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Abstract—Although South Africa has made good progress in 

providing basic water and sanitation services to its citizens, there is 
still a large section of the population that has no access to these 
services. This paper reviews the performance of the government’s 
municipal infrastructure grant programme in providing basic water 
and sanitation services which are part of the constitutional 
requirements to the citizens. The method used to gather data and 
information was a desk top study which sought to review the progress 
made in rolling out the programme. The successes and challenges 
were highlighted and possible solutions were identified that can 
accelerate the elimination of the remaining backlogs and improve the 
level of service to the citizens. Currently, approximately 6.5 million 
citizens are without access to basic water services and approximately 
10 million are without access to basic sanitation services. 
 

Keywords—Grant, municipal infrastructure, sanitation, services, 
water.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

HIS paper discusses the development, implementation, 
and performance of the municipal infrastructure grant 

[MIG] programme in South Africa. Non-financial 
performance in terms of households that have received the 
basic water and sanitation services, as well as financial 
performance in terms of how much has been spent since the 
inception of the programme, are highlighted. Key challenges 
experienced in the implementation, as well as mitigation 
measures are also discussed.  

The abbreviations for the names of the nine provinces in the 
country are EC: Eastern Cape. FS: Frees State, GP: Gauteng, 
KZN: KwaZulu-Natal, LP: Limpopo, MP: Mpumalanga, NC: 
Northern Cape, NW: North-West, and WC: Western Cape.  

II. BACKGROUND 

The MIG programme was introduced by the South African 
government in 2004 to consolidate a number of grant 
programmes that were designed to provide basic services to all 
citizens, including transport, water, sanitation, sport and 
recreation, among others. Its target was to cut backlogs in 
access to basic municipal services within ten years. This 
would be achieved through the provision of infrastructure in a 
manner that would optimize the creation of employment 
opportunities as well as the development of small, medium, 
and micro enterprises development [1]. 
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Water and sanitation services are the most crucial of all the 
basic services as they have a direct bearing on the health and 
wellbeing of the citizens, as well as on the integrity of the 
environment. The motto or slogan of the Department of Water 
and Sanitation is fitting which says “Water is Life, Sanitation 
is dignity” [2].                   

III. DEFINITIONS   

Government defines a basic water supply facility as “the 
infrastructure necessary to supply 25 liters of potable water 
per person per day, within 200 metres of a household and with 
a minimum flow of 10 liters per minute (in case of communal 
water points) or 6000 liters of potable water supplied per 
formal connection per month (in case of yard or house 
connections)” [3], while a basic water supply service is 
defined as “the provision of a basic water supply facility, the 
sustainable operation of the facility (available for at least 350 
days per year and not interrupted for more than 48 consecutive 
hours per incident) and the communication of good water use, 
hygiene and related practices” [3]. A basic sanitation facility is 
defined as “the infrastructure necessary to provide a sanitation 
service which is safe, reliable, private, protected from the 
weather, ventilated, keeps smells to the minimum, is easy to 
keep clean, minimizes the risk of the spread of sanitation- 
related diseases by facilitating the appropriate control of 
disease carrying flies and pests, and enables safe and 
appropriate treatment and/or removal of human waste and 
wastewater in an environmentally sound manner” [3], while a 
basic sanitation service is defined as “the provision of a basic 
sanitation facility which is easily accessible to a household, 
the sustainable operation of the facility, including the safe 
removal of human waste and wastewater from the premises 
where this is appropriate and necessary, and the 
communication of good sanitation, hygiene and related 
practices” [3]. 

IV. KEY PRINCIPLES AND OBJECTIVES OF THE PROGRAMME 

The objectives of the MIG programme as stated in [1] are 
summarized as follows:  
a) Social and economic goals: The programme is primarily 

directed at the provision of infrastructure for the poor, but 
it may also be used for the development of infrastructure 
that supports economic growth and accelerates the 
generation of revenue.  

b) Decentralization of spending authority within national 
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standards: The programme recognizes and acknowledges 
that municipalities are best positioned, as compared to 
provincial and national departments, to identify and 
prioritize projects through community engagement.  

c) Focus on infrastructure required for a basic level of 
service: The sector departments determine and specify 
which levels of service are to be considered as ‘basic’ for 
purposes of the programme. 

d) Ensuring sustainability of infrastructure: The programme 
requires that the operation and maintenance arrangements 
associated with infrastructure are developed and 
implemented to ensure long term sustainability. 

e) Reinforcing local, provincial, and national development 
objectives: The programme’s funding instruments are to 
be aligned with the planning regime of local, provincial, 
and national government spheres.  

f) Equity in the allocation and use of funds: Programme 
funds are to be distributed equitably to ensure that the 
poor have a fair share of the allocations to make 
consistent progress in eliminating infrastructure backlogs.  

g) Efficient use of fund: Programme funds are to be utilized 
to optimize access to basic services in a cost-effective 
manner.  

h) Predictability and transparency: Programme funds 
allocated to individual municipalities through the three-
year cycle medium term expenditure framework are 
published as per the Division of Revenue Act, 2008.                

