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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Based on the reviewed documents, the policies of the development partners included in this
analysis demonstrate a clear commitment towards a number of important elements of
sustainable service delivery including learning and adaptive management, coordination and
collaboration and capacity support for local government. However, the policy documents
indicate that the partner policies are particularly weak in planning for asset management (i.e.
renewals) and recognition and promotion of alternative service delivery options to community
management (e.g. self supply or delegated management to the private sector). These appear
to be areas where additional support is needed in the sector to help improve sustainability of

rurol water services.

1. INTRODUCTION

Triple-S (Sustainable Services at Scale) is a six-year, multi-country learning initiative to improve
water supply to the rural poor. It is led by IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre. The

initiative is currently operating in Ghana and Uganda and Burkina Faso. Lessons learned from
work in countries feeds up fo the international level where Triple-S is promoting a re-appraisal
of how development assistance to the rural water supply sector is designed and implemented.

In 2011, Triple-S undertook a review of eleven major WASH Development Partner’s (DPs)
policy documents originating in or around 2008/9, using a technique known as Qualitative
Document Analysis, or QDA. The aim of this initial exercise was twofold; firstly, to begin to
understand the extent to which themes relating to sustainability were reflected in the priorities
of DPs at the start of the Triple-S programme (~2008), and secondly, to form a benchmark to
assess progress by which the impact of Triple-S could be measured at the end of the six year
period (2014).

The results of this review are presented in further detail below and accompany the publication
of the second stage of the QDA analysis, which looks at the practices of these organisations.

1.1 OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY

Qualitative Document Analysis is a method for analysing written documents in a rigorous and
systematic way. As with all forms of research, the findings from the QDA should be
corroborated with other sources of information, including feedback from the organisations
themselves. QDA is one of a number of approaches that can help us refine our understanding
of DP policies and practices in the water sector.

The QDA was guided by two interrelated principles: ‘dependability’ and ‘impartiality’.  The
QDA process includes a number of explicit steps: (a) setting inclusion criteria for documents;
(b) collecting documents; (c) articulating key areas of analysis; (d) document coding); (e
verification; and (f) analysis'. Analysis is considered ‘dependable’ if another reader would

' Adopted from ‘Process of Qualitative Document Analysis’ in Altheide, D. {1996) SAGE Research Methods


http://www.irc.nl/
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Countries/Ghana-Triple-S-initiative
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Countries/Uganda-Triple-S-initiative
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/About-Triple-S/Triple-S-learning/Qualitative-document-analysis

have ‘reached the same general conclusion given the opportunity to reach the same set of
documents under similar conditions® and this principle was taken into consideration the
primary analysis of the document was carried out. In addition, a verification process also
helped to ensure that analysis was consistent (this was also supplemented, where needed, with
a third party arbiter). The principle of ‘impartiality’ means that the team ensured conclusions
were drawn only from the documents analysed and not from other experiences and
knowledge, to further reduce bias and ensure that the findings referred only to what was
written.

The QDA methodology presents an opportunity to collate and analyse documents in order to
see patterns and anomalies among a variety of actors working in the water sector, though it
does not allow us to analyse an entire organisation or programme fully and the results should
therefore be understood in this context.

1.2 THE DEVELOPMENT PARTNER DOCUMENTS UNDER REVIEW

The DPs reviewed were the same as and preceded those that were analysed in the practice
QDA. These can be grouped into two general categories of ‘funders’ and ‘implementers’ as

follows:

Funders Implementers

African Development Bank (AfDB) Engineers without Boarders Canada (EWB
Canada)

Inter American Development Bank (IADB) Living Water International (LWI)

Australian Agency for International Wateraid

Development (AusAlID)

Department for International Development Water for People

(DFID)

The United Nations Children’s Fund UNICEF European Union Water Initiative (EUWI)

DANIDA (Denmark’s development cooperation)

1.3 THE INCLUSION CRITERIA

This QDA used only relevant rural water related documents. It only provides information about
these written documents, dated approximately 2009 or earlier, to coincide with the start of the
Triple-S initiative. The QDA aimed to focus primarily on policy documents of development
partners with which Triple-S is actively engaged. Where policy documents were not available,
similar documents such as strategy or guideline documents were included. Organisations that
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did not have such documents available were not included (e.g. the World Bank). If multiple
documents were available with different emphases, such as for the EU, then each was
assessed and a combined summary used. Where only one specialised document was
available, such as for Danida where only a finance-focused document was found, an analysis
was conducted, noting that the nature of the document may have affected theme inclusion.

