistance, the government canceled the
contract. Similarly, in Buenos Aires, Argentina the water contract awarded to Aguas
Argentinas promised a reduction in water rates by 27%, but in reality water rates rose
more than 20% (Public Citizen, 2003). The impact of these initiatives was
disproportionately borne by the poor and women, who adjusted their budgets to reduce

expenditure on food and other necessities to pay for water.
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Despite its claim to efficiency, privatization of water has been unable to achieve the
purported objectives of scale and improved coverage. A major drawback of private
sector involvement in the context of developing countries is that private operators are
reluctant to make investments in the water sector in poor regions of a country. Thus,
private investments in water and sanitation services have so far have been targeted in
urban areas of Latin America and Asia (Thompson, 2001). Sub-Saharan Africa accounts
for less than 1% of the total private sector investment in water supply and sanitation, and
multinational companies often state that investments in Africa are unattractive as most
consumers cannot afford tariffs that are high enough to generate returns on investment
(Budds & McGranahan, 2003).

2.4.3 Community based approaches

In the context of the characteristics of water as a resource and the social, economic
and capacity challenges that beset the water resource management sector in developing
countries, both the state-led centralized water management as well as the market-based
private provision approaches have had limited success. The results of research on limited
performance of state managed resource systems emphasize the need to review the
technical planning approach and incorporate community organizations into design and
management of water supply systems (Ostrom, 1992). IWRM has emerged in response
to the failure of centralized and sectoral approaches to water resource management. It is
a cross-sectoral policy approach based on the understanding that water resources are an
integral component of the ecosystem, a natural resource, and a social and economic good
(UNDP, 2004). IWRM requires that water resources be managed at the lowest

appropriate level- from households to community and to higher levels, through the
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involvement of women, men and all sections of the community in water resources
management (WSSCC, 2000; Cosgrove & Rijsberman, 2000). Decentralization and
demand responsive water supply are essential features of IWRM, which acknowledges
that sustainable water management at the community level can be achieved if people are
provided with the level of service they want and are able to pay for it (Perez de
Mendiguren, 2003).

A number of countries around the globe have recognized the potential of community
based management of water resources, and accordingly have initiated the processes of
decentralization in the water sector. Demand-responsive approaches to water
management promoted as part of IWRM is a new strategy to achieve sustainable water
systems at the community level. In Cote d’Ivoire, a new policy has been established
calling for community participation in management and operation of water supply and
sanitation systems. Similarly, in Malawi, the government has introduced Community
Based Management and Village Operation and Maintenance systems in the communities
under which the local communities organize themselves into Village health and water
communities (WHO/UNICEF, 2000b). Apart from enacting policies, many countries in
the global South are already implementing community based water resources
management projects. About one quarter of African countries reported that all rural
systems are managed by their communities. For instance, in Burkina Faso, Central
African Republic and Mali 100% of all rural water supply and sanitation systems are
being managed by communities (WHO/UNICEF, 2000b).

The promotion of community based decentralized water management under IWRM

can be viewed as part of a wider policy trend, prevalent across natural resources sectors
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such as forestry, irrigation, fisheries and wildlife. A large body of research has presented
evidence that government systems for managing resources in a centralized manner are
inefficient in maintaining the resource. For instance, Baland & Platteau (1996) attribute
the failure of forest management regimes in India and Nepal to centralized and top-down
management systems, which excluded local users and undermined traditional authority.
The strong focus of planners on design of physical infrastructure while ignoring social
and institutional infrastructure has been cited as a reason for the failure of large scale
water supply systems (Ostrom, 1992). These scholars have also documented several
successful examples of management of fisheries, forests and irrigation systems by
communities at the local level without any regulation imposed from the outside (Wade,
1987; Ostrom, 1992).