V. MIG PROGRAMME PERFORMANCE  

A. Non-Financial Performance of the Programme 

A review process was commissioned by the Department of 
Cooperative Governance and Traditional Affairs [COGTA] in 
2015, ten years after the inception of the MIG programme. We 
found that the programme had, by and large, achieved the 
desired outcome of providing access to basic services for the 
poor in parts of the country. The programme had contributed 
to the creation of jobs through the Expanded Public Works 
Programme which stipulates that 30% of the total project costs 
should be spent on skills training and development, as well as 
on enterprise development. It was also found that systems and 
structures across government had been well-entrenched over 
the years. As of June 2015, some 2.3 million and over 1.4 
million additional households had been served with water and 
sanitation, respectively [4].  

Fig. 1 gives an indication of the number of households 
which had access to water and sanitation services at the times 
of Census 2001 and Census 2011 [5]. The good progress in 
basic water and sanitation service provision can be attributed 
to the provision of infrastructure through the MIG programme.  

The number of consumer units that received basic water and 
sanitation services from 2008 to 2012 increased as shown in 
Fig. 2. These increases are an indication of the strong 
performance of the MIG programme in the latter part of its 
first decade. During this period Gauteng recorded the largest 
growth in consumer units from 2,4 million to 3,0 million. The 
single largest growth in consumer units was achieved by the 

City of Tshwane, from 558 510 to 940 997, owing to new 
developments in and around townships and suburbs of the 
city. During the same period, the number of consumer units 
receiving the sewerage and sanitation service grew from 8,6 
million to 9,7 million nationally, while the number of bucket 
toilets supplied by municipalities had reduced from about 86 
705 to about 68 143. The largest number of consumer units 
using bucket toilets was in the Free State at 29 546, in 2012 
[6]. 

 

 

Fig. 1 Number of households receiving water and sanitation services 
during Census 2001 and Census 2011 [5]  

 

 

Fig. 2 Number of consumer units receiving basic water and sanitation 
services from 2008 to 2012 [6]  

 
Fig. 3 shows the proportion of households which receive 

piped or tap water in the dwelling, off-site or on-site per 
province as well as nationally. 

It can be observed from Fig. 3 that in 2018 tap water inside 
their dwellings, off-site or on-site was best achieved in 
Western Cape (98,7%), Gauteng (97,1%), and Northern Cape 
(95,3%) and least achieved in Eastern Cape (75,1%) and 
Limpopo (74,1%). Since 2002, the percentage of households 
in Eastern Cape with access to water improved by 19,0% and 
those in KwaZulu-Natal by 11,2 % [7]. Despite these notable 
improvements, access to water dropped in five provinces 
between 2002 and 2018. The largest drop was in Free State (-
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4,5%) followed by Mpumalanga (-4,0%) and Gauteng (-
1,6%). The drops, however, oppose the fact that many more 
households were provided with water in 2018 than seventeen 
years earlier [7]. 

Nationally, the percentage of households with access to tap 

water in their dwellings, off-site or on-site improved by 4,6%, 
from 84.4% to 89.0%. With the national population of about 
58 million, this means that about 6.5 million citizens are still 
without access to basic water services, which is a violation of 
their constitutional right. 

 

 

Fig. 3 Percentage of households with access to piped or tap water in their dwellings, off-site or on-site per province, 2002–2018 [7]  
 

 

Fig. 4 Percentage of households with access to piped or tap water in their dwellings, off-site or on-site per province, 2002–2018 [7] 
 

The percentage of households per province that had access 
to improved sanitation facilities can be observed from Fig. 4. 
Such facilities are defined as flush toilets connected to a 
public sewerage system or a septic tank, or a pit toilet with a 
ventilation pipe. In 2018 the majority of serviced households 
was in Western Cape at 93,8% and Gauteng at 91,8%, while 
the least was in Limpopo at 58,9% and Mpumalanga at 68,1%. 
The highest increase from 2002 to 2018 was in Eastern Cape 
with 54,6% more households gaining access to improved 
sanitation facilities to a high of 88% [7], [8].  

The highest number of households with flush toilets 
connected to public sewerage systems was in the most 

urbanized provinces, namely, Western Cape at 89,1% and 
Gauteng at 88,6%. The lowest number of households with 
flush toilets was in Limpopo at 26,5%, where 70,2% of 
households used pit latrines; with 37,6% having no ventilation 
pipes. In Eastern Cape, 40,3% of households used ventilated 
improved latrines. About 188 000 households (1,1%) said they 
were utilizing bucket toilets provided and serviced by their 
municipality. However, municipalities rejected this claim 
vehemently. Ecological toilets or urine diversion/separation or 
composting toilets were used by some 48 000 (0,3%) 
households. More and more households are likely to use this 
type of toilet due water shortages in South Africa. The 
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percentage of households with access to improved sanitation 
increased by 21,3% to 83,0% between 2002 and 2018 
countrywide [7], [8]. With the national population of about 58 
million, this means that about 10.0 million citizens are still 
without access to basic sanitation services, which is a violation 
of their constitutional right. 