The following publically available documents that most closely relate to rural water policy

were analysed:

AIDB, 2005. Rural Water Supply and Sanitation Initiative. Framework for Implementation
AusAlID, 2003. Making every drop count: Water and Australian aid

Danida, 2007. Financing mechanisms for peri-urban, small towns and rural water supply.
Good Practice Paper.

DFID, 2008. Water: An increasingly precious resource. Sanitation: A matter of dignity

EU Water Initiative, 2006. Strategy for Development of the EUWI

EC, 2008. Programming Guide for Strategy Papers. Water and Sanitation

EuropeAid, 2009. Water Sector Development and Governance Complementarities and
synergies between Sector-Wide Approach and Integrated Water Resource Management

EWB Canada, 2009. Malawi Water and Sanitation Program. Water point functionality and
distribution strategy 2009-2012

IADB, 2007. Water and Sanitation Initiative

Living Water International, 2011. Strategic plan summary 2011-2015

UNICEF, 2006. UNICEF water, sanitation and hygiene strategies for 2006-2015

Water for People, 2010. Strategic Plan 2010-2014

WaterAid, 2005. WaterAid’s strategy 2005-2010

1.5 THE BUILDING BLOCKS

There is an increasing recognition that rural water sectors need to move from a focus on
implementing stand-alone projects focused on providing infrastructure only to one that
emphasises the delivery of sustainable water services. A study into thirteen different country

sectors carried out by Triple-S suggests that ten critical factors are pivotal to this important
shift. These ten factors, listed in the table below, can be thought of as the ‘building blocks’ for
making the shift to sustainable service delivery. The documents were therefore analysed by
QDA using these ten ‘building blocks for sustainability’ as a framework for analysis.

TABLE 1: TEN BUILDING BLOCKS FOR THE SHIFT TOWARDS SUSTAINABLE SERVICE DELIVERY



http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Multi-country-synthesis
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Multi-country-synthesis

Professionalisation of

community management

Community management entities supported to move away from
voluntary arrangements towards more professional service provision
that is embedded in local and national policy, legal, and regulatory
frameworks.

2. Recognition and A range of management options beyond community management,
promotion such as selfsupply and public-private partnerships, formally
of alternative service recognised in sector policy and supported.
provider options

3. Monitoring service Monitoring systems track indicators of infrastructure functionality,
delivery service provider performance, and levels of service delivered
and sustainability against nationally agreed norms and standards.

4. Harmonisation and Improved harmonisation and coordination among donors and
coordination government, and alignment of all actors (both government and

nongovernment) with national policies and systems.

5. Support fo service Structured system of direct (post-construction) support provided to
providers back up and monitor community management entities and other

service providers.

6. Capacity support to On-going capacity support provided to service authorities (typically
service authorities local governments) to enable them to fulfil their role (planning,

monitoring, regulation, etc.) in sustaining rural water services.

7. learning and adaptive Learning and knowledge management supported at national and
management decentralised levels to enable the sector to adapt based on

experience.

8. Asset management Systematic planning, inventory updates, and financial forecasting

for assets carried out, and asset ownership clearly defined.

9. Regulation of rural Regulation of the service delivered and service provider
services performance through mechanisms appropriate for small rural
and service providers operators.

10.Financing to cover all Financial frameworks account for all life-cycle costs, especially

life-cycle costs

major capital maintenance, support to service authorities and
service providers, monitoring and regulation

More information on the building blocks can be found at the Water Services that Last Resources page.



http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Professionalisation-of-Community-Management
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Professionalisation-of-Community-Management
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Recognition-and-promotion-of-alternative-service-provider-options
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Recognition-and-promotion-of-alternative-service-provider-options
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Recognition-and-promotion-of-alternative-service-provider-options
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Recognition-and-promotion-of-alternative-service-provider-options
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Monitoring
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Monitoring
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Monitoring
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Harmonisation-and-coordination
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Harmonisation-and-coordination
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Direct-support-to-service-providers
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Direct-support-to-service-providers
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Capacity-support-to-local-government
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Capacity-support-to-local-government
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Learning-and-adaptive-management
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Learning-and-adaptive-management
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Financial-planning
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Regulation
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Regulation
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Regulation
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Life-cycle-costing
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks/Life-cycle-costing
http://www.waterservicesthatlast.org/Resources/Building-blocks

2. THE FINDINGS

The findings below present the scores of both funding and implementing DPs and provide
summaries of significant findings for both groups and a conclusion with overall findings. Each
DP is presented along with a listing of the documents reviewed, a graphical presentation of
their average ‘performance’ in relation to the building blocks and a summary of significant
individual findings.