Community based management entails increasing the participation of resource users
in decisions concerning management and distribution of benefits from the resource.
Community management in water projects goes beyond the traditional definition of
community participation. Rather than limiting community participation to the provision
of labor and materials, community management of water resources is based on the
concept of ownership, control and responsibility of the development process
(WHO/UNICEF, 2000b). Community based management of natural resources is based on
the premise that natural resources can be best managed by village communities, who
possess important time- and place- specific knowledge about resources and institutional
arrangements that can be forged to achieve successful, local level resource management
(Ostrom, 1992; Baland & Platteau,1996, Brosius et.al, 1997). Another important factor

justifying the move towards community based management of resources is the constraint
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faced by governments in terms of limited resources to manage natural resources on its
own (Baland & Platteau, 1996). Strategies promoting community based resource
management are also justified on the grounds that they not only improve the status of
natural resources, but also enhance efficiency, equity and democracy (Bergh, 2004).
Considerable evidence from community based rural water supply projects points to the
efficacy of dialogue between water agencies and local communities on water
management issues increases the efficiency and effectiveness and sustainability of water
projects (Katz & Sara,1997). Ostrom (1992) also recognizes that incorporating needs and
expectations of local water users into design and management of water systems can
contribute to sustainability.

Analysis of the conditions under which collective management of resources by local
communities emerges and is sustained is important to develop effective programs for
community participation. The scholarship on communal management of natural resources
has enlisted a set of conditions under which local institutions are able to successfully
manage commons. These conditions can be broadly classified into four categories-
characteristics of the resource, characteristics of the group, institutional arrangements and
external environment (Gibson, 2005). According to Wade (1987), the likelihood of
collective action depends upon small size of the resource and user group, clearly
demarcated resource boundaries, the vitality of the resource for users, ease of detection of
rule-breaking free-riders. Ostrom (1992) has added presence of nested enterprises as
necessary condition for local resource management institutions, especially in cases where
the resource systems are parts of larger systems. Baland & Platteau (1996) contribute

several additional factors such as need for external inputs to communities in form of
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incentives or subsidies to initiate management of their resources. Success in past attempts
at collective action and presence of traditional leadership structures also contributes to
cooperative arrangements at the community level. However, these scholars do not
enumerate much on under what conditions are we likely to find groups that apply these
principles (Meinzen-Dick, Raju & Gulati, 2002).

The widespread policy thrust on community based water management apparently
leads to the belief that community based approaches are easy to implement. The broad
implicit assumptions of these approaches are that the communities are close-knit,
homogeneous entities, willing to invest in resource conservation and possess the relevant
capacities to undertake management of local resources. These images of communities are
attractive especially as they contest the dominant narratives that favor privatization or
state control of resources (Agrawal & Gibson, 1999). Going by these views, it appears
that decentralized community based resource management would always lead to
successful outcomes. However, these notions about community and community based
resource management processes exhibit a misplaced optimism, not relevant in contexts of
limited experience of various community based resource management projects. Research
on water systems in Malawi produced evidence that projects calling for greater
devolution to communities without adequate institutional backing fail to take off
(Kleemier, 2000). Campbell et. al.(2001) identify a number of factors that challenge
community based management of social forests in Zimbabwe, and include the absence of
adequate state support to enable the functioning of decentralized policies, as one of the
reasons. Other scholars point out that inadequacy to account for multiple interests, actors

within the community and the internal and external institutions that affect resource
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management decisions at the local level have implications for the sustenance of collective
arrangements at the community level (Agrawal, 2001). Social differences within a
community also affect the outcomes of community based processes, in terms of the
profile of participants and the distribution of benefits. Differently positioned actors within
a community on account of their social identity command different entitlements to local
resources and can affect the continuity of effective resource management (Leach, Mearns
& Scoones, 1999). Gender is a significant source of heterogeneity at the community
level, and has frequently been left out from debates on community participation in
collective resource management (Agarwal, 2001). The use of water and responsibilities
related to its management are often gender-specific: men use water for irrigated
agriculture and livestock, while women use it for household uses and for generating
incomes from domestic vegetable gardens. This differentiation in needs, responsibilities
and roles requires that the interests of women and men should be accounted for
differently in water management and formal rules and informal modes of membership
should not exclude women (Zwarteween and Meinzen-Dick, 2001). In several
community based water management projects, cost recovery was low, because
affordability studies were based on men’s incomes and did not include the possibility that
women have differential access to intra-household cash resources, and are often unable to

pay for water services (Green & Baden, 1994).

