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l ' niversal access to safe and affordable water and sanitation service is crucial for public health, but

achieving it will require significant investments in infrastructure and expertise. Worldwide, an

estimated 884 million people lack access to safe water, and 2.6 billion people lack access to improved

sanitation." In the United States, water and sewer systems have a $55 billion annual funding shortfall.?

Public-public partnerships (PUPs) are an innovative model uniquely suited to help address these needs.

What Is a PUP?

A PUP is simply a collaboration between two or more
public entities to improve public services on a not-for-profit
basis. In a PUP, two or more public water utilities, govern-
ment entities or non-governmental organizations join forces
and leverage their shared capacities to improve water and
sewer services. The public partners pool resources, buying
power and technical expertise to enhance public efficien-
cies and service quality. These partnerships promote public-
service delivery through sharing best practices.’

Types of PUPs

Some researchers describe PUPs by their scale, whether
within nations, across national boundaries or between
industrialized-country utilities and developing-world
utilities:

* Intra-state PUPs may be between two municipal
water providers, between a municipal agency and a na-
tional one, or between an agency and a union or non-
governmental organization within a country. They can
provide flexibility and can build institutional capacity.

* Inter-state or cross-border PUPs (North-North or
South-South) are either between public entities in de-
veloped countries or between public entities in devel-
oping countries. They allow for training and sharing of
best practices between two organizations with similar
operating constraints.

¢ Developmental PUPs (North-South) typically partner
water providers in the Global South with water pro-
viders, unions or non-governmental organizations in
industrialized countries. These partnerships strengthen
developing-country water utilities as industrialized
partners invest resources and expertise without
extracting profits.*

How Do PUPs work?

PUPs employ three basic strategies to leverage the capacity
of cooperating public entities to control costs and improve
the performance of water and sewer systems:

¢ Bulk purchasing: Through purchasing cooperatives or
agreements, utilities and other public entities can save
time and money by purchasing chemicals, equipment,
fuel and other supplies and materials in bulk.®

¢ Shared services: Public water utilities can save money
when they work together through joint capital projects
or shared service agreements.® For example, rather
than building separate smaller water tanks, two nearby
utilities can share a single larger water tank to lower the
total investment cost.”

* Reengineering: Public utilities can partner with
more-efficient public utilities or team up with non-
governmental organizations or their own employees
to creatively address inefficiencies or make system
improvements.® These partnerships allow the
combined expertise of technicians, engineers and
front-line employees to help maximize efficiencies
and reduce costs.’

PUPs Outperform Public-Private
Partnerships

In the last two decades, major multinational efforts have
promoted private sector strategies, including public-private
partnerships (PPPs) between public utilities and private wa-
ter companies, for water and sewer services in industrial-
ized and developing countries.’® Recent research, however,
reveals that compared to PPPs, PUPs are a more effective,
efficient and equitable approach:



 Efficacy: PUPs are more effective at meeting perfor-
mance objectives and improving public services, while
PPPs may actually worsen service quality." By capi-
talizing on broadly shared goals between two public
entities, PUPs can take a more integrated approach to
water resource management and have a more lasting
effect on the operation of utilities."

 Efficiency: PUPs are associated with significantly in-
creased efficiency in service delivery™ and tend to be
less costly. In general, PPPs fail to enhance efficien-
cy," involve high transaction costs and increase water
prices.'®

* Equity: By involving the entire community — the
municipality, ratepayers, community groups and the
utility — PUPs maximize the accountability and equity
of water services.'”” PUPs deliver services to every-
one, including people and communities that are often
excluded, underrepresented or disadvantaged.'® In
contrast, PPPs prioritize the bottom line over equitable
delivery of services' and are particularly poor at pro-
viding service to low-income households.?°

In contrast to PPPs, neither partner in a PUP expects to
earn a profit from the collaboration.?’ While PPPs often
increase prices and worsen service quality,>> PUPs bring
together public officials, workers and communities to
improve the efficiency, efficacy and equity of water and
sewer services.”?

In the United States, PUPs are growing in importance and
already are far more common than PPPs for water and
sewer service delivery. A large survey of U.S. cities and
counties found that there were four times as many inter-
governmental partnerships as PPPs for water and sewage
treatment,?* and since the early 2000s, the prevalence of
PUPs has grown while the rate of for-profit private con-
tracting has declined.?

Support PUPs for Water and Sewer
Service Delivery

In short, PUPs provide the collaborative advantages of
PPPs without the profit-extracting focus of private opera-
tors. Because PUPs have been more efficient, effective and
responsive for water and sewer services, public officials
should consider public sector solutions before pursuing
risky and potentially costly privatization deals. PUPs are a
practical and responsible way for communities to address
their water and sewer needs, while controlling costs and
maintaining local control.

We are now faced with a choice. We can continue to rely
on the failed PPP model that gives control of our valu-
able water services to private interests, or we can use the
proven PUPs model that works for everyone while keeping
water provision in public hands.