2.1 SCORING CRITERIA

The strength of support to each building block in the documents was categorised as one of:
‘good’, ‘okay’, ‘limited’, ‘none’ or ‘unclear’ and converted to a numerical score to help
compare performance by theme and organisation; the scoring used is as follows:

Good = 3
Okay = 2
Limited = 1

None/unclear = 0

An example which was rated as ‘good’ would have to include clear and/or consistent
references to a practice which related to a building block and would (ideally) also give
sufficient information to the reader to judge that this element was being carried out
competently and with sufficient resource allocation.  An ‘OK’ score would indicate the
presence of practices which related to a building block where there was insufficient detail to
confidently give a score of ‘good’. A score of ‘limited’ would indicate only a brief or cursory
reference to a practice related to a building block with little corroborative detail or contextual
information on the level of resource allocation or prioritisation. The rating ‘unclear/none’ (both
scoring zero) indicated that there was no information clearly attributable to a building block.
The combination of ‘unclear’ and ‘none’ serves as a reference to the fact that this score does
not on its own represent a definitive verdict on practices but is a reference to the level of detail
in the programme document.



2.2 FUNDERS

2.2.1 AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK (AFDB)

Documents Reviewed

o ADB, 2005. Rural Water Supply and
Sanitation Initiative. Framework for

Implementation

Findings

The AfDB document (AfDB, 2005) scored
an average of 1.8 out of 3 overall, with
‘good’ results in: harmonisation and
alignment, with governmentled strategies
and SWAp clearly supported; coordination
and collaboration; and capacity support to
service authorities, with local government
capacity building to be included in all
country programmes.

Monitoring scored quite poorly, with a
focus on monitoring access rather than

service delivery. Although it was recognised

governments should continuously monitor
community managed systems, there was no
mention of AfDB programmes supporting or
linking to national monitoring systems and
no detail of local government monitoring
requirements.

There was no evidence of ‘recognition and
promotion of alternative service provider
options’ - community management appears
to be the only supported option. Asset
management was also not fully included,
although it was stated that governments
were expected to subsidise major capital
replacements. The only cost component
included was and

clearly operation

maintenance and consequently financing to

that local cover all lifecycle costs scored ‘ok’
AfDB
Support to service providers
Regulation of rural services and service providers
Recognition and promotion of alternative service..
Professionalisation of community management
Monitoring service delivery and sustainability
Learning and adaptive management
Harmonisation and coordination
Financing fo cover all life-cycle costs
Capacity support to service authorities
Asset management
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0




2.2.2 INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK (IADB)

Documents Reviewed
e |ADB, 2007. Water and Sanitation
Initiative

Findings

The IADB document (IADB, 2007) also
scored 1.8 out of 3 on average. It scored
‘good’ in harmonisation and alignment
through supporting countries in a manner
with the
responsibilities and wishes”; coordination

“consistent countries’

and collaboration through engaging with
different stakeholders; capacity support to
service authorities; and learning and
adaptive management, including carrying
out and disseminating research and
learning at events, through networks and
their

programmes. The IADB document was one

feeding  lessons  learnt into

of only two reviewed that scored ‘good’ for
regulation as it stressed the importance of

building capacity for regulatory institutions
and frameworks.

There was ‘limited” information about
professionalisation of community
management  with  some  support for

technical assistance, but still an emphasis
on reliance on communities’ own abilities.
There was no inclusion of alternatives to
community management: while there was
some recognition that there is not a ‘one
size fits all' approach, the focus of the
document was community management.
Asset management was scored as ‘none’ as
details on planning for replacements were
absent.

Support to service providers

Regulation of rural services and service providers
Recognition and promotion of alternative service..

