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Executive Summary

Introduction and Evaluation  
Purpose/Scope

This report synthesizes key findings of the 
evaluation of a cluster of sixteen Rural Water 
Supply and Sanitation (RWSS) projects that 
were approved and implemented by the African 
Development Bank Group (AfDB, or “the Bank”)  
in 2000-2017. 

This cluster evaluation aims to (i) assess 
the relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and 
sustainability of RWSS projects; and (ii) draw 
lessons from what worked and what did not work.

This evaluation report is expected to inform the 
design and implementation of future RWSS 
projects under the Bank’s High 5s priorities 
related to improving the quality of life for the 
people of Africa. 

The Bank approved 223 Water Supply and 
Sanitation (WSS) investment projects (amounting  
to UA1 3.71 billion of net loans and grants) in 
the period 2005-2016. Of this, 39% (or UA 1.42 
billion) financed investments in rural areas, aimed 
at improving the lives of the rural poor.

Sixteen RWSS projects, with a total net approval 
amount of UA 365 million, were purposively 
selected for this cluster evaluation. These 
projects are located in 13 countries including  
Burkina Faso (1), Burundi (1), Chad (1), Ethiopia (1), 
Ghana (1), Mali (1), Mauritania (1), Rwanda (2), 
Senegal (1), Tanzania (1), Uganda (2), Zambia (2), 
and Zimbabwe (1).

Project Cluster Performance 

Development Outcomes

Overall performance 

The project cluster was relevant but was 
ineffective and inefficient in delivering results, 
which are not likely to be sustained. Only the 
relevance criterion reported more than 75% of 
projects with a satisfactory rating. 

Relevance

The project cluster objectives were relevant. 
However, there were weaknesses in some 
design aspects including (i) assumptions and risk 
assessment; and (ii) use of some RWSS guiding 
principles including demand-driven approach, 
building partnerships, and coordination. 

The project cluster objectives aligned with 
the Bank’s priorities and strategies, which 
view water supply and sanitation as a crucial 
component of development. The objectives 
were also in line with the development priorities 
expressed in the national development policies, 
plans and strategies for the 13 project countries, 
which were committed to achieving the 
Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) by 2015, 
including “halving the number of people who do  
not have access to safe drinking water and  
basic sanitation”.
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The projects were coherent, given the extensive 
demand for water supply and sanitation in rural 
areas. However, the link with waterborne diseases 
caused by contaminated drinking water and poor 
sanitation was not always highlighted in the 
project cluster documents.

Project designs had some weaknesses 
including (i) insufficient incorporation of some 
RWSS guiding principles such as participatory  
and demand-responsive approaches, and  
partnership; and (ii) some risks were not 
adequately addressed including inadequate 
maintenance and sustainability of projects, and 
insufficient behavioral change.

Effectiveness

There were significant accomplishments of project 
cluster outputs, although less for sanitation. 
However, the achievement of outcomes was 
threatened by several issues including (i) limited 
functionality of water schemes; (ii) poor water 
quality; and (iii) limited adoption of key hygiene 
practices among beneficiaries.

The projects delivered the essential physical 
infrastructures necessary for improving access to 
reliable and affordable water supply in rural areas. 
All the projects, with the exception of Uganda Water 
Supply & Sanitation Project (WSSP), accomplished 
more than 75% of their expected water outputs. 
Scaling down projects, mainly due to financial 
constraints and change in technology choice 
depending on available water sources, had adverse 
impact on the quantity and the quality of outputs and 
on reaching the expected outcomes. Project outputs 
achieved in capacity development and awareness 
campaigns were also commendable. However, 
physical outputs achieved for sanitation components 
were lower than for water components. 

The project cluster had limited achievement on 
outcomes. It made progress in increasing access to 
improved water sources, which reduced drudgery 
of fetching water. However, beyond the headline 
success in providing first-time access to water lie 
a number of factors that inhibit the full achievement 
of the main outcomes related to sustained access 
to safe drinking water. These include (i) limited 
functionality of water schemes; and (ii) poor water 
quality. This, coupled with the poor achievement of 
sanitation outputs and insufficient adoption of key 
hygiene behavioral practices among beneficiaries, 
limited the achievement of project cluster outcomes.

Efficiency

The projects were economically viable, with 
moderate cost variations. Nevertheless, they 
experienced substantial implementation delays.

The projects were found to be viable economically, 
although data constraints limited the evaluation of 
the projects’ Financial Internal Rate of Return (FIRR). 

The cluster projects did not follow their 
implementation timetables nor their initial cost 
plans, with project loans and grants taking 32 to 101 
months to fully disburse. 

Implementation delays were mainly due to 
procurement issues at the early stages of 
the projects or during implementation (nine  
out of the 16 projects), start-up delays (Burundi, 
Ghana, Mauritania and Zambia National Rural 
Water Supply and Sanitation Program (NRWSS)), 
and capacity constraints of contractors (Ghana, 
Mali, Mauritania and Zambia). Other reasons 
included slow payment of government counterpart 
funds (Uganda WSSP and Zambia), poor quality 
of execution studies (Burundi), land acquisition  
issues (Uganda), and increased scope of water 
technologies (Ghana).



3Executive Summary

An
 ID

EV
 P

ro
je

ct
 C

lu
st

er
 E

va
lu

at
io

nLesson 1: Projects need to pay sufficient 
attention to design studies, procurement-
related issues, and capacity in order to minimize 
implementation challenges.

Lesson 2: Community-based management 
(CBM) under a demand-driven approach is more 
impactful when it is effectively applied during the 
whole RWSS project life cycle.

Sustainability

Low likely sustainability of RWSS projects 

Technical viability was sound for water supply 
infrastructures, but less for sanitation facilities. 
Ownership and partnership were effective but 
there were shortcomings related to (i) capacity 
to operate and maintain the facilities, mainly 
when using community-based management 
models; (ii) financial viability; (iii) institutional 
capacity endangered by limited capacity; and  
(iv) environmental and social sustainability. In 
addition, high water demand, owing to rapid 
population growth and climate change, is likely to 
increase the challenge of obtaining sufficient water 
to meet needs. 

Project M&E Performance

Significant shortcomings of monitoring and 
evaluation (M&E) systems

The Project Evaluation Reports (PERs) highlighted 
important shortcomings in monitoring and 
evaluation systems, suggesting that both 
RMC governments as well as the AfDB could 
implement improvements. 

Specific reference to a general lack of data was 
made in Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania, Chad, and 
Zambia, as well as to inappropriate monitoring 
and evaluation systems, which prevented the 
systematic collection of relevant data with clear 
responsibilities and well-defined frequency. 
Instead, Objectively Verifiable Indicators 
(OVIs) were provided for the entire population 
(Zimbabwe), or for all rural populations (Ethiopia, 
Ghana, Mali, Senegal, and Rwanda 2). Finally, 
beyond the availability of data, reports were not 
always accessible due to high staff turnover 
resulting from changes in government. 

Key Issues and Lessons  

Quality of project design 

 ı Issues with the quality of the project design 
were highlighted in Burkina Faso, Burundi, 
Mauritania, Senegal, and Tanzania.

 ı Project design often did not optimally 
address efficiency, such as procurement-
related issues. This resulted in substantial 
implementation delays that lowered project 
efficiency in Burkina Faso, Burundi, Ghana, 
Mali, Tanzania, Uganda RWSS, Uganda WSSP 
and Zimbabwe.

 ı There were also implementation challenges, 
which were due to insufficient capacity within 
companies that were contracted to execute work. 

Community-based management model 

 ı Insufficient implementation of CBM under a 
demand-driven approach during the RWSS 
project life cycle created challenges that led 
to limited effectiveness and low sustainability. 
These challenges manifested themselves as 
poor performance of service providers, limited 
functionality of infrastructures, and a low level 
of services. Insufficient stakeholder participation 
in the project life cycle limited the achievement 
of outcomes and lowered sustainability, as was 
the case in Burkina Faso, Burundi, Mauritania, 
Senegal, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 
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 ı Projects’ effectiveness was jeopardized by 
inappropriate technological choices due to 
insufficient community participation during 
project conceptualization, as was seen 
in Burkina Faso, Burundi, Mauritania and 
Zambia. In this respect, community structures 
were insufficiently mobilized to maintain 
the functionality of the water system, as 
beneficiaries were not sufficiently consulted 
during the project conceptualization phase. 

Capacity development within a  
decentralized system 

 ı There was insufficient attention given to service 
delivery capacities relative to infrastructure 
development. Moreover, the competencies of 
the service provider, including CBM and private 
operators, were sometimes taken for granted. 

 ı Skills and management capacities at both 
the operational and strategic planning levels, 
inside and outside of the government, were 
often limited. 

 ı Limitations in technical and management 
capacity gave rise to low cost-recovery and 
poor governance, as well as low willingness 
of customers to pay for poor quality services. 
These aspects jeopardized the successful 
implementation of projects.

 ı Capacity support to local governments is 
critical to enable them to fulfill their role 
(planning, monitoring, regulation, etc.) of 
sustaining rural services, specifically when 
using the Public-Private Partnership (PPP) 
model as was seen in Rwanda.

Fostering an RWSS service delivery approach 

 ı Beyond headline success in providing  
first-time access to water, the project cluster 
was characterized by poor service delivery, 
weak sanitation infrastructure and inadequate 
behavioral change. This situation was due 
to the pressure to expand coverage, which 
resulted in a strong focus on infrastructure 
development and less on service delivery. 

 ı Moving towards Sustainable Development Goal 
(SDG) 62 will require a clear strategy to address 
these risks and ensure effective service delivery, 
quality sanitation infrastructure and sufficient 
behavioral change to maximize the achievement 
of RWSS projects’ outcomes. These strategies 
should be developed in collaboration with key 
stakeholders including federal, regional and local 
administrations, and water users’ associations. 
Such a strategy should address (i) water quality, 
(ii) sanitation facilities and services, and (iii) local 
operational capacities. 

 ı Some outcomes, such as the reduced incidence 
of water-borne diseases, required profound 
behavioral change among stakeholders, 
especially the beneficiaries. This failed to occur 
despite awareness campaigns undertaken by 
the project cluster. Therefore, much remains 
to be done in terms of (i) hand-washing with 
soap at critical times in Burkina Faso, Chad, 
Ethiopia, Uganda, Tanzania, Rwanda, and 
Zambia; (ii) reducing open defecation in Chad, 
Ethiopia, Tanzania, Uganda and Zimbabwe;  
(iii) increasing the willingness to pay in Uganda; and  
(iv) improving water storage for some households 
in Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, and Tanzania.

Lesson 4: RWSS projects need clear strategies 
to ensure good service delivery, quality sanitation 
infrastructure and sufficient behavioral change, 
if they are to achieve substantial outcomes. 

Lesson 3: Capacity development for service 
delivery is needed in both the private and public 
sectors, at all levels of implementation, if RWSS 
projects are to maximize water results and solve 
chronic sanitation issues.
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Lesson 5: The adoption of a wider range of 
contextually-appropriate service delivery models, 
beyond community-based management, in 
RWSS projects is critical if they are to sustain 
project benefits.

Lesson 6: A comprehensive M&E system 
focused on rural service delivery and 
sustainability is critical to foster project 
development results.

Sustaining RWSS projects’ benefits

 ı CBM supported by a system of local decentralized 
service is the dominant service delivery model 
in the project cluster in Burkina Faso, Burundi, 
Chad, Ethiopia, Tanzania, Uganda RWSS, Uganda 
WSSP, Senegal, Zambia Central Provinces Rural 
Water Supply and Sanitation Project (CPRWSS) 
and Zambia NRWSS. However, evidence shows 
that while this service delivery model was 
effective in providing some level of first-time 
access to improved water supply services, it 
failed to provide sufficient quality and reliable 
services, except in Senegal and Chad. 

 ı The project design did not incorporate 
appropriate cost recovery and financing 
mechanisms to address all cost components 
for ensuring sustainable service delivery, 
particularly capital maintenance for replacement 
of assets, rehabilitation and major repairs. With 
the exception of Ghana, Mauritania, Rwanda and 
Senegal in the water supply system, the project 
countries did not establish the means to ensure 
the financial viability of both water and sanitation 
systems in rural areas. 

