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ABSTRACT

H. Cvaluation ADSIIect (Do not encesd Ihe soace provided) .

The WASH III midterm evaluation represents the third evaluation undertaken of the WASH
program since its inception in 1980. Like its predecessors, this evaluation found that
WASH III management needs to be given very high marks. Persons interviewed within and
outside of AID consistently maintained that WASH was responding effectively to its
needs: whether by providing timely and quality technical assistance to missions and
bureaus, or by providing what was said, several ('mes, to be outstanding leadership
to the global community of WS/S professionals.

WASH III is, clearly, well managed at both the S&T/Health supervisory and WASH levels.
The Project is on track according to its original purpose, and according to its WASH
I1I contract scope-of-work. It is, moreover, as flexible as it needs to be, in order
to respond to newly emerging directions in water supply and sanitation, as AID's
programming, prompted by massive rural to urban population shifts throughout the
developing world, begins to change its focus from a rural to a peri-urban and urban
one.

WASH III's 24.6 million dollar authorization brings AID’s investment in Water and
Sanitation for Health (WASH) to 54.8 million dollars. Yet in spite of this significant
sum, the Agency continues to be without an effective health policy in the area of water
and sanitation. Moreover, at its most senior levels, AID appears to be favoring a
policy tack which depreciates the importance of water and sanitation for health. 1In
so doing, the Agency seems to contradict the importance it gave to the founding of WASH
when the program was established a decade ago, as well as seems to contradict the
importance it currently is giving to the link between health and the environment. The
WASH III evaluation team shares the concern expressed by the WASH II evaluators over
the declining importance being given to water and sanitation for the Agency’s health
strategy, and to it omission from its child survival efforts.

twa team did feel that there were some program areas which might be improved upon.
But it is important to stress that the more serious problems, such as the lack of
policy guidance and collaboracion between and among contractors, cannot be addressed
by WASH, or by AID’s project officers.
the discussion, the decisions are for senior management only.

It was the team’s sense that the issue of policy guidaace is an urdgent one, and needs
to be addressed immediately. In so doing, AID has the opportunity to, once again, to
provide the global community of major donors with vitally needed leadership in an area
of policy that is lagging behind.

While these latter can and must contribute to

COSTS

1, Evalygtion Costs

1. Evaluation Team

Name Afflation

J. Jude Medical Care

Joseph Haratani Development
International

Kristin Loken A.I.D.

Sharon Fee A.1.D.

Contract Number OR
TOY Person Daye
1QC
POC-1406-1I-00+
7134
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TOY Cost (U.S. §)
27,000
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Program
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A.l.D. EVALUATION SUMMARY - PART |l

SUMMARY

J. Ssummary of Evaluation Findings, Conclusions and Recommandations (Try not to exceed the three (3) pages provided)
Address the following Items:

e Purpose of vvaluation and methodology used o Princlpal recommendations

e Purpose of acllvity(les) evaluated ¢ Leszons learned

e Findings and conclusions (relate to questions)
Mission or Office: Date This Summary Prepared: ' Title And Date Of Full Evaluation Report:
AID/S&T/H/CD September 20, 1990 WASH III Evaluation _ September_ 20, 1990

Purpose of Evaluation and Methodology Used

The evaluation scope-of work was broken down into 52 specific tasks and placed
in a priority order by three working groups: by the evaluation team, by WASH
staff, and by USAID project-related officers (the Division Chief and the
Cogniz: 1t Technical Officer.) The results were compared and selections made
on the pasis of consensus (3 of 3), and majority (2 of 3) opinions relative to
eachi of the specified tasks. Selected tasks were then assigned to the
foliowing categories: (1) Project Purpose; (2) Project Performance; (3) WASH
Management of Project and (4) AID Management Issues. Each selected task was
also associated with individuals within and outside of USAID, who the team
believed would be capable of discussing the issues relative to that particular
task, and who were available for consultation. (v. Appendix I: Persons
Contacted.) These were interviewed: either in person in the Washington area,
or by telephone in the case of USAID missions and international organizations.

Given the shared belief of team members that it was essential to question as
many users of WASH services as possible, a decision was made to telephone
appropriate persons in the USAID missions and in other WS/S related
organizations worldwide. Questionnaires were also designed for AID bureaus
and individuals (v. appendices.)

An important part of the evaluation exercise was done towards the end of the
interviews and readings, when the team exchanged impressions about conclusions
and recommendations and proceeded to discuss them in order to reach a
consensus -- or not -- as each case turned out to be.