Professionalisation of community management

Monitoring service delivery and sustainability

Learning and adaptive management
Harmonisation and coordination
Financing to cover all life-cycle costs
Capacity support to service authorities

Asset management

IADB

e e e e

0.0

0.5

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0




2.2.3 AUSAID

Documents Reviewed

e AusAID, 2003. Making every drop
count: Water and Australian aid

Findings

The AusAID document (AusAID, 2003),
scored an average of 1.5 out of 3. It
received ‘good’ scoring for coordination
and collaboration, but it was unclear that it
supported harmonisation and alignment
and so was classed as ‘unclear’ for this
theme. It also scored as ‘good’ for capacity
support to service authorities and for
learning and adaptive capacity, notibly
providing online resources for learning in
the sector.

There was no mention of alternative service
provider options to community management
and whilst the document mentioned suport
to communities, details in this area where

lacking and so it was scored as ‘limited” for
professionalisation of community
management. Regulation was mentioned,
but it was unclear whether it is only for the
urban sector and so has been scored as
‘unclear’. Monitoring was also weak with it
only being mentioned in relation to
strengthening capacity of governments “to
use hydro-meteorological and other data”
and monitoring water quality. Finally,
financing to cover all life-cycle costs was
seen fo be ‘limited’” with only fariffs being
discussed. It scored better for asset
management, receiving ‘okay’, saying it will
“help government and local communities
develop asset maintenance and

management plans”.

Support to service providers

Regulation of rural services and service providers
Recognition and promotion of alternative service..

Professionalisation of community management

Monitoring service delivery and sustainability

Learning and adaptive management

Harmonisation and coordination

Financing to cover all life-cycle costs

Capacity support to service authorities

Asset management

AusAid

0.0

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
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2.2.4 DANIDA

Documents Reviewed

e Danida, 2007. Financing mechanisms
for peri-urban, small towns and rural
water supply. Good Practice Paper.

Findings

The Danida document (Danida, 2007)
scored 1.8 out of 3 on average. It was
scored as ‘good’ for harmonisation and
alignment, with clear support for SWAps,
budgetary support and basket funding. It
was also scored as ‘good’ for: learning and
adaptive management; professionalisation
of community management, with lease
contracts supported and responsibilities for
maintenance clearly defined; and
recognition and promotion of alternative
service provider options, as it supports a

variety of options for service delivery
including self-supply by communities or
entrepreneurs and public or private sector
provision and support, including using lease
contracts. Financing to cover all life-cycle
costs was also ‘good’, covering operation,
maintenance and replacement costs, plus
possible contributions from national budgets
to help cover support costs. Planning for
asset management was mentioned, but it
lacked clarity and so was scored as
‘unclear’.

The Danida document was focussed on
finance. This could explain why it lacked
information on monitoring, capacity support
to service authorities and direct support to
service providers.

Support to service providers

Regulation of rural services and service
providers

Recognition and promotion of alternative
service provider options

Professionalisation of community management
Monitoring service delivery and sustainability
Learning and adaptive management
Harmonisation and coordination

Financing to cover all life-cycle costs
Capacity support to service authorities

Asset management

DANIDA

0.5 1.0 15 20 25 30
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2.2.4 DFID

Documents Reviewed

o DFID, 2008. Water: An increasingly
precious resource. Sanitation: A
matter of dignity

Findings

The DFID document (DFID, 2008) scored an
average of 2.5 out of 3 - the highest
document score in this analysis. Themes that
were scored as ‘good’ were: harmonisation
and  alignment;  coordination  and
collaboration, aiming to play an active role
in increasing coordintation;  capacity
support to service authorities; learning and
adaptive management; regulation, stating
the need for “governments to be put proper
regulations in place and clearly set out
objectives for service providers”; direct

suport to service providers, through
supporting governments to provide support;
and financing to cover all life-cycle costs,
stating the need for financing replacement,
on-going support and different funding
mechanisms.

The two weakest themes in the DFID
document were monitoring, where it was
unclear if it refered to simply monitoring
access rather than service delivery, and
also  recognition and  promotion  of
alternative service provider options as there
was an  emphasis on  community
management. Where the private sector was
mentioned it was not clear that it applied to
a rural context. Both of these themes
received a ‘limited’ score.

Support to service providers

Regulation of rural services and service providers
Recognition and promotion of alternative service..

