Public – private collaboration in effective infrastructure delivery, to achieve the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) in urban areas
1. The global need:

A key component in serving people’s and communities’ basic needs, alleviating poverty and providing development to deliver better quality of life, is the provision of public infrastructure – water and sanitation, access, drainage, power, telecommunications, roads and rail transport, ports and airports. 

Worldwide, the public sector – governments, states, cities, towns - has always used, and paid, private businesses to help them deliver (and sometimes, to operate) such infrastructure; contracting with planners, project managers, designers, constructors, materials and equipment suppliers and operators, to provide their expertise. A range of forms of roles, procurement and contract have been used.
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In the ‘developed’ world, this range of methods has successfully delivered all the infrastructure that we rely on for urban life. Their success has, generally, attracted the necessary funding, from public receipts, municipal loans and bonds, and sometimes, direct private finance.   
However, in the developing world, the huge growth of urban
    populations – now running at more than +100,000 per day – and the unplanned ‘peri-urban’, slum, conditions that most live in, has so far defeated this public-driven, private-skills using, system of infrastructure delivery.  Financial investment, of all kinds, falls hugely short of need; public sector infrastructure organisations struggle with project delivery, and make heroic efforts just to keep existing infrastructure going; and the potentially available private sector infrastructure delivery and financing capability is under-utilised. This is particularly true for ‘services for the urban poor’– those who live in peri-urban and slum areas, who in many places are ~ 50% of urban populations. 
As a result, the relevant Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) are very far from achievement.
2. Key gaps, as a result:
In basic needs/quality of life provision for poor urban people: 1.2 Billion are without clean drinking water; 2.4 Billion without access to good sanitation. The Millennium Goal for Water and Sanitation is – ‘halve, by 2015, the proportion of people without access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation’. With population growth of 1.3 Billion by 2015; to achieve the goal we will have to provide new access for ~300,000 people, every day, for clean water, and ~500,000, every day, for sanitation Similar challenges exist for the other infrastructure needs, particularly those requiring close interaction with dense urban slum populations.
In failure to establish and enlarge the ‘urban infrastructure’ market for private sector companies - local, national and international - who could help: The total world market for this ‘basic needs’ provision has been assessed at $600-800B (Mason’s Water Yearbook, 2000-1: ‘Basic Services – driven by health needs’). If we assume that half of this is urban, and that the costs have to be halved to be affordable, then the market for private services in delivery is ~ $150 - 200B.
Our aim is to close these gaps, by bringing the need, the skills and the financing together, create a market, and ‘enable’ much improved public–private collaboration in infrastructure delivery.
3. Reasons for failure so far
During the last 30 years, five ‘mindsets’ have grown, and have been mainly responsible for these failures, The first four interact with and reinforce each other, and are, therefore, responsible for the last. 
· Technology - ‘poor people can only be given ‘poor’ infrastructure’: so the technology being offered provides communal, not individual services, so is often not maintained; and does not encourage families’ sense of ‘home’, nor ‘enable’ their own investment in their housing 
· Community-municipality engagement – the urban poor have thought ‘the municipality is the enemy’; and municipalities have put ‘services for the urban poor’ in the ‘too difficult’ box: so dialogue and collaboration between these two, which is vital for sustainable infrastructure solutions, has not happened. 
· Engineering Management – funders have thought that ‘public sector capabilities are inadequate and cannot really be improved, so we must bypass them with private sector contracts’: so these have tended to deal with the easy bits of the infrastructure [as an example: water treatment, not final  distribution], and have had no capability-building component
· Capability building – ‘this can be delivered through ‘classroom’ type education and training alone, and requires mainly financial and general management aspects, not engineering management’: so traditional ‘aid’ projects deliver designs and ‘institutional strengthening’ reports, but often fail to actually implement change or build capability, through work-based learning.
· Financing – so; ‘this form of dense, urban, public infrastructure is too inherently risky and unattractive for private funding, so we must rely on aid funding’: external financing in infrastructure projects dropped from mid 1990s - $4.5 Billion/yr to 2000 - $2.5 Billion/yr; and cannot close the MDG gaps.
4. Key components of solutions - we know all the pieces of what to do
“The practical solutions exist. The political framework is established. And for the first time, the cost is utterly affordable.” (‘Investing in Development’ 2005 - A Practical Plan to Achieve the Millennium Development Goals; UN). 
Over the last 12 years, new approaches have been developed, separately, that can change these mindsets; each contains part of the solutions we need. With [examples], and lessons, they are:

Technology, and community-municipality engagement:

· WSUP’s model of community-municipality engagement in project definition and solution:             [http://www.wsup.com/projects/index.htm; and http://www.wsup.com/projects/bangalore.htm]; 

· The ‘Slum Networking’ infrastructure approach, with community involvement: [see Priti Parikh in:  http://www.cei.group.cam.ac.uk/envdev/CEI_Env_Dev_Proceedings_October_05.pdf]; 

These approaches combine municipality, NGO, community and private companies in project creation, definition and development. Results show that simultaneous infrastructure provision, with individual services, rather than separate investment in ‘outcomes’, with strong community involvement, including operation, enables cost-effective, affordable improvements in health, education, shelter and income.

Engineering management and capability building: 
· A combination of municipal, community, NGO and private company expertise and people, working in a single ‘virtual organisation’ with shared QA responsibility for infrastructure delivery; 
· Setting up this combined team early, for project definition; and keeping it together throughout all stages of infrastructure delivery, over multiple projects, as ‘Programme Management’; with the outsiders also charged with training municipal staff; [http://www.kcmo.org/cimo.nsf/web/home]
[image: image2.emf]This single long-term arrangement, for public-private-NGO partners in min. 5 year programmes, combined with work-based learning, both delivers the infrastructure most effectively, and builds long term municipal capability. Insisting on transparent, joint team self-QA responsibility also delivers lowest-cost accountability for spending. 

Together, these approaches improve infrastructure delivery 


effectiveness, and reduce investment risk; they need to be 
       combined, for success, to create a ‘virtuous cycle’, and enable: 

Funding: 
A large increase in non-traditional funding: direct private loans     to Municipalities, maybe with guarantees; aid freed from


procurement constraints; partly community funds - urban slum
  communities’ have capacity to part-fund infrastructure. [see http://www.undp.org/dpa/pressrelease/releases/2006/20060128       -book.shtml] In combination, these can attract larger amounts of funding into urban infrastructure, including services for the urban poor, helping to meet the MDGs.
(Charles Ainger, Head of Sustainable Development, MWH UK, v1, 10/2/09 - www.mwhglobal.com)
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