Refining the M&E system towards service 
delivery and sustainability 

 ı One of the differences between the SDGs and 
the MDGs in the WSS sector is that with the 
SDGs, the emphasis is no longer on access only 
but also on the service that people receive in 
terms of equity, safety and affordability. This 
new paradigm changes the definition of success 
for all RWSS interventions and the way the M&E 
system is conducted and used, from reporting to 
management and learning. 

 ı Given the lack of baseline data as in Chad, 
Senegal, Rwanda, Tanzania, and Zambia, and 
of effective M&E as in Chad, Ghana, Mauritania, 
Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania, Zambia CPRWSS, 
Zambia NRWSS and Zimbabwe, the project 
cluster often missed opportunities to learn and 
support the achievement of expected RWSS 
outcomes. 

 ı Caution with respect to a focus on M&E 
contributing to administrative needs as opposed 
to management systems is advised. In this 
respect, project implementers may be overly 
focused on outputs without sufficient attention 
to service delivery and behavioral change.

 ı This suggests that both RMCs governments as 
well as the Bank could implement improvements 
through development and implementation of an 
effective monitoring, evaluation and learning 
system to ensure regular, relevant data collection, 
analysis, reporting and feedback, especially on 
RWSS community Water, Sanitation and Hygiene 
results. Partnerships between the Bank and 
RMCs could support the implementation of this  
effective M&E system at decentralized and 
national levels. The use of emergent technologies, 
methods and data-sharing platforms for results 
measurement will be critical towards improved 
RWSS service delivery.
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evaluation of 16 Rural Water Supply and 
Sanitation (RWSS) projects that were funded by 
the African Development Bank Group (The Bank, 
or “AfDB”). The main objective of this cluster 
evaluation is to draw pertinent lessons for policy 
and practice for designing and implementing 
RWSS projects. The evaluation covers 16 
RWSS projects (the project cluster), which 
were approved in 2000-2011 and completed in  
2009-2017. The key evaluation questions for each  
project-level evaluation focused on the extent  
to which the RWSS project was relevant, effective, 
and efficient, and the extent to which its benefits  
are likely to be sustainable. 

AfDB-funded Rural Water Supply and 
Sanitation Projects

The water sector has long been a priority for the 
Bank as is recognized in (i) the 2007 High-Level 
Panel Report on “Investing in Africa’s Future”; 
(ii) the Bank’s Ten-Year Strategy; (iii) the MDGs; 
(iv) the SDGs; and (v) the Bank’s High 5s priority 
related to improving the quality of life for the 
people of Africa. 

During the period 2005-2016, the Bank funded 
223 WSS projects (amounting to UA 3.71 billion 
of net approvals)3 of which 157 were investment 
projects (amounting to UA 3.65 billion) and 66 
were studies (amounting to around UA 60 million). 
Projects in rural areas were estimated to account 
for around 39 percent4, which was equivalent 
to about UA 1.42 billion in total net investment 
projects’ approvals for the period 2005-2016. 
Out of the 223 projects, 109 were completed and 
they comprised of 76 investment projects and 
33 studies. The completed investment projects 
represented UA 958 million of net approvals.

With a total net approval amount of UA 365 million, 
16 completed RWSS projects were selected to 
constitute the basis of the cluster evaluation. These 
projects were located in 13 countries including 
Burkina Faso (1), Burundi (1), Chad (1), Ethiopia 
(1), Ghana (1), Mali (1), Mauritania (1), Rwanda (2), 
Senegal (1), Tanzania (1), Uganda (2), Zambia (2), 
and Zimbabwe (1).

The main objective of water sector interventions in 
project countries was to enable them to reach their 
MDGs commitments in terms of universal access 
to potable water supply, together with significant 
progress in sanitation and good hygiene practices 
by 2015. The aim was for the RWSS projects to 
improve access to safe, adequate, affordable and 
sustainable water supply and sanitation services 
in rural areas. With beneficiaries able to afford 
access to a reliable and sustainable drinking 
water supply, it was expected that there would be 
a reduction in (i) the burden of fetching water in 
rural areas; (ii) the pollution related to sewage and 
solid waste; and (iii) the incidence of water and  
sanitation-related diseases caused by poor hygiene 
and sanitation. These projects were therefore 
designed to enhance rural health standards, promote 
education, improve living standards and promote  
income-generating activities.

Evaluation Purpose and Scope 

This cluster evaluation was conducted to (i) provide 
the Bank’s Board and senior management with 
credible and actionable evidence on the extent 
of development results and the implementation 
performance of AfDB-funded RWSS projects; and 
(ii) provide the Bank’s operational management and 
staff, and other stakeholders, with relevant lessons 
to inform the Bank’s strategic project design and 
implementation of RWSS projects. 

Introduction
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The evaluation covers a cluster of 16 AfDB-funded 
RWSS investment projects in 13 project countries as 
mentioned above. Annex 2 presents the list of the 
cluster projects, all of which have been completed. 
The performance assessment was based on 
the OECD/DAC5 evaluation criteria of relevance, 
effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability. 

Evaluation Approach, Methods  
and Limitations 

The project-level evaluation used a theory-based 
approach. As the projects’ theories of change 
were not explicit at appraisal or implementation, 
the evaluation team reconstructed a RWSS project 
logic model as presented on Annex 1. This provided 
a basis for assessing results both at the individual 
project level as well as at the project cluster level. 

The quantitative and qualitative data regarding 
performance indicators and water sector conditions 
were drawn from (i) desk reviews of relevant Bank 
documents and literature; (ii) interviews with key 
stakeholders (both inside and outside the Bank); and 
(iii) field visits of purposively-selected project sites. 
Each category of data was analyzed using mainly 
descriptive statistics. Comparative analysis was also 

conducted at the indicator level using baselines, 
targets and actual results. Evidence was triangulated 
from the various data sources and methods. 

The RWSS cluster evaluation was limited mainly by: 

 ı The purposive nature of the sample of 
sixteen projects. However, this limitation was 
mitigated by the reasonable sample size, 
which comprised of about 26 percent in terms 
of total investment projects’ net amount and 
38 percent in terms of completed investment 
projects net amount.

 ı Lack of baseline data and insufficient M&E 
at both project and sectoral levels to support 
the post-completion evaluation reporting. A  
mini-survey of around 500 households 
conducted for each project-level evaluation 
mitigated these limitations. 

 ı Shortcomings associated with field visits and 
stakeholder interviews especially in terms 
of insufficient coverage of project sites and 
beneficiaries. The triangulation of evidence 
from other sources reduced the extent of the 
impact of these limitations. 
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Development Performance 

Overall performance. The project cluster was 
relevant, although weak in some design aspects. It 
was ineffective and inefficient in delivering results, 
which were not likely to be sustained. Only the 
relevance criterion reported more than 75% of 
projects with a satisfactory rating. 

Relevance

Cluster objectives were relevant, but there 
were weaknesses in the selection of some 
guiding principles such as participatory and  
demand-responsive approaches and partnerships. 
Shortcomings were also noted in some risk 
assessments, including those on maintenance and 
sustainability issues as well as behavior change.

The project cluster’s objectives of improving 
access to reliable, quality and sustainable water 
supply and sanitation in rural areas were aligned 
with the AfDB’s priorities and strategies, which 
consider water supply and sanitation as crucial 
for development. The Bank’s involvement in RWSS 
is based on a number of key policy and strategy 
documents including Country Strategy Papers, the 
Integrated Water Resources Management Policy  
and the RWSS Initiative (RWSSI). All RWSS PERs 
in this cluster analysis cited at least one of those 
Bank policy documents as a basis for guiding 
project objectives. Most frequently cited across all 
PERs were the individual Country Strategy Papers 
(by all projects) and the Bank’s RWSSI financing 
framework for WSS in rural areas in Africa (by 
Ghana, Mauritania, Rwanda I and II, Senegal, Uganda 
RWSS, Chad, Tanzania and Ethiopia). Another 
frequently cited guiding document was the 2010 
Policy for Integrated Water Resources Management  
(by Burundi, Ghana and Tanzania). This policy called 
for an approach to water resource management that 
recognizes the connection between water and other 

social development objectives related to energy, 
food production, public health and environment. 
More generally, the Bank’s overarching approach to 
water, which entails improved access to safe water 
as a means to poverty reduction and socio-economic 
development, was reflected in the objectives of all 
RWSS projects in the cluster analysis. In addition, 
the project cluster used a programmatic approach, 
except for Zimbabwe. 

The project cluster’s objectives were also 
aligned with development priorities expressed 
in national development policies, plans and 
strategies of the project countries, which were 
committed to achieving the MDGs by 2015, 
including “halving the number of people who 
do not have access to safe drinking water and 
basic sanitation”6. The project cluster’s objectives 
were considered to be well aligned with key water 
development challenges as described by each 
Regional Member Country (RMC) in various national 
strategies, action plans and policies. Generally, 
these national plans were designed with the MDGs in 
mind, setting national targets for rural water supply 
and rural sanitation coverage by 2015. Thus, all 
RWSS projects in this cluster analysis aligned with 
this MDG by way of their relevant subject matter. 
More specifically, 11 of the 16 PERs in this sample 
explicitly mentioned the link between RWSS project 
objectives and the MDGs, and/or the Water Vision 
goals (in the case of Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, Ghana, 
Mali, Mauritania, Rwanda National Rural Drinking 
Water Supply and Sanitation Programme (PNEAR)  
I and II, Senegal, Tanzania, Chad, and Zambia). 

The design of the Bank’s RWSS interventions 
was found to be weak. Weaknesses were  
mainly related to (i) inadequate definition of project 
objectives; (ii) assumptions and risk assessment; 
and (iii) use of some guiding principles including 
a demand-driven approach, building partnerships, 
and coordination. 

Project Cluster Performance 
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Inexplicit Theory of Change led to an inadequate 
definition of project cluster objectives. The project 
cluster’s sector goal was clearly stated, that is, to 
improve the living conditions of the rural population 
through sustainable access to drinking water and 
improved sanitation. However, the specific projects’ 
objectives were inadequately stated and less-focused. 
They were stated in terms of (i) improving access (as 
was the case for Ghana, Zambia, Rwanda, Burkina 
Faso, Mauritania, Chad, and Ethiopia); and (ii) providing 
rural people with an adequate and sustainable quantity 
and quality of water (as was the case for Zambia and 
Zimbabwe). The projects’ focus on access tended to 
ignore other aspects such as behavioral change and 
service delivery. In addition, confusion between outputs 
and outcomes occurred, for instance in the case of 
Ethiopia. Lastly, the links between project outputs and 
the expected medium-term and long-term outcomes  
(e.g., decreased incidence of waterborne diseases, 
reduced drudgery of carrying water, improved general 
hygiene habits, prevailing safe handling of water, 
increased access to safe water, etc.) were not clear.

This situation may be attributed to the fact that all 
projects, with the exception of Uganda WSSP and 
Zimbabwe Urgent WSS, were approved prior to the 
Bank introducing new tools to improve the quality of 
project design including a standard results-based 
logical framework, a readiness review, the quality at 
entry standards for public sector operations, etc. 

Critical assumptions and risks linked to the 
RWSS Theory of Change were not adequately 
addressed. Inexplicit theory of change led to 
inadequate assumptions and risk assessment. The 
project cluster was consistent with the extensive 
demand for clean drinking water supply and sanitation 
in rural areas. However, the link with water-borne  
diseases caused by contaminated drinking water 
and poor sanitation, such as diarrhea, Guinea 
worm, cholera, etc., was not always highlighted in 
the project cluster documents. For example, the 
Zimbabwe project defined results in terms of actions, 
such as to provide urgent support for restoration and 
stabilization of water supply and sanitation, with no 
link explicitly made to the fact that the project had 

been prepared to respond to the urgent humanitarian 
needs created by the prevalence of water-borne 
diseases including cholera.  Water-borne diseases 
due to inadequate water, sanitation and hygiene 
services were not explicitly mentioned in six out of 
the 16 projects.

Inadequate institutional capacities were the most 
common risk, as noted in 11 of the 16 projects 
reviewed. Community and beneficiary contributions 
were only mentioned in seven projects (Burundi, 
Senegal, Zambia NRWSS, Mauritania, Uganda RWSS, 
and Rwanda PNEAR I). Other critical risks linked to 
the theory of change were often not appropriately 
presented in the Project Appraisal Reports (PARs) of 
the cluster projects. For instance, risks concerning 
maintenance and sustainability of rural WSS facilities 
were addressed only in four of the projects. In 
addition, the risk of insufficient behavior change was 
only raised in the Zambia NRWSS and Mali projects.