2.5 Approaches to household water

Domestic water provision is being recognized as a priority in national water policies

of countries such as South Africa, India, Mozambique and Bangladesh (Soussan, 2003).
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In the context of demand responsive approaches to water management being promoted to
supply water for domestic purposes, the question that arises is, how well is this demand
understood? (Perez de Mendiguren, 2003). The current understanding of water demand
is biased towards formal sector uses of water, viz. irrigation and forestry. The
contributions to rural livelihoods from these formal sector uses of water are widely
acknowledged. It does not consider the central role that household water plays in the
livelihoods of poor rural households. However, recent research (Hope, Dixon & von
Maltitz, 2003, Perez de Mendiguren, 2003, Mokgope, and Butterworth, 2001) points that
in rural areas, water is used for a combination of basic human consumption (drinking,
cooking, bathing, personal hygiene and household cleaning) and productive purposes
(vegetable gardens, cattle farming, traditional beer making, brick making). Women are
involved in productive activities that take place inside the domain of the household (for
example vegetable garden, beer brewing) and use these incomes on children’s
educational expenses (Mokogpe & Butterworth, 2001).

The average amount of water consumed for basic needs is close to the minimum basic
needs requirement of 25 liters per capita per day. An additional 40 liters per capita per
day of water are required to support a wide range of productive activities. Income from
productive water use represents 17% of the average household income in worst case
villages and 31% in best case villages (Perez de Mendiguren, 2003). The availability of
reliable water supply has the potential to lessen the burden of poverty experienced by
marginalized groups and improve their food security and associated health benefits
(Hope, Dixon & von Maltitiz, 2003). However, people’s ability to participate in these

activities is related to access to water supplies and the reliability of these supplies. Water
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consumption for all productive activities is much higher in villages with better water
systems, and these systems contribute significantly to rural livelihoods (Mokogpe &
Butterworth, 2001). The evidence from these studies points that household water is used
for productive purposes and securing access to such water has significant benefits for the
poor.

Given the narrow understanding of household water, the issue of allocation of water
for productive uses has largely remained invisible in water policy design. For instance,
the 1998 National Water Act in South Africa recognizes provision of water for basic
human needs, established at 25 liters per person per day. This low target reflects the focus
of the policy on providing water for basic consumption needs only, and does not
recognize the potential of domestic water in catering to household livelihoods (Mokogpe
& Butterworth, 2001). The priority given to provision of water for basic needs in water
policies of developing countries is worthwhile; however there is a concern that this
minimum allocation may become the norm in deciding about levels of service delivery to
poor (Moriarty, ). Given the importance of productive uses of water for livelihoods of
rural poor, the water policies need to take a more holistic view of water, and incorporate
these uses into system design and supply. This calls for a need to articulate a wider
perspective on household water use and to develop an understanding about water
allocation across various activities in the household, who participates in these activities

and in what ways does productive water use impact livelihoods.
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2.6 Linking literature to the research problem

Water sector reforms in many countries in the global south call for greater
involvement of local communities to undertake management of water resources.
However, simply because the state has created spaces for community participation in
water management does not mean that communities would be interested in shouldering
these responsibilities. Non-involvement of communities in water supply management and
inappropriate institutional structures has been identified as one of the constraints to
development of water sector in Africa (WHO/UNICEFF, 2000b).