Endnotes

1

2

13

15

16

18

19
20

22

N

3
24

World Health Organization and UNICEF. “Progress on Sanitation and
Drinking Water: 2010 Update.” 2010 at 6 to 7.

American Society of Civil Engineers. “Failure to Act: The Economic
Impact of Current Investment Trends in Water and Wastewater Treatment
Infrastructure.” 2011 at 11.

Hall, David et al. Public Services International and Transnational Insti-
tute. “Public-Public Partnerships (PUPs) in Water.” March 2009 at 2 to 5;
Boag, Gemma and David McDonald. “A critical review of Public-Public
Partnerships in water services.” Water Alternatives, vol. 3, iss. 1. February
2010at6to 7.

Hall, David et al. Public Services International Research Unit, University
of Greenwich and Municipal Services Project. “Public-Public Partner-
ships in Health and Essential Services.” (Discussion Paper 23). July 2005
at 4 to 6; Boag and McDonald, 2010 at 4 to 8.

Flake, Marc. “Purchasing co-op stretches dollars.” American City &
County. September 2000 at 10; Cable, Josh. “Teaming up for discounts.”
National Institute of Governmental Purchasing’s Go Pro Magazine, vol.
17, iss. 2. April/May 2009 at 18 to 19.

Holzer, Marc et al. Local Unit Alignment, Reorganization and Consolida-
tion Commission, School of Public Affairs and Administration, Rutgers
University. “Literature Review and Analysis Related to Costs and Benefits
of Service Delivery Consolidation Among Municipalities.” May 6, 2009
at 1, 16 and 19; Clem, Darrell. “Canton, Westland to share water system
operation.” Canton Observer. June 16, 2011.

Office of the New York State Comptroller, Division of Local Government
and School Accountability. “Shared Services Among New York’s Local
Governments.” November 2009 at 7.

Hall et al., 2005 at 5 to 7 and 12; Southeast Michigan Council of Gov-
ernments. “Water Meter Updates.” AgileGov — Ideas for advancing local
government effectiveness. Accessed January 12, 2010.

Beach, Allyne and Linda Kaboolian. Working for America Institute, AFL-
ClO and Public Sector Labor Management Committee, John F. Kennedy
School of Government and Public Sector, Harvard University. “Working
Better Together: A Practical Guide to Help Unions, Elected Officials and
Managers Improve Public Services.” 2005 at 5, 8, 13, 47 to 52.

Petrova, Violeta. “At the frontiers of the rush for blue gold: Water priva-
tization and the human right to water.” Brooklyn Journal of International
Law, vol. 31, iss. 2. 2006 at 577 to 578, 581 to 586.

Andrews, Rhys and Tom Entwistle. “Does cross-sectoral partnership de-
liver? An empirical exploration of public service effectiveness, efficiency,
and equity.” Journal of Public Administration, Research and Theory. vol.
20, iss. 3. July 2010 at 689.

Tucker, Josephine et al. Directorate B Policy Department, Directorate-
General for External Policies of the Union, European Parliament. “A
comparative evaluation of public-private and public-public partnerships
for urban water services in ACP countries.” May 2010 at 13, 17 and 33.
Andrews and Entwistle, 2010 at 691.

Tucker et al., 2010 at 14, 17 and 33.

Andrews and Entwistle, 2010 at 691; Bel, Germa et al. “Is private
production of public services cheaper than public production? A meta-
regression analysis of solid waste and water services.” Journal of Policy
Analysis and Management, vol. 29, iss. 3. Summer 2010 at 553 and 570
to 573.

Tucker et al., 2010 at 33.

Ibid. at 15 to 17 and 34.

Andrews and Entwistle, 2010 at 692; Warner, Mildred and Amir Hefetz.
“Rural-urban differences in privatization: limits to the competitive state.”
Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, vol. 21, iss. 5.
2003 at 703.

Andrews and Entwistle, 2010 at 692.

Tucker et al., 2010 at 33.

Hall et al., 2009 at 2.

Petrova, 2006 at 588 to 590; Arnold, Craig Anthony. “Water privatization
trends in the United States: human rights, national security and public
stewardship.” William and Mary Environmental Law & Policy Review, vol.
33, iss. 3. Spring 2009 at 799 to 804.

Hall et al., 2009 at 2 to 5; Boag and McDonald, 2010 at 6 to 7.

Warner, Mildred and Amir Hefetz. “Cooperative competition: Alternative
Service Delivery, 2002-2007.” In International City/County Management
Association (ed.). (2009) Municipal Year Book 2009. Washington, DC:
International City/County Management Association at 14.

Ibid. at 11, 14 and 19

For more information:
web: www.foodandwaterwatch.org

email: info@fwwatch.org
phone: (202) 683-2500 (DC) ® (415) 293-9900 (CA)

Copyright © February 2012 Food & Water Watch