Shortcomings in the use of RWSS guiding 
principles. The project cluster was guided by some 
principles to accelerate planning, programming, 
preparation and implementation of investments as 
well as human resource capacity building activities. 
These included the following, among others:  
(i) participatory and demand-responsive approaches; 
(ii) building partnerships; and (iii) coordination. 
Proper application of these principles remained a  
challenge for a number of the projects in the cluster.

 ı Inappropriate use of approaches driven 
by beneficiary needs in project design. 
The use of a demand-driven approach was 
stated in nine projects that were funded 
through RWSSI. The RWSSI participatory  
and demand-responsive approaches focused 
on community participation in program 
implementation to enhance sustainability of RWSS 
investments, meaning that the community should 
specifically express the need of improving water 
supply and sanitation as their priority. While the 
demand-driven approach was effective in Chad, 
Ghana, Mali and Rwanda RWSS projects, it was 
not in the case of other projects that were funded 
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within the RWSSI including Tanzania7, Mauritania, 
Senegal, and Uganda8, and those that were not 
funded by the RWSSI including Burundi, Burkina 
Faso and both Zambia projects. Inappropriate 
technology choices noted in these projects is 
indicative of insufficient reflection of community 
needs and participation in project design.

 ı The cases of Burundi, Burkina Faso, Mauritania9, 
and Zambia CPRWSS show that population 
involvement and participation in the choice of 
WSS development were almost non-existent. In 
Burundi for instance, it was found that the choice 
of the Ecological Sanitation (Ecosan) latrine, 
made by the Ministry of Public Health, instead 
of the Ventilated Improved Pit (VIP) latrines 
did not correspond to the habits of the school 
population. As a result, there were difficulties in 
the appropriation and use of the Ecosan latrines. 
In Burkina Faso, grievances were raised against 
boreholes equipped with the Vergnet brand pump 
including (i) the difficulty of operating the pump; 
(ii) the poor design of equipment for pregnant 
women and elderly people; and (iii) difficulties 
related to its maintenance. Some water towers of 
the same brand were difficult to maintain due to 
problems of tank accessibility.

 ı The use of a demand-driven approach in sanitation 
(individual latrines) tended to compromise the 
policy of equity in service delivery such as in 
Uganda and Senegal. This was due to insufficient 
consideration of the beneficiaries’ needs, choice 
and willingness to pay when designing facilities 
in line with their expectations and in applying 
appropriate technologies that are in conformity 
with the desired quality. Projects with a family 
latrine component were based upon a financial 
contribution from households. In this case, the 
demand-driven approach may have excluded poor 
households that could not afford the requested 
counterpart contribution for individual latrines.

Coordination and complementarity between 
project cluster partners exhibited mixed results. 
The level of coordination and complementarity 

was dependent on the institutional strength 
of national governments as well as the 
decentralization of coherent and supportive 
institutional mechanisms. Anchoring the RWSS 
program within a sector approach was frequently 
identified as confirmation of the relevance of 
the Bank’s RWSS program in the RMC. This also 
increased the likelihood that an intervention 
would be effective and improve coordination with 
other funders. While various donor coordination 
frameworks to implement a RWSS program existed 
including joint sector reviews, basket-funding, 
parallel funding and memoranda of understanding, 
their success was dependent on the presence of a 
central executing agency with legitimate authority 
and agreed-upon regulations across concerned 
ministries and levels of government. The presence 
of a joint donor fund, or working group, was found 
to be a necessary but insufficient condition for the 
coordinated implementation of the RWSS program. 
Joint sector coordination was explicitly identified in 
only half of the cluster projects.

 ı Institutional coordination was described as having 
positively contributed to the RWSS projects in 
Burkina Faso10, Rwanda11, Senegal12 and Zambia13, 
whereby the strength of the institutional frameworks 
allowed the sector working group, or donor 
funding structure, to reinforce sector coordination 
mechanisms. In doing so, they facilitated the 
efficient and sustainable implementation of the 
RWSS program. In contrast, despite the presence 
of a joint sector coordination framework, donor 
coordination was described as weak in Uganda. 

Beyond joint sector planning coordination, the Bank 
supported the implementation of RWSS programs 
through joint funding mechanisms such as basket 
funding. While this joint funding mechanism 
translated into an efficient and sustainable RWSS 
project implementation in Rwanda, this was not 
the case in Uganda and Tanzania, where donor 
contribution through basket funds was found 
to be unsuccessful due to weak coordination 
between central and local governments. In Uganda, 
disbursement from the central government to the 
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district level was challenging due to a ‘sector ceiling’ 
issue which limited the absorption capacity of the 
district. In Tanzania, the weakness was described 
in terms of dysfunctional fund management from 
central to local government as well as a segregation 
of water and sanitation efforts whereby the sanitation 
component of the project received a separate status, 
resulting in a poor implementation of sanitation and 
hygiene program components. 

Partnership in RWSS was effective in half of the 
project cluster. The RWSSI considers partnership 
as a critical measure to foster coordinated resource 
mobilization and enhance synergy for implementation. 
When an operational framework was inadequate or 
the capacity to implement it was absent, the project 
suffered, as key partnerships were absent. 

 ı In the selected RWSS projects, the key partner 
was the community unit (beneficiaries), who in 
partnership with the local government, assumed 

ownership of the project by taking control 
of operations and maintenance. However, 
beneficiaries were also the key partners most 
likely to be inappropriately excluded from project 
planning and implementation, as well as the 
ministries and entities responsible for sanitation.

 ı The mobilization of partners was effective in 
Ethiopia, Mali, Rwanda (with the PPP model), 
Senegal, Uganda, and Zimbabwe. It was however 
less effective in Burundi, Burkina Faso, Ghana, 
Mauritania, Tanzania, Chad (at the local level), and 
Zambia (Box 1). However, the role of government 
in facilitating capacity building and learning was 
weak for all countries. Lastly, only five out the 16 
projects included the involvement of the private 
sector and non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs) either as an assumption or as a risk. The 
five projects were Zambia NRWSS, Mauritania, 
Uganda RWSS, and Rwanda PNEAR I and II.

 ı Ethiopia possesses the institutional structures needed at federal, regional, woreda and community levels to implement 
RWSSP. Beneficiary participation is coordinated through woreda support groups. Other partners included the private 
sector, civil society and other non-governmental partners, although the country’s private sector has had limited 
participation. The evaluation revealed that the AfDB could have made a stronger contribution to the program with 
support for the development and implementation of a monitoring, evaluation and learning system.

 ı The project in Uganda was designed using existing frameworks to build community ownership and partnership trust. 
The use of institutional arrangements comprising technical staff from districts and towns was instrumental in creating 
a sense of ownership. Similarly, the use of Community Capacity Cash Contribution was described as having contributed 
to community ownership and the sustainability of partnerships with government and other Development Partners (DPs). 
However, while the RWSS evaluation reported that partnerships with indigenous private operators were effective, there 
is need to improve private partnerships at the parish level.

 ı In Tanzania, several partnerships did not develop as anticipated during the implementation of the RWSS program. At the 
federal level, the PPP framework did not develop due to a lack of national policy. Limitations with central government 
functioning, namely ministerial rearrangements and shifting of responsibilities, negatively impacted the operational 
integration of sanitation into the project. Despite some success in the establishment of water user groups, the 
functionality of the group to create and strengthen connections with key stakeholders was weak due to underfunding, and 
npredictable and delayed transfers from central government to Local Government Authorities (LGA). There is need for DPs 
including the Bank to maintain continuous dialogue and support to the government. At the community level, partnerships 
also appear to have been weak, characterized by consultant-designed schemes that were inappropriate for community 
needs, leaving community user groups unprepared and unskilled to respond to management and maintenance needs.

 ı In Zambia, the community ownership process was found to have been neglected. Although beneficiaries were described 
as full partners in the planning and implementation of the project, the project missed an opportunity to build these 
partnerships, highlighting the negative consequences of insufficient planning and implementation. At the district level, 
the District Water and Sanitation local authority insufficiently assumed its role to coordinate partnerships between 
community, religious and non-governmental organizations, which resulted in weak community ownership. The role of 
the Bank to build the program’s conceptual framework and Theory of Change was also highlighted in this evaluation.

Source: selected PERs

Box 1: Example of Partnership Arrangements in RWSS Projects
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Effectiveness

Significant accomplishments of project outputs 
were achieved in water, capacity development 
and awareness components, but they were less 
successful in sanitation. The project cluster 
made significant progress in increasing access 
to improved water sources, which resulted into 
reduced drudgery of fetching water. However, 
beyond the headline success in providing  
first-time access to water lie a number of 
factors that inhibit the full achievement of the 
main outcomes related to sustained access 
to safe drinking water. These factors include 
(i) limited functionality of water schemes; and (ii) 
poor water quality. These, coupled with the poor 
achievement of sanitation outputs and insufficient 
behavior change among beneficiaries, limited the 
achievement of project cluster outcomes. 

RWSS Outputs Achievement

Satisfactory physical outputs of the water 
components. The projects delivered the essential 
physical infrastructure for improving access 
to reliable and affordable water supply in rural 

areas. All of the 16 projects, with the exception 
of the Uganda WSSP, produced more than 75% 
of their expected water infrastructure outputs, 
with six of the projects exceeding their planned 
physical outputs. Six of the 16 projects (Burundi, 
Mali, Ghana, Mauritania, Zambia NRWSS, and 
Zambia CPRWSS) were scaled down, mainly due 
to financial constraints and changes in technology. 
This adversely impacted the quantity and quality of 
their outputs. Also, the rural water supply outputs 
were challenged by the extent of their functionality 
and water quality (see details below). Not all the 
RWSS outputs are functioning at full capacity.

The main physical rural water supply outputs 
included constructed or rehabilitated boreholes, 
piped schemes, wells, water supply systems, 
water points, drilling, and pumping systems. Two 
main water supply systems that were used were:  
(i) pumping systems (in 13 of the 16 projects); and 
(ii) gravity systems (in seven of the 16 projects). The 
most common systems used to extract ground water 
included hand pumps (in seven of 16 projects) and 
diesel/thermal electrified pumps. Solar systems were 
developed in Burkina Faso, Mauritania and Uganda 
WSSP (Figure 1).

Figure 1: Typical Uganda WSSP Mini Solar-Powered Pumping Scheme
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The physical outputs of the projects’ sanitation 
components (including public toilets and 
households latrines) were moderate. Around 
64% of 14 RWSS cluster projects achieved more 
than 75% of the expected sanitation facilities (Annex 
4, Table A4.1). The remaining five projects (Burkina 
Faso, Chad, Ghana, Zambia-NRWSS14, and Uganda 
WSS) provided less than 65% of their expected 
sanitation facilities. Furthermore, only the Rwanda 
phase 2 and Zimbabwe projects made adequate 
arrangements for fecal sludge management. 
The rest of the projects did not consider waste 
management. In Ghana, for instance, the project 
increased the number of latrines but provided no 
plans for households to empty their pit toilets. 
Similarly, pit toilets in Chad were left unattended 
once they became filled up due to the high cost 
of emptying them. In the absence of adequate 
household waste management, some of the project 
latrines were not used effectively. 

The Bank’s RWSS interventions did not significantly 
increase the number of household latrines for the 
rural population. The number of household latrines 
constructed through the RWSS cluster projects15 was 
relatively low (90,910 latrines) compared with the 
real needs and below target (70%16 achievement), 
with half of projects having achieved more than 75% 
of expected household latrines (Annex 4, Table 
A4.2). The limited number of household latrines 
could be attributed to the approaches used in the 
Bank-funded sanitation interventions in rural and 
urban areas, with countries choosing their own 
priorities17 to address the challenge of the overall 
gap in the WSS sector. The different approaches 
that are grouped in Annex 4, Table A4.2 based on 
their primary focus area are as follows: 

 ı The first group relates to community-based 
behavior change approaches that create demand 
for sanitation and hygiene behavior. In this case, 
the Bank financed only hygiene education and 
sanitation improvement promotion activities to 
support the construction of improved facilities 

by households. Approaches from this group 
were used by three of the 11 rural projects e.g., 
Zambia NRWSS, Uganda RWSS and Uganda 
WSSP. Within these approaches, targets for 
latrines to be constructed by households were 
relatively high (e.g., 440,000 and 950,000 
latrines for Zambia National RWSS and Uganda 
RWSS, respectively), while no target was 
indicated for the Uganda WSSP (Annex 4, Table 
A4.2). There is lack of effective monitoring 
of the latrines that were constructed, leading 
to difficulties in making sound judgements in 
terms of performance. Similarly, it is difficult 
to make appropriate judgements in terms of 
effectiveness of the community-based change 
approaches used to support the construction 
of latrines by households. Access to sanitation 
is still inadequate, especially for the rural and  
poor communities. 