Professionalisation of community management

Monitoring service delivery and sustainability

Learning and adaptive management

Harmonisation and coordination

Financing to cover all lifecycle costs

Capacity support to service authorities

Asset management

DFID

0.0

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
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2.2.4EU

Documents Reviewed

o EU Water Initiative, 2006. Strategy
for Development of the EUWI

e EC, 2008. Programming Guide for
Strategy Papers. Water and
Sanitation

e EuropeAid, 2009. Water Sector
Development and Governance
Complementarities and synergies
between Sector-Wide Approach and
Integrated Water Resource
Management

Findings

The EU documents (EU, 2006; EC, 2008;
EuropeAid, 2009) received an overall
average score of 1.5 out of 3. They
received a ‘good’ score for: harmonisation
and alignment with it being one of the main
purposes of setting up EUWI, as well as
supporting  SWAps; coordination  and
collaboration; capacity support to service

authorities; and learning and adaptive
management.

The weakest areas were recognition and
promotion of alternative service provider
options; direct support to service providers
and asset management with no information
on any of these themes. Professionalisation
of community management received a
‘limited”  score since the EuropeAid
document mentioned capacity building of
user associations and also  service
management contracts but it was not clear if
this was for rural areas. Llife cycle costing
was also scored as ‘limited” with some
discussion of “sustainable financing” (EU,
2006), although details on this were
lacking, and also ensuring tariffs are
affordable and subsidised by government
(EuropeAid, 2009), but there was nothing
to suggest that all costs are planned and
accounted for.

EUWI

Recognition and promotion of alternative..

Monitoring service delivery and sustainability

Learning and adaptive management
Harmonisation and coordination
Financing to cover all life-cycle costs
Capacity support to service authorities

Asset management

rm———" m

Professionalisation of community management R

0.0

05 10 1.5 20 25 3.0
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2.2.5 UNICEF

Documents Reviewed

UNICEF, 2006. UNICEF water, sanitation
and hygiene strategies for 2006-2015

Findings

The UNICEF document (UNICEF, 2006)
came just behind AfDB and IADB with an
average score of 1.7 out of 3. It received
‘good’ scores in: harmonisation and
alignment, being supportive of national
Poverty Reduction Strategy Plans and
SWAps; coordination and collaboration;
capacity support to service authorities; and
learning and adaptive management. It was
also scored as ‘good’ in professionalisation
of community management, since it
included the use of private
entrepreneurships and ensuring communities
are supported with clear roles and

responsibilities; and also for direct support

to service providers, although the emphasis
was only on community management as
service provider as no other options were
included in the document. Consequently
recognition and promotion of alternative
service provider options scored ‘none’.
Regulation was not mentioned and so
scored ‘none’. Both of the financial themes
were also lacking with information on asset
management being very unclear whilst the
only mention of finance was related to
creating awareness of budget requirements
to achieve the MDGs and “financial support
capacity of intermediate-level actors”. It was
therefore given the result ‘none’.

Support to service providers

Regulation of rural services and service providers

Recognition and promotion of alternative service provider
options

Professionalisation of community management
Monitoring service delivery and sustainability
Learning and adaptive management
Harmonisation and coordination

Financing to cover all lifecycle costs
Capacity support to service authorities

Asset management

UNICEF

0.5 1.0 1.5 20 25 30




2.3 IMPLEMENTERS

2.3.1 ENGINEERS WITHOUT BORDERS

Documents Reviewed

e EWB Canada, 2009. Malawi Water
and Sanitation Program. Water point

functionality and distribution  strategy
2009-2012

Findings

The EWB Canada document (EWB
Canada, 2009) scored 1.3 out of 3 on
average.. It received ‘good’ scores for most
of the institutional themes: harmonisation
and alignment, consulting with national
government and  supporting  Malawi’s
SWAp (the only country where they work
on rural water supply); coordination and
collaboration, with both NGOs and
government; capacity support to service
authorities, focusing on supporting district

government; and learning and adaptive
management. Monitoring was ‘okay’ as it
supports strengthening national monitoring,
although it was not clear whether this was
solely for functionality or if other aspects of
service are monitored. Regulation was the
only institutional theme which scored poorly
as it was not mentioned.

In contrast, the EWB Canada document did
not contain any information to support any
of the managerial or financial themes. The
document was quite short which could in
part explain the lack of information on these
areas, or it may reflect the emphasis of their
work.