B. Financial Performance of the Programme 

The expenditure of the MIG programme since its inception 
in 2004 till 2016 is reflected in Fig. 5 [9]. This is the 
expenditure for all services provided under the programme, 
including water, sanitation, solid waste, and other municipal 
amenities. This shows that performance was above 95% for 
the first five years [2004-2009] of the programme in terms of 
expenditure. It then dropped below 90% for the next four 
years, with the lowest at 79% in 2012/2013, before picking up 
again to an average of 91% in the three year to 2016. 

 

 

Fig. 5 MIG programme expenditure performance from inception in 
2004 to 72016 [9] 

 
Fig. 6 shows performance per province in 2019/2020. The 

average expenditure nationally, stood at almost 81%. The two 
provinces with the highest expenditure were KZN and MP at 
90.37% and 96.53%, respectively. The lowest expenditure was 
recorded for the GP and NC at 45.52% and 65.52%, 
respectively [10].   

 

 

Fig. 6 MIG programme expenditure performance for 2019/20 dated 
26 July 2020 [10] 

 
The annual expenditure on water infrastructure projects, per 

province, from 2012 to 2020 is reflected on Fig. 7 [11], while 
the annual expenditure on sanitation infrastructure projects is 
reflected on Fig. 8 [11]. The slight drop in annual expenditure 

in 2020, compared to the previous two years, for both water 
and sanitation infrastructure, is due to stoppage in construction 
work caused by the Covid-19 pandemic during the last quarter 
to June 2020. A total of about ZAR1,54 billion was 
reallocated to about 350 projects that were implemented to 
address emergency needs in some municipalities to minimize 
adverse health impacts in communities.   

 

 

Fig. 7 MIG expenditure on water infrastructure from 2012 to 2020 
[11] 

 

 

Fig. 8 MIG expenditure on sanitation infrastructure from 2012 to 
2020 [11] 

 
The MIG programme’s Medium Term Expenditure 

Framework allocation for the next three years to 2023 is 
reflected on Fig. 9 [10]. About 54% of the overall MIG budget 
allocation normally goes to water and sanitation infrastructure 
as these services are considered essential for the social and 
economic wellbeing of the citizens. 

VI. PROGRAMME CHALLENGES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Key challenges that contribute to poor spending on the MIG 
programme as identified in [8], [12] are listed as follows: 
 Lack of capacity to plan for a municipal capital budget 



International Journal of Earth, Energy and Environmental Sciences

ISSN: 2517-942X

Vol:14, No:12, 2020

369

 

 

over a 3-year medium term. This process requires input 
from stakeholders, including communities and sector 
departments. 

 Lack of capacity to manage and monitor the 
implementation of MIG projects. There is no guidance or 
support by project management units and sector 
departments in some provinces.  

 Appointing service providers or contractors who cannot 
deliver on their duties/responsibilities.  

 Delays in the appointment and payment of service 
providers. 

 Delayed approvals by municipal councils in terms of 
projects, budgets, and appointments). 

 Convoluted processes in the compilation of technical 
reports and environmental impact assessments.  

 Pressures to use MIG funds to meet operational budget 
needs. 

 

 

Fig. 9 MIG programme medium term expenditure framework 
allocations for 2020 to 2023 [10] 

 
COGTA has put some mitigation measures in place, 

including the following [9]: 
 The Municipal Infrastructure Support Agency [MISA] 

was established to coordinate the management of 
programmes and projects implemented in 27 priority 
District Municipalities to fast-track and align 
infrastructure delivery in the four major sectors of water, 
sanitation, electricity, roads and storm water. 

 The MISA assigned engineers to provide technical 
support to provinces for appraisal of technical reports and 
evaluation of project designs where required. 

 The COGTA implemented various framework contracts 
in partnership with the MISA and the National Treasury 
in order to ease procurement in municipalities in terms of 
goods and services. The purpose of this is to alleviate 
procurement delays in municipalities.   

VII. CONCLUSION 

The MIG programme has made good progress in ensuring 
that the majority of the citizens have access to basic water and 
sanitation services in the country. However, much still needs 
to be done to ensure that the 6.5 million citizens who are still 
without basic water services and the 10 million citizens who 

are without basic sanitation services, also have access to them. 
Access to these services is enshrined in the constitution as a 
basic right.  

Despite the challenges experienced by municipalities in the 
implementation of projects the average of 91% in the 
expenditure of annual projects budgets is commendable. 
However, the corrective measures identified by the 
Department of COGTA must be implemented in order to 
improve programme performance. Performance during the 
first five years stood at about 97% and programme partners 
need to work to towards that target or better.  
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