 ı The second group relates to financing approaches 
that use specific financing mechanisms (target 
hardware subsidies, loan scheme, etc.) to 
increase uptake of sanitation facilities mainly 
among unserved or vulnerable populations. This 
was observed in six of the 11 projects including 
Burkina Faso RWSS, Mali RWSS, Ghana RWSS, 
Senegal RWSS, Rwanda RWSS 1 and 2). This 
strategic approach was the most frequently used 
in the RWSS cluster projects. This group achieved 
68% of target.

 ı The third group relates to market-based 
approaches that develop or strengthen the 
market and supply chain for sanitation products 
and services. These approaches were not used in 
the RWSS cluster projects18. 

 ı Some of the Bank’s rural sanitation interventions 
combined more than one of the three approaches. 
For example, the Mauritania RWSS and Zambia 
CPRWSS combined the community-based 
behavior and financing approaches.
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The RWSS interventions produced substantial 
outputs in terms of capacity development 
and awareness campaigns. In addition to the 
construction of facilities, the Bank also provided 
information, education and communication (IEC), 
and awareness actions, as well as capacity building 
for stakeholders. In this regard, about 10% of the 
WSS project resources were allocated to soft 
interventions such as capacity development and 
awareness creation, while 90% were allocated 
to infrastructure development. The RWSS project 
cluster exceeded its targets (by 12% on average) 
in the number of people trained in the management 
of WSS systems and facilities (around 11,600) and 
masons (more than 3,000). About 5,300 people and 
5,000 communities/clubs were reached through 
project activities in community awareness creation 
and sensitization about improved sanitation and 
hygiene practices. 

RWSS Outcomes Achievement

Overall, the outcome achievement of the RWSS 
interventions was rated unsatisfactory. The 
RWSS interventions produced positive outcomes 
in terms of access to improved water sources and 
improved sanitation. However, the outcomes were 
undermined by the limited functionality of the 
rural water schemes, insufficient water quality, 
poor supply of appropriate and reliable sanitation 
facilities and services, and limited ownership, 
upkeep and management of sanitation facilities 
and services. 

The Bank’s support increased access 
coverage19 to improved water sources and 
reduced the drudgery of fetching water in 
rural areas. The RWSS project cluster provided 
access coverage to improved water sources 
to an estimated 14 million people (83%) out of 
a target population of 17 million20. Around nine 
of 1521 cluster RWSS projects (60%) met or 
exceeded their anticipated number of potential 
beneficiaries, while 80% of projects met at least 
75% of anticipated potential beneficiaries (Annex 

4, Table A4.3). In addition, all 16 RWSS projects, 
except Zimbabwe, reduced the time required for 
fetching water for people that effectively used the 
improved water sources. On average, the time 
was reduced by 45% for the Burkina Faso and 
Rwanda phase 1 projects; by 82 minutes for the 
Tanzania project; and by more than four hours in 
the Rwanda phase 2 project. This was in addition 
to the benefits of avoiding the rugged terrain, 
which was a major challenge for women and 
children fetching water. 

Effective and sustainable access to, and use of, 
the RWSS water sources had mixed outcomes, 
mainly due to limited functionality of water 
supply facilities and insufficient quality of 
water. Field survey conducted for the Zambia 
CPRWSS indicated that around 32% of the water 
facilities were not functional at the time of the 
survey and at least 46% had experienced at least 
one breakdown since they were constructed (AfDB, 
2016e). Some of the project cluster watersupply 
systems and facilities were under-used, not 
functioning or abandoned because of (i) water 
points without water or declining groundwater 
(e.g., in Burkina Faso, Tanzania, Senegal, and 
Zambia CPRWSS); (ii) facility breakdowns; (iii) high 
iron content or salt in the water (e.g., in Uganda 
RWSS22, Zambia CPRWSS, Zambia NRWSS23);  
(iv) inappropriate design (e.g., in Ethiopia, 
Tanzania); and (v) lack of sufficient sunlight when 
the facility was powered by solar energy (e.g., in 
Burkina Faso). At the same time, positive results 
were found in other Bank-funded projects (e.g., in 
Mauritania RWSS, Tanzania RWSS24, and Senegal 
RWSS25) in terms of functionality of the facilities.

Water quality also remained an important 
challenge. Insufficient water quality, i.e., water not 
meeting the quality standards that had been set, 
limited the RWSS project performance, for example 
in Tanzania, Ethiopia, and Zimbabwe (presence of 
E. coli bacteria), and Zambia CPRWSS and Zambia 
NRWSS (high levels of iron). It resulted from 
contamination at the point of use and/or at source, 
mainly from fecal matter, fertilizers, pesticides, iron 
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and salts. For Zambia for instance, field survey 
results indicated that 98% of the water facilities 
had never been disinfected or chlorinated since 
construction. Water samples were tested to detect 
the presence of total E. coli bacteria. The test results 
revealed that water was safe for human drinking 
in 49% and 28% of the water sources and points 
of use, respectively, implying that in a majority of 
cases, the water was unsafe for drinking. (AfDB, 
2016e). Furthermore, water quality monitoring 
was inadequate in some project areas in Chad26, 
Mauritania, Ethiopia, Senegal, Tanzania27, Uganda 
RWSS28, and Zambia NRWSS. 

Both management and technical issues 
constrained the outcome performance of the 
Bank’s support for rural water supply. The 
management of rural water facilities and supply was of 
insufficient quality. There was over-use and improper 
use of water facilities, e.g., in Burkina Faso, Burundi29, 
and Tanzania. In addition, the maintenance of water 
facilities was found to be poor in Burundi, Chad, 
Ethiopia30, Ghana31, Senegal32, Uganda RWSS, Zambia 
CPRWSS, and Zambia NRWSS. Contributing factors 
included insufficient human capacity, particularly 
within local municipalities as was the case in Zambia, 
and failure of the community-based management 
model in managing and operating the facilities as 
was the case in Burkina Faso, Burundi, Ethiopia, 
Tanzania, Uganda, and Zambia. In Ethiopia, the RWSS 
Program was effective in building infrastructure, but 
less so in building community institutional capacity to  
maintain it (IDEV AfDB, 2016a/b). 

The technical constraints mainly related to 
inappropriate design and siting of water points, 
which led to the production of water that was unfit 
for human consumption or no water at all. 

The RWSS interventions achieved unsatisfactory 
sanitation and hygiene outcomes. Access to the 
RWSS sanitation facilities and services was modest, 
as was the adoption of improved sanitation and 
hygiene practices, according to the project cluster. In 
terms of access, around 7 million out of the expected 
15 million people (46%) were covered by improved 

sanitation services through the cluster projects. Only 
three of the 13 cluster rural sanitation projects (23%) 
met the needs of their target beneficiaries, while 31% 
of projects met the needs of at least 75% of their 
target beneficiaries (Annex 4, Table A4.3). This modest 
performance was due, to a certain extent, to the 
limited accessibility and usability of RWSS sanitation 
services and facilities, especially the latrines. 

Although the RWSS interventions increased the 
sanitation services and facilities, their availability 
was considerably reduced over time, mainly because 
of inadequate facility maintenance and waste 
management, and/or non-functionality of facilities. 
For example, some of the latrines were inappropriate 
for the needs of the beneficiaries, of poor quality 
and/or not functioning such as in Burundi, Chad, 
Tanzania, Senegal, Zambia RWSS33, and Mauritania. 
The inappropriate use and ineffective management of 
some of the latrines also rendered them inaccessible, 
thereby leading to the re-emergence of open 
defecation. This was the case of the RWSS latrines 
in Chad, where 85% of them were not functional for 
want of proper hygiene. In effect, improper hygiene 
kept the latrines out of use.

The adoption of the expected hygiene and 
sanitation behaviors/practices among project 
cluster beneficiaries was limited. The RWSS 
project cluster made only modest progress in:

 ı Minimizing open defecation. Three RWSS 
projects (in Burkina Faso, Ghana and Senegal) 
reported improvements in reducing open defecation 
but the practice was still common in the project 
areas, especially in Chad, Ethiopia, Tanzania and 
Zimbabwe. For instance, the Ethiopia RWSS impact 
evaluation (AfDB, 2016a) found that the program 
contributed little to the decrease of open defecation 
as 91% of households that did not own latrines 
continued the practice.

 ı Improving hand-washing. Hand-washing 
practices were reported in three projects 
including Ethiopia, Mauritania, and Rwanda 
PNEAR II, with the use of soap in the case of 
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Mauritania. These practices were insufficiently 
developed in other projects such as Burkina 
Faso, Tanzania, Chad, Uganda, Rwanda PNEAR I,  
and Zambia CPRWSS. 

 ı Ensuring the safe storage of water. This 
practice was found to be adequate across 
five projects including Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, 
Senegal, Mauritania, and Zimbabwe, but not 
for the rest of the projects. Unsafe storage of 
water within households remained a significant 
challenge in Tanzania, according to the Tanzania 
project impact evaluation (AfDB, 2016b). 
This was also the case in Uganda, where the 
beneficiaries drank untreated water that they 
perceived to be safe.

The performance of the RWSS sanitation and 
hygiene interventions was limited by multiple 
inadequacies, including: 

 ı Supply of facilities and services. As already 
highlighted above, the effective supply of RWSS 
sanitation and hygiene facilities and services 
was significantly below the desired targets.

 ı Participatory methods for fostering behavioral 
change among project beneficiaries. The 
RWSS participatory methods (e.g., SARAR/PHAST 
and CLTS34) were not as effective as desired 
in fostering the desired behavior change to 
sustain good sanitation and hygiene practices. 

 ı Ownership, upkeep and management of 
the facilities and services. This was a 
common challenge among the community 
facilities, including those that were  
school-based. The poor sanitary and hygiene 
state of some facilities posed a health hazard, 
and sometimes led to their abandonment and 
the re-emergence of open defecation. 

 ı Incentive system for appropriate behavioral 
change. Supporting communities to build 
appropriate incentives was not a focus of the 
RWSS interventions.

Beneficiaries perceived a decreased prevalence 
of water-borne diseases, although rigorous impact 
evaluations indicated mixed results. 

 ı Reductions were reported in Burkina Faso  
and Mali based upon a household survey 
during the PER process, where almost all 
respondents perceived water-borne diseases to  
have diminished.

 ı Water-borne diseases were similarly reported as 
reduced following the implementation of projects 
in Ghana, Zambia NRWSS and Burundi. 

 ı In Zimbabwe, health professionals confirmed 
reductions in water-borne diseases and the 
evaluation identified the possibility that the 
project avoided a cholera epidemic, but with the 
caveat that a lack of baseline data did not allow 
this finding to be confirmed. 

 ı In Chad, the finding that water-borne diseases 
decreased was similarly interpreted with 
caution, whereby reductions resulted from 
factors including but not exclusive to water  
and sanitation.

 ı In contrast, in Uganda and Senegal, results from 
the household survey were not as favorable, with 
approximately half of respondents perceiving 
reductions in water-borne diseases. 

 ı In Zambia, reductions in morbidity by  
water-borne disease were reported during 
the year following the project completion, but  
worsened thereafter, following boreholes 
becoming non-operational and people reverting 
to the use of unprotected wells.