Purpose of Proiject: This project is designed to provide technical assistance,
services, and information in urban and rural water supply and sanitation.
These services include: project planning, institutional development, problem
solving, evaluation, community participation, human resources development and
training, technology transfer, water supply and sanitaticn engineering,
operation and maintenance, water supply as a component of health services,
information collection, synthesis and dissemination; and privatization.

Findings and Conclusions: The major and most immediate conclusion which the
foregoing materials suggests, is that under the leadership of the S&T/Health
AID officers assigned to the oversight of the WASH Project, Camp, Dresser &
McKee’s WASH Project once again needs to be given top marks for its work. As
past evaluations have found, WASH has consistently stayed on track according
to the requirements of its contract with the AID/S&T Health Office. It has
followed evaluation recommendations; it has worked effeg¢tively not only with
its immediate AID supervisors, but with AID bureaus and missions, and with a
large network of international organizations, among whom WASH’sS contribution
to the fund of knowledge about WS/S, and its leadership in the arena, is
unquestioned.
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SUMMARY (Continued)

This evaluation has indicated that there: are problem areas, and
recommendations are made to address them. However, it needs to be pointed out
that the most serious pProblems which need to be addressed cannot be addressed
by WASH, or by AID’s WASH project officers. They need to be addressed by
AID’s senior management .

Two sets of recommendations are made; those for WASH to consider, and those
for AID. The Page number following the recommendation places it in its proper
discussion context.

Principal Recommendations:

1. Recommendations for WASH

1.1 To the extent that it can influence AID task approval decisions, WASH
needs to continue to push for S&T core funding being used extensively to
augment the resources of those countries with the greatest water and
sanitation needs regardless of their ability to pay. (Page 7)

1.3 WASH should explore the possible uses of employee dedication/satisfaction
analyses for bettering the operations and maintenance aspects of LDC water
supply and sanitation institutions. (Pages 11-12)

1.5 WASH should seek ways to utilize its experience with social institutions
in community development to its work in ID/HRD. (Page 17)

1.6 WASH should undertake a rapid assessment study to determine the effects

implemented and in those where they have not been. (Pages 18-19)

1.7 Given the great difficulty of finding solutions to the cost recovery and
system sustainability issues, WASH needs to continue its efforts in
brainstorming these issues on a regqular basis in its home office, in

experiencing similar Problems, and with WS/s beneficiaries in the field.

1.8 WASH needs to begin to develop a marketing strategy for reaching out to
the missions, and through the missions to the private sector. This marketing

Plan needs to include the roles to be played by WASH and AID officers. (Pages
22 and 33) '
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8 UMM ARY (Continved)

1.9 WASH should periodically compile short summaries of timely articles in
English, Spanish, French, Arabic, etc., from around the globe, relevant to the
three central issues of WS/S project sustainability: 1ID/HRD, O&M and Cost

Recovery. (Page 24)

2. Recommendations for AID

2.1 AID/S&T needs to advise missions that WASH is able to provide technical
. assistance to the Private Sector of their respective countries, and that WASH
needs their invitation to proceed. (Page 22)

2.2 The AID Procurement Office needs to reexamine its crafting of contract
language in order that collaboration between S&T/Health contractors be
required as a contractual obligation when the need for it arises. (Page 31)

2.3 AID/PPC, with the input of AID/S&T/Health, needs to draft a water policy
for health as soon as possible. In the drafting of that policy, WASH should
play a role. 1If at all possible, this policy should be developed in close
collaboration with other major donors who also lack a water for health policy;
and it should be developed with a strong bent towards health. (Pages 31-33)

2.4 AID/S&T/Health needs to provide AID project managers of WASH
significantly more travel opportunities to the field and to WASH'’s
international network. (Pages 29, 33 and 34)

Lessons Learned: See attached
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ATTACHMENTS ~

K. Attachments (List attachments submitted with this Evaluation Summary; always attach copy nf full evaluation report, even if one was submitteo

earlier, attach studies, surveys, etc., from "ongoing” evaluation. !f relgvant 10 the evaiyation report.)

1. "WASH III EVALUATION", 20 Sept. 1990,
J. Jude Pansini, Medical Care Development International.

2. "LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE WASH PROJECT",
Ten Years of WS/S Experience in Developing Countries, 1990

COMMENTS

| L. Comments By Misgion, AID/W Office and Borrower/Grantee On Full Report
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