EWB

Support to service providers

Regulation of rural services and service providers

Recognition and promotion of alternative service provider
options

Professionalisation of community management

Monitoring service delivery and sustainability
Learning and adaptive management
Harmonisation and coordination

Financing to cover all lifeycle costs

Asset management

Capacity support to service authorities IS —

0.0

65 10 15 20 25 30
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2.3.2 LIVING WATER INTERNATIONAL

Documents Reviewed

e Living Water International, 2011.
Strategic plan summary 2011-2015

Findings

The Living Water International document
(LWI, 2011), scored 1.0 out of 3 on
average and was the lowest scoring
document in this assessment. None of the
themes were classed as ‘good’, although
the  document scored ‘okay’  for:
coordination and collaboration; learning
and adaptive management, with a focus on
infernal  learning,  although less  so
externally; and financing to cover all life-
cycle costs, as it encouraged finance from
communities to eventually replace systems.

Community based management was the
focus for service delivery and a traditional

approach of “community capacity-building”
and maintenance programmes (therefore
infrastructure rather than service delivery
focused) resulted in poor results for the
management themes. There was also no
mention of working with local governments
or supporting regulation. Harmonisation
and alignment was scored as ‘limited” with
some alignment with strategy “informed by
government WASH plans where present”
but overall there seemed to be an inward
focus. Monitoring was also ‘limited’ — whilst
services delivered may be monitored it
appeared to be done on an adhoc basis
(when  revisiing  water  points  for
maintenance and repair) and for a limited
time (5 years). The document indicated that
LWI followed its own monitoring systems
rather than national ones.

LWI

Support to service providers

Regulation of rural services and service providers

Recognition and promotion of alternative service provider
options

Professionalisation of community management
Monitoring service delivery and sustainability
Learning and adaptive management
Harmonisation and coordination

Financing to cover all lifecycle costs
Capacity support to service authorities

Asset management

0.0

0.5 1.0 1.5 20 25 30
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2.3.3 WATERAID

Documents Reviewed

e WaterAid, 2005. WaterAid’s strategy
2005-2010

Findings

The WaterAid document (WaterAid, 2005)
scored 1.3 out of 3 on average. It received
‘good’  scores in  coordination and
collaboration, capacity support to service
authorities,  learning  and  adaptive
management and direct support to service
providers. Although it was scored as ‘good’
for coordination and collaboration, it was
scored as ‘unclear’ for harmonisation and
alignment as it aimed to influence how
others work, including influencing policy,
but it was not apparent what effect this had
to achieving harmonisation and alignment

within the sector or the relation to

government policy. Monitoring was also
scored as ‘limited’ as details about what is
to be monitored were lacking. Regulation
was not mentioned.

Communtiy management was the standard
approach with emphasis on partner NGOs
supporting community projects. As a result,
recognition and promotion of alternative
service provider options scored ‘none’ and
professionalisation of community
management scored ‘unclear’.

The financing themes were weak for this
document with only finance for day to day
operation being mentioned and no
discussion of other on-going costs or

eventual replacement.

Regulation of rural services and service providers

Recognition and promotion of alternative service provider
options

Professionalisation of community management
Monitoring service delivery and sustainability
Learning and adaptive management
Harmonisation and coordination

Financing to cover all lifecycle costs
Capacity support to service authorities

Asset management

(]
WaterAid
Supportfo service provicers M S S

05 10 1.5 20 25 30




2.3.4 WATER FOR PEOPLE

Documents Reviewed

e UNICEF, 2006. UNICEF water,
sanitation and hygiene strategies for
2006-2015

Findings

The Water for People document (Water for
People, 2010) scored an average of 1.9
out of 3. The document was scored as
‘good’ in capacity support to service
authorities,  learning  and  adaptive
management, direct support to service
providers, and for both of the financial
themes — asset management and financing
to cover all lifecycle costs, supporting
communities and governments to plan and

finance for capital replacement.

The document was weak in: harmonisation
and alignment, as other organisations are
encouraged fo follow their ways of working
and it was not clear how this affected
harmonisation  and  alignment  with
government policies (therefore scored as
‘unclear’); regulation, which was not
included; and recognition and promotion of
alternative service provider options, which
was scored as ‘none’ since community
management was the focus. Although the
private sector may support operation and
maintenance it is for community managed
systems  rather than for  delegated

management.