 ı Impact evaluations of the Ethiopia and Tanzania 
programs indicated that while rates of diarrhea 
improved overall, improvements did not occur for 
children under five in Ethiopia and were modest 
in Tanzania, suggesting the consumption of water 
contaminated with E-coli. 
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Table 1: Project Time Performance (months)

Project Approval  to 
completion [M]

Entry into force 
to completion [M]

Entry into 
force to first 

disbursement [M]

First disbursement 
to last 

disbursement [M]
1. Burundi Rural Water Infrastructure Rehab & Ext. 94 94 14 76

2. Senegal RWSSI – Launch Sub-Program 61 58 3 56

3. Ghana Rural WSS Program 86 79 9 83

4. Zambia Central Provinces RWSS Project 75 65 7 60

5. Zambia National RWSS Program 141 115 - 92

6. Rwanda National RWSS Sub-Program I 70 56 1 58

7. Burkina Faso RWSS Project in the Cascades, 
      West Central, South Central and Sahel Regions 100 93 3 89

8. Mauritania Drinking RWSS in the South 107 101 4 95

9. Uganda RWSS Program 77 76 11 32

10. Uganda WSS Program 74 64 2 62

11. Zimbabwe Urgent WSS Rehabilitation 49 47 11 40

12. Chad National RWSS Program 76 73 6 66

13. Mali Drinking WSS Project in Gao, Koulikoro  
      and Segou Regions 89 82 4 82

14. Rwanda National RWSS Sub-Program II 76 62 - 70

15. Tanzania RWSS Program I 109 104 2 32

16. Ethiopia WSS Program 105 93 10 77

Average 87 79 6 67

Source: IDEV’s evaluation team.

Efficiency 

The projects were economically viable, with 
moderate cost variations, but they suffered 
from substantial implementation delays. 
Furthermore, available data to assess financial 
performance and cost-effectiveness was limited.

Substantial implementation delays. No 
cluster projects followed their implementation 
timetables, with all experiencing substantial 
time overruns. In fact, none of the 16 projects 
met its original closing date or implementation 
period timeline. As Table 1 shows, the average 
project implementation period (from approval 
to completion) was 87 months (7 years and 3 
months), which equates to an average delay of 32 
months relative to the average planned duration 
at appraisal (55 months). The implementation 
duration ranged from a minimum of 49 months  
(4 years and 1 months) in Zimbabwe, to 141 
months (11 years and 9 months) in Zambia. On 

average, the project cluster’s first disbursement 
occurred 6 months after the entry-into-force date. 
Only one project, that is, Burundi, experienced 
a delay longer than one year from the  
entry-into-force date to first disbursement. The 
project cluster loans took 32 to 101 months to 
fully disburse. Table A4.5 in Annex 4 provides 
further details on project timelines.

Implementation delays were mainly due to 
procurement issues at early stages of the project 
or during implementation (for nine out of the 16 
projects); start-up delays (for Burundi, Ghana, 
Mauritania and Zambia NRWSS); and capacity 
constraints of contractors (for Ghana, Mali, 
Mauritania and Zambia). Other reasons include 
slow payment of government counterpart funds 
(for Uganda WSSP and Zambia), poor quality of 
execution studies (for Burundi), land acquisition 
issues (for Uganda), and increased scope of 
water technologies (for Ghana).
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Moderate cost variations. Nine projects 
experienced cost underruns of 3 to 22 percent of 
the original planned cost. Two projects, Rwanda II 
and Ethiopia, had cost overruns of 11 and 13 
percent respectively, as indicated in Table 2 and 
Annex 4, Table A.4.8. The remaining five projects 
adhered to their cost plan. Table 2 also shows 
that the Bank provided more than 80 percent of 
the funding, with the exception of the Uganda 
WSSP, Uganda RWSS, Tanzania RWSS, Zambia 
NRWSS, and Zimbabwe projects. Government 
and beneficiaries made up the remainder. The 
government was the main funder of the Zambia 
National RWSS. In contrast, other donor partners 
participated in the Uganda, Ethiopia and Tanzania 

projects through a basket fund as was the case 
for Uganda RWSS; a sector-wide approach as was 
the case for Uganda WSSP; a MoU35 regarding 
the project financing as was the case for Zambia 
NRWSS; and a Multi-Donor Trust Fund as was the 
case for Zimfund. For example, in Tanzania, other 
major funding contributors included the World 
Bank and the United Kingdom Department for 
International Development (DFID). In Uganda, donor 
partners such as Denmark, Sweden, the World 
Bank and NGOs were mentioned. In Zimbabwe, 
most funding came from donor partners including 
the United Kingdom, Germany, Denmark, Australia, 
Sweden, Norway and Switzerland. 

Source: : IDEV’s evaluation team.

Table 2: Cost variations 

Project
Planned cost 
(million UA)

Actual cost 
(million UA) Variation from planned 

total cost (%)
Total AfDB Share Total AfDB Share

1. Burundi Rural Water Infrastructure Rehab & Ext. 13.34 90% 11.64 97% -13%

2. Senegal RWSSI – Launch Sub-Program 29 86% 28.9 86% 0%

3. Ghana Rural WSS Program 14.37 89% 11.398 86% -21%

4. Zambia Central Provinces RWSS Project 13.99 89% 11.6 94% -17%

5. Zambia National RWSS Program 77.4 19% 75.4 17% -3%

6. Rwanda National RWSS Sub-Program I 17.18 76% 14.47 65% -16%

7. Burkina Faso RWSS Project in the Cascades, 
      West Central, South Central and Sahel Regions 34.97 86% 32.64 88% -7%

8. Mauritania Drinking RWSS in the South 11.5 84% 8.917 88% -22%

9. Uganda RWSS Program 156.39 26% 156.39 26% 0%

10. Uganda WSS Program 285.53 15% 285.53 15% 0%

11. Zimbabwe Urgent WSS Rehabilitation 43.607 - 43.54 - 0%

12. Chad National RWSS Program 16.22 80% 13.88 84% -14%

13. Mali Drinking WSS Project in Gao, Koulikoro and  
      Segou Regions 36.39 88% 28.29 93% -22%

14. Rwanda National RWSS Sub-Program II 20.265 79% 22.851 66% 13%

15. Tanzania RWSS Program I 223 31% 179.1 31% 0%

16. Ethiopia WSS Program 54.24 80% 60.2 72% 11%
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Table 3: Economic Internal Rate of Return (EIRR) Ex-ante and Ex-post

Project EIRR 
(PAR)

EIRR 
(PCR)

EIRR 
(PER)

Variation
from PAR

Opportunity Cost of 
Capital (OCC)

1. Burundi Rural Water Infrastructure Rehab & Ext. 26.75 - 29 2.25 10%

2. Senegal RWSSI – Launch Sub-Program 27 - 15.8 -11.2 12%

3. Ghana Rural WSS Program 21.22 28.71 40 18.78 -

4. Zambia Central Provinces RWSS Project 9 14 24 15 10%

5. Zambia National RWSS Program 26 21 -5 -

6. Rwanda National RWSS Sub-Program I 22 27 17.8 -4.2 12%

7. Burkina Faso RWSS Project in the Cascades, 
      West Central, South Central and Sahel Regions - - 44.8 - 12%

8. Mauritania Drinking RWSS in the South - - - - -

9. Uganda RWSS Program - - 30 - 12%

10. Uganda WSS Program 20.2 12 -8.2 12%

11. Zimbabwe Urgent WSS Rehabilitation 22.05 - - 12%

12. Chad National RWSS Program 14.54 13.1 13.34 -1.2 10%

13. Mali Drinking WSS Project in Gao, Koulikoro 
      and Segou Regions 12.67 12.42 -0.25 -

14. Rwanda National RWSS Sub-Program II 24 22.9 34 10 12%

15. Tanzania RWSS Program I - - - - -

16. Ethiopia WSS Program - - - - -

Source: IDEV’s evaluation team.

Viable economic performance. Cost-benefit 
analysis was conducted for 11 of the 16 projects 
at completion and/or ex-post. The 11 projects 
had Economic Internal Rates of Return (EIRRs) 
in excess of their respective opportunity cost 
of capital (Table 3). Due to data limitations, 
the EIRR was not re-estimated for five projects 
including Ethiopia, Mauritania, Mali, Tanzania and 
Zimbabwe. Significant discrepancies between 
EIRR computations at the different phases of the 
project were noted for four of the 11 projects.

Limited data to conduct financial performance 
and cost-effectiveness analyses. Only two out 
of the 16 projects conducted Financial Internal 
Rate of Return (FIRR) analysis during the appraisal 
stage. This led to limited data availability at ex-post 
level for FIRR re-estimation (Annex 4, Table A4.7). 
Seven projects assessed the cost-effectiveness at  

ex-post with different methods, leading to 
incomparable findings.

Sustainability

Sustainability of RWSS projects is likely to 
be low. Technical viability was sound for water 
supply infrastructures, but less so for sanitation 
facilities. Ownership and partnership were effective. 
Shortcomings were raised in terms of (i) capacity to 
operate and maintain the facilities, mainly when using 
community-based management models; (ii) financial 
viability; (ii) institutional capacity endangered by 
limited capacity, and (iii) environmental and social 
sustainability. With high demand due to rapid 
population growth, climate change is likely to 
increase the challenge of obtaining sufficient water 
for community needs. 
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Overall, RMCs were found to have access 
to standard technology to address water 
supply infrastructure issues. However, they 
experienced challenges to operate and maintain 
those facilities. In terms of water supply, the 
project cluster delivered sound technological 
infrastructures, except for Uganda RWSS, Uganda 
WSSP, Zambia, and Tanzania. Equipment choices 
were were made in such a way that the different,  
users, including the elderly and pregnant women, 
could easily operate pumps. Equipment may also 
have been selected based upon its strong reliability 
track record in the region, for example as in Mali. 
Where incorporated, such as in Burkina Faso, 
Mauritania and Uganda WSSP, solar packages for 
rural water supply systems using groundwater were 
described as well adapted to the localities compared 
to fuel-based technology. However, insufficient 
sunlight was noticed sometime in Burkina Faso. 
While it was anticipated that spare parts, as well as 
local capacity would be readily available to address 
minor repairs, as clearly shown in the Burkina 
Faso36, Ghana, Chad, and Rwanda projects, it was 
not always the case in practice, which limited the 
operation and maintenance of facilities.

Water supply infrastructure was not always 
appropriate The water pumps selected in the 
Uganda and Zambia projects were not appropriate 
in areas that experienced low water pH or high 
iron content. Boreholes that had water with high 
iron content were abandoned by communities in 
Uganda37. Most of the pumps in Zambia were simple 
and easy to operate and maintain but in certain 
locations, metal components were vulnerable to 
aggressive water with low pH. Moreover, new water 
supply installations in Zambia CPRWSS appeared 

to be limited to handpump-equipped technology 
for boreholes. Possible alternatives such as hand 
dug wells and rainwater harvesting were dropped, 
but may have been cheaper to maintain. In cases 
where a high iron content source was established, 
the project had no provision for installing alternative 
iron removal plants, which emanated from local 
geological formations. Finally, the most common 
technology schemes that were developed by the 
program were electric pumps powered by diesel 
generators. These diesel engines were prone to 
breakdownsand had a limited operational life. 
Some of the breakdowns were easily preventable, 
for example, damage caused by air locks when fuel 
runs dry. 

There were insufficient technical capacities and 
financial resources at the community level, with 
a shortage of essential spare parts and limited 
participation of the private sector undermining 
the maintenance of RWSS project cluster 
facilities. A project’s technical sustainability hinges 
on the quality of maintenance and management of 
the facilities. Inadequate capacity to develop the 
institutional, management, financial and technical 
systems needed for the operation and maintenance of 
water and sanitation services was challenging for all 
projects. The project cluster used a decentralization 
approach for WSS delivery in rural areas. In this 
context, the Community-Based Management (CBM) 
model was the dominant service delivery model in 
almost all projects. Other service delivery models 
that were dependent on local context included  
(i) small-scale private operators in the case of 
Ghana, Rwanda 1 and 2, Senegal, and Uganda; and  
(ii) direct local government provision in the case of 
Ethiopia, Rwanda 2, Uganda and Zambia.
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However, for PPP in rural water supply to work, 
there is need for a favourable environment including 
(i) a legislative framework that effectively monitors 
private operators; (ii) capacity strengthening of 
private operators and the promotion of competition; 
(iii) establishing a targeted subsidy system so that 
private operators can offer affordable pricing; and 
(iv) the existence of a regulatory mechanism. For 
example, in the Rwanda rural projects, deteriorating 
community management of piped systems 
prompted district authorities to seek private 
operators. This introduction of PPPs to improve 
the operations of piped rural water supply systems 
proved to be an unprecedented success (Box 2). In 
2011, private operators were managing 356 of the 
847 rural WSS facilities (42%), and the number is 
rising annually. Other countries such as Senegal, 
Mali and Ghana have also experienced some 
success in using small-scale private providers.