In the Nyando basin, in western Kenya, basin level research is ongoing to understand
the factors that may prevent poor communities to invest in resource conservation and
water management undertakings. Most communities indicate water management as their
primary concern (Shepherd et.al, 2000 cited in Swallow 2002). The negative impacts of
low water availability in the region are typically borne disproportionately by the poor and
marginal members of community. A study by Water Aid in Tanzania, documented the
impact of borehole development, water distribution and community management in terms
of improvement in health of women, children, improved agriculture output, reduced
expenditure on water and savings in women and children’s water collection time,
enabling them to spend more time in family activities and attending schools (Swallow,
2002 ). Improved water management is important for people’s livelihood’s and increases
the availability of water for irrigating tree nurseries and tea gardens (Swallow et al.,
2003).

Despite the significance of water in the daily life of people, very few communities

have been able to organize themselves to improve their water supplies. As per a
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discussion on community poverty traps by Swallow (2002), there are certain conditions
that trap a community in low levels of action around investment in water management.
Some of these conditions for western Kenya are dependent on factors such as — high
fixed cost associated with water management vis-a-vis poverty level in the community,
non-availability of credit to finance community investments, social capital present in the
community to undertake collective water management, issues of property and tenure
security, interference of neighboring communities.

Gender differences in water collection roles at the community level came up as a
reason for men’s low interest in initiating water management projects in upper Nyando
basin. (Roy et. al, 2005). Knox, Meinzen-Dick and Hazell indicate watershed/catchment
management as a resource investment that requires both secure property rights and strong
collective action (Swallow et al. 2002).

Provisions of Kenya’s new Water Act of 2002 also limit community initiative to
manage water in several ways. The reforms of the Water Act of 2002 introduced in
Kenya have created space for the participation of rural communities in water
management. The act calls for appointment of catchment area committees, including
representatives of farmers, non-government organizations and other stakeholders review
water management at catchment level. At the same time, the act vests ownership of all
water resources in the country in the State. Accordingly, community based water
providers need to acquire licenses to continue providing water to their members.
Acquisition of permit runs with land ownership and the current administrative systems to
acquire permits are constraining. In this way, the provisions of the act effectively

disenfranchise poor rural communities from acquiring water permits as they do not own
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land (Mumma, 2005). Given the limited reach of state run water provision system in
rural areas, the communities in these areas already undertake water management on their
own accord. However, these provisions of the act diminish the incentives for
communities to undertake collective water management.

In preliminary research in Nyando, it has emerged that property rights to land and the
process of land adjudication in riparian zones not only distorts incentives to manage
water resources located on private lands but also impairs the ability of marginal members
of the community to access water (Onyango et.al, 2005).

Given the significance of community based approaches to water management it is
important to understand the factors that facilitate or constrain community based water
management in the lower Nyando basin. The current research explores answers to the
following research questions,

1. What are the factors that facilitate or constrain community action around
water management in the lower Nyando basin?
2. What is the impact of improved water management on allocations of water

across various activities in the house?
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Chapter 3
Methods and Analysis
3.1 The study area

The study was carried out in the lower Nyando basin, in western Kenya.
Geographically, the lower Nyando basin is a part of the much larger Nyando basin which
forms a major river basin of Lake Victoria in western Kenya. Lake Victoria is the second
largest lake in the world and the lake basin spreads across five countries in east Africa’,
and supports 28 million people, a majority of them being poor (ICRAF, 2003). But the
lake faces a crisis today- in terms of high population pressures, pollution from industries
and urban sewage and soil erosion from farmlands.

Nyando basin covers an area of 3500 square kilometers, with a population of 750,000
people. The catchment is surrounded by Tinderet hills to the east, Nandi escarpment to
the north and Mau escarpment to the south. (Karoki, 2000). River Nyando passes through
Nandi hills where high rainfall is received, drains into Lake Victoria, through the lower
Nyando basin and is the major cause of flooding in these plains, as well as a major
contributor of sedimentation to Lake Victoria (RoK.,2002).
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