Support to service providers

Regulation of rural services and service providers

Recognition and promotion of alternative service provider
options

Professionalisation of community management

Monitoring service delivery and sustainability

Learning and adaptive management

Harmonisation and coordination

Financing fo cover all life-cycle costs

Capacity support to service authorities

Asset management

WiP
e —

0.5 1.0 1.5 20 25 3.0




3. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

3.1 COMPARISON OF THEMES

(Good) 3.0

(Okay) 2.0 -

(Limited) 1.0 -

(None/unclear) 0.0 -

As shown in Error! Reference source not
found. above, the most commonly occurring
theme in the documents was learning and
followed by
coordination and collaboration, where all

adaptive  management
documents scored either ‘good’ or ‘okay’.
This may be a surprising result in the sense
that these two themes can be interpreted as
being on the ‘software’ extreme of water
service delivery. However, as they both
address systemic capacity they could be
said to support all the other themes. Both
learning and coordination enable more
effective and efficient working. It s
promising that these issues are widely
supported as it shows that organisations
appreciate that there are problems in the
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sector which require collaborative solutions.
These are fairly established practices
(compared to some of the other themes for
which new research is supporting their
adoption) and in an age where ‘value-for-
money’ is a high priority from donors, it is
not surprising that looking for ways to
improve at relatively low cost features
strongly.

The least occurring themes in the documents
were: asset management (where only DFID,
Water For People and AusAID scored
‘good’ or ‘okay’); and recognition and
promotion of alternative service provider
options (for which only Danida received a
‘good” scoring). Whilst asset management
is understood to be an important focus of
urban utilities, it has only recently being
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seen as important for sustainability in the
rural water sector. This is an area where
additional support and funding is required
to strengthen capacity of the sector.
Regulation is another weak area which is
common in the urban sector, but not
supported in the rural water sector. It may
be some time before this theme is reflected
in standard approaches, owing to the
potential complexity of this issue.

The traditional approach of community
management is still seen by many
organisations as the only way of providing
rural water services. However, it s
increasingly being seen that for some
communities this approach may not be the
best and in some situations self supply or
delegated management may be more
appropriate. As these ideas take hold more
organisations  may  adopt  possible
alternatives to community management. This
is an area where further research and
support may be required.
Monitoring was weak overall,
predominantly because documents referred
to monitoring access or numbers of people
served, rather than quality of service,
service providers or sustainability criteria.
This is an area where further support is
needed in the sector.

Financial planning for full life cycle costs is
an area which has traditionally been
ignored within the sector, with tariffs often
planned to  cover operation and

maintenance costs, but very rarely are other

costs for rural water planned for and
covered, be they by taxes, transfers or
tariffs. This theme came out with mixed
results, with some organisations scoring well
whilst others, noticeably AusAID, EU,
UNICEF and WaterAid all presenting
‘limited” or ‘none’. Given its critical role in
ensuring long-term  sustainability, more
support should be seen for this theme. The
low score for ‘planning for asset
management’ is a  related  point,
demonstrating  that planning for major
capital maintenance and renewals is de-
linked from the composition of user fariffs.
Until recently the less immediate aspects of
life-cycle costs have been commonly
ignored despite the likelihood that such an
approach may lead to broken pumps and
pipes which cannot afford to be replaced
and consequently leaving rural communities
reliant on ad-hoc donor funding for
replacements or a return to drinking water

from inadequate sources.

It must be stressed that these findings do not
necessarily reflect the overall views of the
associated organisations towards these
issues but they do reflect what has been
written, or omitted, in their published policy
and strategy documents reviewed as part of
this QDA exercise. Consequently care must
be taken about assumptions regarding
organisational priorities in the rural water
sector
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4. CONCLUSIONS

This baseline policy QDA supports many of
the assumptions that Triple-S holds about
the sector, for example that there is
insufficient planning for full life cycle costs,
and that monitoring focuses on access
rather than sustainable service delivery. Of
the documents assessed, DFID’s performed
best, followed by Water for People’s. The
themes that scored the highest in the policy
documents as a whole were ‘learning and
adaptive  management’  followed by
‘coordination and collaboration’.  These
themes may be popular in published
policies since they are established

practices which are believed to support
organisations to improve their effectiveness
at relatively low cost. Those that scored
most poorly in the documents were ‘asset
management’, and  ‘recognition and
promotion of alternative service provider

options’.

These findings, together with feedback
from the sector and other methods, can
provide a better understanding of the
policies and practices in the rural water
sector in order to move closer towards
services.

ensuring sustainable
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