The project’s technical soundness in Rwanda, 
Mauritania and Senegal is ensured through the 
quality of water facility infrastructure maintenance, 
even if under different models38. Sustainability was 
found to be more favorable with the delegation of 
rural community infrastructure management (or 
mini networks) to a competent private operator. 

This was also the case with the delegation of hand 
pump management to a user association that was 
contracted by the municipality.

The same cannot be said for other projects such as 
Burkina Faso, Burundi, Ethiopia, Tanzania, Uganda 
RWSS, Uganda WSSP, Zambia CPRWSS and 
Zambia NRWSS. These projects mainly used CBM 
models, supported by a system of local governance 
and decentralized service delivery. Evidence shows 
that for the project cluster, with some exceptions 
in Senegal and Chad, the CBM model was not 
successful in effectively managing and operating 
water supply and sanitation facilities, and improving 
service delivery. Overall, results were poor and led 
to the dysfunction or abandonment of infrastructure 
with project cluster water systems/points, except 
in Ghana. Consequently, projects failed to generate 
sufficient revenue to cover their operating and 
maintenance costs. The collection of operation 
and maintenance fees varied from community 
to community but the general indication is that 
funds were not regularly collected as required. For 
instance, some communities in Uganda and Chad 
seemed to prefer to wait until the facility broke 
down before collecting funds for rehabilitation. 

Community management of rural water supply was implemented in Rwanda from 1987 to 1994 when community water 
management boards were established in all districts. Standpipe users were grouped into committees whose members 
were elected by the users. The model very quickly exhibited the following limitations (i) low volunteering among water 
point committee members; (ii) lack of technical skills (i.e. professionalism); (ii) absence of user responsibility, reflecting 
non-ownership of facilities; (iv) failure of users to pay fees on a regular basis, and (v) poor financial management 
(including embezzlement of funds). These elements, along with the lack of skills, accountability and funds, led to poorly 
maintained water systems. 

A 2004 evaluation of RWSS infrastructure management concluded that the community management model had failed, 
leading to Rwanda essentially abandoning the method and adopting a private operator management method through 
PPP. Under this system, local authorities (districts) owned the system by virtue of a decentralization process. In 2010, 
government support of the World Bank’s Water Supply Program updated the WSS Policy, emphasizing sustainability 
and improving WSS by establishing the Rwandan Energy, Water and Sanitation Authority (EWSA) to operate in urban 
areas and oversee water and sanitation service provision in rural areas. EWSA supports the district-based transparent 
procurement of private operators to operate and maintain WS infrastructure. The government is now considering water 
sector restructuring, capitalizing on EWSA’s experience in utility management to extend its mandate to engage the 
private sector directly to manage rural water infrastructure and big PPP projects where feasible. The role of the private 
sector in WSS will still include delegated management and be extended to models such as the Independent Water 
Producer and thereby attract big investors into the sector.

Source: Rwanda 1 PER

Box 2: Public-Private Partnerships (PPP) in Rwanda’s Rural Water Supply
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In fact, Community-Based Maintenance Systems 
(CBMS) experienced a number of implementation 
challenges including: 

 ı Affordability. When beneficiaries (first and 
foremost clients) were expected to pay for water 
services, they may not have had the capacity 
to do so. Unaffordability was suggested in 
the Zambia CPRWSS, Burkina Faso, Burundi, 
Tanzania, Rwanda, Senegal and Uganda  
RWSS projects.

 ı Lack of capacity. Water users’ associations 
assumed responsibilities for collecting user fees 
and maintaining the functionality of the water 
supply system on a voluntary basis. In this role, 
they were generally described as either lacking 
the time, transparency and/or capacities to 
assume this role as was the case in Burundi39,  
Ethiopia, Ghana, and Chad. It is important to 
mention that communities were trained in 
the operation and maintenance of facilities, 
as well as surrounding areas, to ensure their 
sustainability. This training, however, did not 
show positive results over a relatively longer 
period in some communities for the Burkina 
Faso, Burundi, Chad, Ethiopia, Tanzania, Ghana, 
Mali, Senegal, and Zambia projects.

 ı Low willingness to pay. Beneficiaries were 
sometimes reluctant to pay water fees as 
was the case in Burkina Faso40, Rwanda41 and 
Uganda RWSS.

 ı Limited availability of spare parts. As was 
the case in Burundi, Burkina Faso, Ghana, 
Rwanda, and Uganda RWSS.

 ı Lack of enforcement of community by-laws. 
As was the case in Uganda RWSS.

With regard to rural sanitation infrastructure, 
the selected technologies did not adequately 
respond to the need for providing sustainable 
infrastructures. Both household and public 
latrines relied on waste removal services, which 
were non-existent in rural areas. Indeed, families 
made no plans for desludging as was the case in 
Burkina Faso, Chad, and Ghana; or reinvestment 
in the relocation/reconstruction of a new latrine 
at the end of the toilets’ lifespan as was the case 
in Burkina Faso and Rwanda 142. In addition, the 
type of latrine technologies that were used in the 
project cluster did not meet the preference of 
some community members and adversely affected 
uptake of the latrines as was the case in Burkina 
Faso43, Burundi, and Ghana. 

Maintenance of public latrines was lacking 
and/or insufficient. This was particularly the 
case in Burkina Faso, Mauritania, Rwanda, and 
Senegal. This was due to absence of service for 
emptying excreta sludge and repairing nearby 
latrines, without which the long-term operation of 
the latrines could not be guaranteed. Beneficiaries 
did not have capacity to empty waste or were 
not interested in assuming this role. Hygiene 
committees also tended to become nonfunctional 
after program implementation had ceased. Lastly, 
public latrines were poorly used and maintained, 
leading to pollution and unpleasant odors. This led 
to closure or abandonment of some of them as 
was the case in Burkina Faso, Burundi, Chad and 
Zambia CPRWSS.

Low financial viability of project cluster. 
None of the RMCs had established the means to 
ensure the financial viability of both water and 
sanitation systems in rural areas. However, four 
RMCs including Ghana, Mauritania, Rwanda and 
Senegal were able to ensure the financial viability 
of a water supply system44.
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The financial viability of some water and sanitation 
systems was limited because water fees were 
seldom collected. This was due to either incapacities 
of the water users’ associations to collect fees, 
or the unwillingness or inabilities of the users to 
pay fees. The low financial viability of the water 
users’ association could also be linked to a lack 
of funds being transferred or simply contributed 
by the government, e.g., Burundi did not disburse 
counterpart funds. In some situations, the government 
would transfer fees to the water association as was 
the case in Ethiopia and Uganda. However, this 
practice was unsustainable. In other circumstances, 
while financial resources seemed to be available, the 
local authority did not prioritize the water program 
and used these resources for other purposes as was 
the case for Zambia NRWSS project.

Limited capacity endangered institutional 
sustainability. Project countries were found to 
have had limited technical skills including the broad 
political, institutional and regulatory frameworks 
that the project aimed to implement by creating 
(or reinforcing) groups with mandates to operate 
and maintain the water supply and sanitation 
infrastructures. Technical skills were thus dependent 
on these groups having an interest as well as the 
capacity to improve the system in addition to the 
presence of a strong and complete network of 
connections between groups (actors from central 
and line ministries, district/local authorities, users’ 
groups/associations, private sector and civil  
society). The project cluster institutional situation  
had different patterns: 

 ı Cases of strong institutional frameworks 
followed by competent and connected 
implementing groups as was the case  
in Rwanda45 and Mauritania46.

 ı Cases where the strength of the institutional 
frameworks and coordinating mechanisms varied 
within the same RMC Senegal47 and Ghana.

 ı It was also not uncommon to find institutional 
conditions more able to support water supply 

infrastructure than sanitation as was the case in 
Mauritania48 and Tanzania49.

 ı Even when policy and institutional frameworks 
were in place, lack of political interest 
sometimes led to a breakdown in collaboration 
and coordination between key groups, thus 
threatening sustainability. This was the case 
for Zambia and Uganda, where political 
interference resulted in an inappropriate 
site selection and disengagement by the 
community, as choices were guided by interests 
unaligned with building and sustaining a water 
supply and sanitation system.

 ı Frequent political instabilities resulted in the 
essential mechanisms within and between 
the key groups becoming dysfunctional and 
thus weakening sustainability, for example, in 
Burkina Faso.

 ı Sanitation infrastructure’s sustainability is 
also impacted negatively by the absence of 
a sustainable mechanism for management 
and maintenance, a lack of involvement of 
municipal actors and a lack of technical 
services from the ministries for the control 
and management of the facilities. 

Effective ownership and partnership 
sustainability. All project evaluations, with the 
exception of the Burundi, Tanzania and Zambia 
projects, described the RWSS projects as having 
created enabling conditions to build a sense of 
ownership among beneficiaries. The extent to which 
this sense of ownership was maintained over time 
was, however, not always sufficiently addressed. 
Among the project cluster, ownership was reported 
to be present in six of the 16 projects. Overall, when 
beneficiaries assumed costs for sanitation facilities, 
this contributed positively to building community 
ownership. The projects further promoted 
ownership by implementing decentralized policies 
and including a broad network of stakeholders and 
beneficiaries in project design and implementation.
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Authorities recognized that project success 
required community ownership. However, the 
integration of community ownership into project 
components did not always yield success. For 
example, sanitation plans built on the continued 
involvement of hygiene committees in schools 
were unlikely to be maintained in Burkina Faso, 
Burundi, Mali, and Chad. On the other hand, 
raising awareness in Burkina Faso, Ghana and 
Mali, and requiring community members to 
contribute financially to family latrines favored 
ownership of family latrines.

The project cluster did not give adequate 
attention to environmental and social 
sustainability, especially in the context of 
climate change. All the 16 cluster projects 
were classified as category II, according to the 
Bank’s Environmental and Social Policies and 
Procedures. Therefore, the bid documents for 
the construction of WSS systems should have 
included provisions relating to environmental 
protection. Evidence of the effective preparation 
and implementation of an Environment and 
Social Management Plan was limited in some 
projects such as in Burkina Faso, Burundi, Ghana, 
and Mauritania. Protection of water facilities 
against human and agricultural pollution, and 
regular maintenance where protection had 
been made, is still challenging for Rwanda and 
Zambia. Improper operation and maintenance of 
sanitation infrastructure negatively affected the 
environmental viability of the project cluster. In 
contrast, Zimbabwe presented a good example of 
enforcement through payment from litigation by 
the Environment Management Authority.

With high demand induced by rapid population 
growth, climate change is likely to increase 
the challenge of obtaining enough water. The 
project cluster faced some exogenous factors  
that are still a riskincluding (i) crops which use 
fertilizers and pesticides near water sources , e.g., 
in Burkina Faso, Burundi, Rwanda and Zambia);  
(ii) floods and erosion , e.g., in Burundi, Rwanda 
and Tanzania; (iii) climate change leading to 

continued drop in water resource quantity and 
quality, e.g., in Burkina Faso, Mauritania, Rwanda, 
and Tanzania; and iv) political and security 
challenges  e.g., in Mali and Burundi.

Project Monitoring and Evaluation 

There were significant shortcomings in the 
monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems. 

The PERs highlighted important shortcomings in M&E 
systems, suggesting that both RMC governments 
and the Bank could implement improvements. 
Specific reference was generally made to a lack of 
data , e.g., in Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania50, Chad, 
and Zambia. The project cluster, with the exception 
of Uganda WSSP, which was funded under a Sector 
Wide Approach (SWAP), lacked project area baseline 
data and an appropriate M&E system to ensure the 
systematic collection of relevant data with clear 
responsibilities and a well-defined frequency. Instead, 
the OVI were provided for the entire population,  
e.g. in Zimbabwe, or for the whole rural population, 
e.g. in Ethiopia, Ghana, Mali, Senegal, and Rwanda 2. 

Pre-defined performance indicators, often 
from the PAR, were used consistently across 
outputs. However, outcomes were often weak as 
improvements were reported but were not based 
upon a performance measure. Baseline data against 
which to measure the extent of progress in service 
delivery as a result of the provision of water and 
sanitation facilities was often missing. In addition, 
data needed to measure efficiency was frequently 
not available from the RMC. Beyond the availability 
of data, reports were not always accessible 
due to staff turnover resulting from changes in 
governments. Moreover, the delay between the 
conclusion of project implementation and the time 
when data were collected for the PER, e.g., in 
Chad, Mauritania, Uganda and Zambia. At the same 
time, the project evaluator in Tanzania suggested 
that the one-year time lapse was insufficient to  
determine if effects were sustainable. 
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Key Issues and Lessons

Lesson 1: Projects need to pay sufficient 
attention to design studies, procurement-
related issues, and capacity in order to minimize 
implementation challenges.

Lesson 2: Community-based management 
under a demand-driven approach is more 
impactful when it is effectively applied during the 
whole RWSS project life cycle.

Quality of Project Design

Poor project design. Issues in the quality of 
project design were highlighted in Burkina Faso, 
Burundi, Mauritania, Senegal, and Tanzania. 
More specifically, the project appraisal in Burkina 
Faso was described as being of poor quality 
and based upon insufficient data. Targets were 
inappropriate and the selection of the intervention 
region was based on political interests, thus 
inadequately considered the needs of neighboring 
communities. In Senegal, implementation sites 
were poorly described. In Burundi, appraisal 
was based on poorquality studies that needed 
to be redone during the execution of the project. 
Delays in the Mauritania project were associated 
with an unrealistic timeline, while in Tanzania, 
problems with the project were linked to an overly 
sophisticated and expensive design. 

Project design did not always give enough 
attention to threats on efficiency. The project 
cluster design gave insufficient attention to 
procurement-related issues. This resulted in 
substantial implementation delays in Burkina Faso, 
Burundi, Ghana, Mali, Tanzania, Uganda RWSS, 
Uganda WSSP and Zimbabwe, which lowered 
project efficiency. Delays were most often caused 
by procurement issues that occurred early in project 
implementation and thus may have been anticipated. 
For example, in Burkina Faso, bottlenecks arose 
from contradictions/incompatibility between national 
public procurement regulations and the Bank’s 
procurement rules and procedures, and a lack of 
understanding of the procurement procedures for 
the community contracts. The Tanzania project faced 

important delays “in developing and implementing 
procurement procedures for consultants to design 
new schemes,” which delayed the subsequent 
construction of the rural water schemes.

Implementation challenges also occurred in 
relation to inadequate capacities within the 
companies contracted to execute the work. 
Construction contracts were sometimes awarded 
to unqualified firms with weak technical and 
financial competencies, which caused delays 
and reduced the quality of outputs. In Zambia 
and Burkina Faso, the low capacity of contractors 
slowed project implementation, limited the 
availability of spare parts, and reduced the 
attainment of benefits. Inadequate capacity to 
deliver sanitation facilities also occurred in Ghana.

Community-based Management Model

Insufficient implementation of community-based 
management under a demand-driven approach 
during the RWSS project life cycle presented 
challenges that led to limited effectiveness 
and low sustainability. These challenges 
manifested in the poor performance of service 
providers, limited functionality of infrastructures, 
and low level of services. Insufficient stakeholder 
participation in the project cluster life cycle also 
limited the achievement of outcomes and lowered 
sustainability in Burkina Faso, Burundi, Mauritania, 
Senegal, Uganda, Zambia and Zimbabwe51. The 
key partners most likely to be inappropriately 
excluded from project planning were beneficiaries 
as well as the ministries and entities responsible 
for sanitation. 
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The projects’ effectiveness was jeopardized 
by inappropriate technological choices due to 
insufficient community participation during 
project conception. Inappropriate technological 
choices increased when community involvement 
was inadequate during project design as was the 
case in Burkina Faso, Burundi, Mauritania and 
Zambia. In this respect, community structures 
were insufficiently mobilized for water system 
maintenance, as beneficiaries were not sufficiently 
consulted during the project conception phase. In 
the Zambia CPRWSS project, the choice of borehole 
installations was associated with inadequate 
maintenance and ownership, resulting in one third 
of installed boreholes becoming non-functional. 
Community partners and district authorities in 
Zimbabwe described their role in the project as token, 
perceiving themselves as not being treated as equal 
partners in decision-making. The project quality thus 
suffered due to a missed opportunity to utilize local  
institutional knowledge.

Capacity Development within a 
Decentralized System 

Insufficient attention was given to service 
delivery capacities relative to infrastructure 
development. The competencies of the service 
provider, including CBM and private operators, 
were sometimes taken for granted. Skills and 
management capacities at both the operational 
and strategic planning levels as well as inside 
and outside of the government were often limited. 
These limitations in technical and management 
capacity gave rise to low cost-recovery and poor 
governance, as well as low willingness of customer 
to pay for poor quality services. All these issues 
jeopardized successful implementation.

The capacities of service providers were often 
assumed, meaning that capacity development and 
the operating environment were often neglected. 
Moreover, the growing unrestrained influence and 
prominence of international players in the local 
market exhibited unintended potential to undermine 
the development of local capacities among 
consultants and contractors. Overall, this placed 
national players at a competitive disadvantage.

Despite the important socio-political role of local 
water users’ associations, they often lacked 
well-planned management strategies based 
upon a clear understanding of the technical, 
administrative and financial parameters of 
the water system. There was need for further 
professionalization of service providers. 
Moreover, capacity support to local governments 
was critical in order to enable them to fulfill their 
role in sustaining rural services such as planning, 
monitoring, regulation, etc., specifically when 
using a PPP model as was seen in Rwanda.

Fostering an RWSS Service Delivery 
Approach 

Lack of clear strategies curtailed achievement 
of RWSS projects' impact. Beyond the headline 
success in providing first-time access to water, 
the project cluster was characterized by poor 
service delivery, weak sanitation infrastructure, 
and inadequate behavioral change. This was 
due to the pressure to expand coverage, which 
resulted in strong focus on infrastructure 
development and less on service delivery. 
Moving towards SDG6 required a clear strategy 
to address these risks and to ensure efficient 
service delivery, quality sanitation infrastructure 
and sufficient behavioral change to enhance the 

Lesson 3: Capacity development for service 
delivery is needed in both the private and public 
sectors, at all levels of implementation, if RWSS 
projects are to maximize water results and solve 
the chronic sanitation issues. 

Lesson 4: RWSS projects need clear 
strategies to ensure efficient service delivery, 
quality sanitation infrastructure and sufficient 
behavioral change, in order to achieve  
substantial outcomes.  
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achievement of RWSS project outcomes. These 
strategies should be developed in collaboration 
with key stakeholders, including federal, regional 
and local administrations as well as water users’ 
associations. Such a strategy should address  
(i) water quality, (ii) sanitation facilities and services, 
and (iii) local operational capacities. In fact:

 ı Poor water quality and irregular water quality 
testing and treatment remain a challenge. 
Issues with water safety were emphasized in 
the PERs from Tanzania, Ethiopia and Zambia. 

 ı Sanitation facilities and services remain 
underfunded and poorly developed due 
to inadequate financial resources for the 
operation and maintenance of facilities. Water 
facility user charges were often insufficient to 
meet the cost of operation, maintenance or 
replacement, which contributed to delays or 
lack of repairs. Often, there was lack of a clear 
strategy for ensuring the financial viability of 
waterpoint and waste management. Access 
to sanitation services was weak across all 
RWSS projects. When accessed, handwashing 
facilities were inadequate. In cases where open 
defecation was assessed, improvements were 
reported but the practice was still challenging. 
The hygiene practices of open defecation and 
handwashing without soap undermined the 
positive health outcomes from RWSSP.

 ı Although the roles and responsibilities of 
local water associations or user groups 
were essential to the sustainability of water 
and sanitation facilities and services, they 
had weak organizational and management 
capacity as well as low motivation to assume 
their role.

Some outcomes such as the reduced incidence 
of water-borne diseases require profound 
behavior change among stakeholders, especially 
beneficiaries. This failed to occur in the project 
cluster. Despite awareness campaigns undertaken 
by the project cluster, much remains to be done 

in terms of (i) hand-washing with soap at critical 
moments in Burkina Faso, Chad, Ethiopia, Uganda, 
Tanzania, Rwanda, and Zambia; (ii) reducing open 
defecation in Chad, Ethiopia, Tanzania, Uganda 
and Zimbabwe; (iii) increasing willingness to pay in 
Uganda, due to low level of trust in the water user 
group; and (iv) improving water storage in some 
households in Burkina Faso, Ethiopia, and Tanzania.

Sustaining RWSS Projects’ Benefits

Community-based management that is supported 
by a system of local decentralized service is 
the dominant service delivery model in the 
project cluster in Burkina Faso, Burundi, Chad, 
Ethiopia, Tanzania, Uganda RWSS, Uganda WSSP, 
Senegal, Zambia CPRWSS, and Zambia NRWSS. 
However, evidence showed that while this service 
delivery model was effective in providing some 
level of first-time access to improved water supply 
services, except in Senegal and Chad, it failed to 
provide sufficient quality and reliable services. This 
suggested that there was need for a wider diversity 
of models for different contexts, as adopted in the 
Rwanda project (see Box 2). 

Project design may also have inappropriately 
emphasized the provision of infrastructure and 
neglected the delivery of services to maintain 
the infrastructure. Apart from issues related to the 
service delivery approach, there were other issues 
related to financing of the full lifecycle costs of 
the service and asset management52. Instead of 
focusing only on providing the infrastructure, the 
project design should incorporate cost recovery 
and financing mechanisms to address all cost 
components for ensuring sustainable service 
delivery, particularly capital maintenance for 

Lesson 5: The adoption of a wider range of 
contextually appropriate service delivery models 
beyond community-based management in 
RWSS projects is critical if they are to sustain 
project benefits.
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replacement of assets, rehabilitation, and major 
repairs. This would ensure optimal functionality 
of water and sanitation infrastructure. With the 
exception of the water supply system in Ghana, 
Mauritania, Rwanda and Senegal, the project 
countries did not establish the means to ensure 
the financial viability of both water and sanitation 
systems in rural areas. 

Therefore, there is need to adopt a financing 
policy and implement a tariff guideline for rural 
water that distinguishes the different life cycle 
cost elements of the full cost service provision. 
This would include (i) different segments 
(geography, management model) with different 
levels of cost recovery through tariffs That is, 
the full costs are funded through a mix of taxes, 
transfers, and tariffs; (ii) identification of sources 
of funds and responsibility for major repairs, 
capital maintenance, and asset replacement, 
combined with earmarking mechanisms, for 
example, maintenance funds and taxes; and  
(iii) social pricing for the most vulnerable group to 
ensure affordability53.

Refining the M&E System Towards 
Service Delivery and Sustainability 

One of the differences between the SDGs and the 
MDGs in the WSS sector is that with the SDGs, 

the emphasis is no longer on access only but 
also on the service that people receive in terms of 
equity, safety and affordability. This new paradigm 
has changed the definition of success of every 
RWSS intervention as well as the way the M&E 
system is established and used, from reporting to 
management and learning. 

Given the lack of baseline data in Chad, Senegal, 
Rwanda, Tanzania, and Zambia, and effective 
M&E in Chad, Ghana55,  Mauritania, Rwanda,  
Senegal, Tanzania, Zambia CPRWSS, Zambia 
NRWSS and Zimbabwe, the project cluster often 
missed opportunities to learn and support the 
achievement of the expected RWSS outcomes. For 
instance, a lot of  focus on M&E's contribution to 
administrative needs as opposed to management 
systems. In this regard, project implementers 
could be overly focused on outputs without 
paying sufficient attention to service delivery and 
behavior change. 

This suggests that both RMC governments and the 
AfDB need to implement improvements through 
development and implementation of an effective 
monitoring, evaluation and learning system to ensure 
regular, pertinent data collection, analysis, reporting 
and feedback, especially on RWSSP community WSS 
results. Partnerships between the AfDB and the RMCs 
could support the implementation of an effective M&E 
system at decentralized and national levels. The use 
of emergent technologies, methods and data-sharing 
platforms for results measurement is critical to 
improving RWSS service delivery, as also highlighted 
by the Ethiopia program impact evaluation56.

Lesson 6: A comprehensive monitoring and 
evaluation system focused on rural service 
delivery and sustainability is critical to foster 
project development results.
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1. Unit of Account

2. SDG 6 seeks to “ensure access to water and sanitation for all” by 2030. Its ambitious targets are to achieve universal and equitable access to safe 
and affordable drinking water, and adequate and equitable sanitation with an end to open defecation by 2030

3. SAP database as at June 2017

4. Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development / Development Assistance Committee

5. “Halve by 2015, the proportion of the population without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation.” (United Nations, Millennium 
Development Goals and Beyond 2015. http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/environ.shtml ).

6. An element of top-down targeting was inevitable due to the absence of a number of early steps that needed to be taken at the local Government 
Authorities level, including orientation for staff and then “promotion of demand at the community level”.

7. During implementation, powerful politicians influenced distribution in order to gain more political capital

8. The technical choices adopted did not fit the financial capacities of the beneficiaries (in majority poor).

9. In Burkina Faso a law oriented the management of water and gave priority to the availability of drinking water over other uses, thus legitimizing the 
national program for water supply and sanitation, as well as the authority of sector leaders. This authority permitted trust to be built among technical 
and financial development partners who participated in direct dialogue with the government, created a unified intervention framework and participated 
in annual joint sector reviews. 

10. In Rwanda, institutional and regulatory frameworks were anchored in mandates specific to the institutions involved in the water sector. The executing 
agency (i.e. the national rural drinking water agency) was charged with ensuring overall synergies and implemented appropriate cooperation or 
operational coordination provisions at the national level within an integrated water supply and sanitation authority. The program coordination units 
combined rural drinking water project capacities across all concerned ministries into a single, national drinking water and sanitation projects and 
programs management unit. Monitoring committees were responsible to work with community development committees as focal points in the context 
of decentralization.

11. In Senegal, the project coordination unit was similarly identified as having an indispensable role in reinforcing capacities, developing institutional 
strength and achieving results. Here however, the project coordination unit worked in partnership with more than one executing agency which per-
mitted synergies and complementarity across interventions. The project coordination unit tasks are specified in the PER and described as conditional 
upon the favorable political governance environment in Senegal. 

12. In Zambia, the DPs supported the government to build a comprehensive programmatic framework for the development of a rural water supply and 
sanitation sector through a memorandum of understanding. While one ministry assumed the role of the executing agency, an inter-ministerial coordi-
nation, or central steering committee provided policy and general management oversight. The unit within the executing agency was further supported 
by a project implementation unit, with decentralization mandate to coordinate the program across districts. 

13. The number of VIP latrines for public institutions was reduced by 47% on account of higher than anticipated costs. 

14. Ten of the 16 RWSS projects targeted household latrines.

15. Excluding the larger number of latrines planned in the cluster projects (e.g., 440,000 and 950,000 latrines for Zambia National RWSS and Uganda 
RWSS, respectively) for which the level of achievement is not monitored nor reported.

16. Household sanitation is by most national policies a household responsibility.

17. This was used by Ghana within a project funded by the African Water Facility Trust Fund.

18. The term coverage refers to whether there is an improved water supply near a dwelling. In the case of rural areas, typically, countries have set stan-
dards for a maximum distance, such as 1 km or 1.5 km. However, there may be cases when a person or household has coverage but does not use 
the supply because they are excluded due to non-payment or for some other reason.

19. The estimation of the number of project cluster beneficiaries was based on the limited available data, and on assumed water use (potential coverage) 
rather than on the actual use of water (effective coverage). It important to mention that in countries, such as Uganda, the indicator of access is defined 
differently. In Uganda, the access indicator is about “Percentage of people within 1 km (rural) of an improved water source”. In contrast, “Access 
coverage” is referred to in Ethiopia’s universal action plan. In other countries like Malawi, which is not part of this cluster, it is about “Percentage of 
households within 500 m (rural) of an improved water source” or “Percentage of people whose average total time to collect drinking water (from the 
main source) is less than 30 minutes”.

20. The Tanzania RWSS Program I was excluded because the Impact Evaluation used (No PER was prepared) did not provide information on beneficiaries

21. In the Albertine region, functionality was low in some sub counties because the water was so salty that the communities had to abandon it. The 
technology of hand pumps was not suitable in the sub-counties of Rwebisengo and Kanara, located in Albert rift valley.

Endnotes
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22. The project failed to effectively resolve the issue of the high iron content in the groundwater. As a result, most of the boreholes with high iron content 
were abandoned.

23. The analysis of self-reported data of the water point survey shows that about 89% of the water points are functional.

24. 90% of the water towers, 100% of the boreholes and 75.4% of the monitored standpipes are functional and in good condition overall.

25. Only one out of three laboratories built by the project for water quality control is operational (the one located in N’Djamena). 

26. Although the Council Water and Sanitation Teams (CWSTs) acknowledged in interviews with the evaluation team that they were responsible for 
periodic testing of water quality at all water schemes, they stated that they were only able to occasionally carry out this mandate.

27. Although the National Water Quality Management Strategy required routine water quality monitoring by the districts, this was insufficiently implemented.

28. Cases were observed of water facility breakdowns not repaired, and of vandalism of water taps by the population which were not replaced.

29. The functionality of the water and sanitation infrastructure was reduced largely as a result of the breakdowns and the unused idle capacity of some facilities.

30. Although a spare-parts distribution network for hand pumps has been established at the regional level to ensure availability of spare-parts, the 
assessment found the network limited in providing necessary spares to adequately address the breakdowns in a timely manner. This contributed to 
the non-functionality of 40% of the water point system boreholes with hand pumps.

31. Breakdown of pumps, drilling generators and even a lack of fuel (diesel) were reported by the ASUFOR managers, especially in the southern inter-
vention area of the sub-program.

32. It was also reported that some pit latrines had already collapsed, which may be linked to poor construction techniques and/or lack of effective 
supervision. 

33. The participatory and interactive methods used to produce and communicate messages have practically not evolved since their introduction in the 
1980s. SARAR (Self-esteem, Associative strength, Resourcefulness, Action planning, Responsibility) and PHAST (Participatory Hygiene and Sanitation 
Transformation) take the lion’s share, along with the Community Led Total Sanitation (CLTS) method, which has been used in the sanitation sector 
for some years now (AfDB, 2012b). 

34. Memorandum of Understanding

35. Grievances were raised against boreholes equipped with pumps of the VERGNET Brand.

36. Specifications for the construction of the boreholes should explicitly require plastic pipes and stainless steel. 

37. In Rwanda, small operation and maintenance are under the responsibility of the water management operator using a part of water income (private, 
NGO or WASAC) while major maintenance is under district responsibility. Senegal is using water users’ associations, while Mauritania has a public 
structure in charge of maintaining the water supply infrastructure.

38. Burundi water user group (i.e., Régies Communales de l’Eau) had insufficient means for maintenance as technical and financial capacities remained 
limited despite any revitalization achieved in the project. Similarly, in Ethiopia, although the project enhanced the capacity of the Water, Sanitation and 
Hygiene Committees (WaSHCOMs), they remained too weak organizationally, technically and financially to effectively carry out their responsibilities.

39. Preferring to buy the missing spare part

40. In areas with multiple sources of water (potable and non-potable), inhabitants are less predisposed to pay

41. The unit cost of the family latrines brought by the project is about USD240, which is beyond the means of rural households.

42. Latrine blocks are rarely provided to facilitate access for disabled and disabled people

43. Water collection schemes implemented in Ghana and Mauritania were based upon a pay-as-you-fetch system, thus contributing to the financial via-
bility of the supply system. In Rwanda, the private sector ran water points and infrastructures with benefits to the operator depending on the revenue 
collected, hence encouraging an efficient and sustainable operation of the system. The Senegal water users’ association (ASUFOR) was described as 
being financially profitable, as the population contributed to maintaining the water system through water fees.

44. In Rwanda, districts assumed an active role in planning, developing, implementing and monitoring water and sanitation service delivery. In so doing, 
they were involved in creating a water association (i.e., WASAC) mandated to implement the project.

45. Mauritania was characterized by a national office, uniquely focused on rural water services (l’Office Nationale des Services de l’eau en milieu Ru-
ral – ONSER). The integration of the project’s implementing or coordinating unit into the executing ministries further institutionalized the project in 
Mauritania. Lastly, the implementation of a routine monitoring system shared by these entities (i.e., the implementing unit, the executing agencies and 
the regional water supply and sanitation authorities) further supported the likelihood for the project’s sustainability.

46. For example, in Senegal, the water users’ association, ASUFOR, was described as weak due to insufficient technical and financial capacities needed 
to manage and maintain the water and sanitation infrastructure. On the other hand, within the sector, capacities were said to be strong due to pu-
blic–private–community partnerships, which permitted infrastructure to be sustained. Furthermore, the integration of the project implementing unit 
into the executing agencies also created a favorable institutional environment.

47. In Mauritania, the national office, ONSER, was described as favoring the institutionalization of water supply but not sanitation.
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48. In Tanzania, while good progress was made towards assuring institutional sustainability of the water program’s interventions, institutional co-ordina-
tion between water and sanitation programs was lacking across all levels of government, as well as at the community level.

49. The Tanzania PER reported that “there is a general low coverage and poor quality of available field monitoring data from the rural water and sanitation 
sector”

50. Local authorities felt that they were passive participants and did not own the project. Indeed, councils did not have control of the project. Involvement 
of local authorities in critical project decision making was low. While councils were involved in project Technical Working Groups for town clerks and 
engineers, they felt their involvement was limited to meetings only and not actual execution of the project. This was another missed opportunity in 
which the project could have leveraged on local resources including human capital, engineering services and supervision.

51. Moriarty et all., 2013, Trends in Rural Water Supply: Towards a Service Delivery Approach

52. World Bank, 2017, Sustainability Assessment of Rural Water Service Delivery Models: Findings of a Multi-Country Review. Water Global Practice 
–Policy Brief

53. The lack of regular monitoring of the activities of Water and Sanitation (WATSAN)/ Water and Sanitation Management Teams (WSMT) by the District 
Water and Sanitation Team (DWST) has led to poor service levels as a result of prolonged downtime of water, sanitation and hygiene facilities.

54. The monitoring and evaluation system for sub-programme effects and impacts was not well clarified

55. “There is a need to] support the development and implementation of an effective Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning system in order to ensure 
regular and pertinent data collection, analysis, reporting and feedback especially on RWSSP community WASH results. Given the lack of baseline 
data and effective M&E, the RWSSP missed an opportunity to learn and support program completion reporting and the impact evaluation study. Such 
a missed opportunity should be avoided by having a sound MEL system for the post-RWSSP. The Bank could build such a system through support 
for strengthening country systems to support the sustainability of the RWSSP results. The use of smart technologies (such as GPS-enabled devices, 
geo-referenced management tools and smartphones) for MEL should also be explored”.
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About this Evaluation

This report synthesizes the results of a cluster evaluation of 16 AfDB-funded Rural 
Water Supply and Sanitation (RWSS) projects that were implemented in 13 countries 
over the period 2000-2017. The evaluation assessed the performance of the projects 
and drew pertinent lessons for the policy and practice of designing and implementing 
future RWSS projects. It examined the extent to which the intended project results were 
achieved, and the factors that facilitated or limited their achievement.

The evaluation paid particular attention to key issues related to quality of project 
design; viability of the community-based management model; level of capacity 
development within a decentralized system; strategies to foster RWSS service delivery; 
and mechanisms to sustain benefits from RWSS projects. Lessons on what worked 
and what did not work for the projects were distilled from multiple sources of evidence 
using both quantitative and qualitative data collection approaches including desk 
reviews of relevant Bank documents and literature; interviews with key internal and 
external stakeholders; and field visits of purposively selected project sites.

Six key lessons emerged from this evaluation, including the importance of sufficient 
attention to project design studies and capacity strengthening to minimize 
implementation challenges; that community-based management under a demand-
driven approach is more impactful if applied throughout the project cycle; the need 
for clear strategies to enable quality sanitation infrastructure and sufficient behavioral 
change; and the criticality of a comprehensive monitoring and evaluation system 
focused on rural service delivery and sustainability.

An IDEV Project Cluster Evaluation

African Development Bank Group
Avenue Joseph Anoma, 01 BP 1387, Abidjan 01, Côte d’Ivoire
Phone: +225 20 26 28 41
E-mail: idevhelpdesk@afdb.org
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