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MEMORANDUM
TO USAID/West Bank and Gaza Director, Christopher D Crowley
FROM RIG/A/Cairo, Darryl T Burrs M%WMB

SUBJECT Audit of USAID/West Bank and Gaza's Water Activities

This 1s our final report on the subject audit In finalizing the report, we considered your
comments on the draft report and modified the report as we considered appropriate  Your
comments on the draft report are included in Appendix II

Thus report contains five recommendations for your action Based on the information provided
by the Mission we consider that a management decision has been reached on Recommendations
1,2 4and 5 A determination of final action for these recommendations will be made by the
Office of Management Planning and Innovation (M/MPI/MIC) when planned corrective actions
are completed

We do not consider that a management decision has been reached on Recommendation No 3
Please notify our office within 30 days of actions planned or taken to implement
Recommendation No 3

[ appreciate the cooperation and courtesies extended to my staff during the audit

Enclosure a/s

US Maiing Address Tel Country Code (202) #106 Kasr El Aim:t St ,
USAID-RIG/A/C Unu 64902 357-3909 Cairo Center Bullding,

APO AE 09839-4902 Fax # (202) 3554318 Garden Cuy, Cairo, Egypt
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In September 1993, the Palestimian Liberation Organization and the Government of Israel signed
an agreement envisioning the transfer of self-rule authority to the Palestimans, intially over the
Gaza Strip and Jericho and later over the remainder of the West Bank In recognition of this
historic opportunity, the United States commutted to provide $500 mullion over a five-year period
to support the peace process

In September 1995, the Palestimans and Israehs signed the Oslo II Accords which extended
Palestinian self-rule to s1x major population centers in the West Bank, with a phased-in extension
of authority planned for other areas The United States government viewed water as both a high
political and development priority during the Oslo II negotiations, and for this reason made broad
commitments to play a lead role in increasing Palestinian access to water Based on the
importance attached to water and the US commitments, USAID/West Bank and Gaza made
water a strategic focus, committing 60 to 70 percent of its budget to 1ts strategic objective on
access to and use of water resources

This audit examined the Mission's implementation of 1ts planning and performance measurement
systems for 1ts water activities, and whether these activities were making satisfactory progress

We concluded that the Mission generally implemented planning and performance measurement
systems 1n accordance with Agency directives—except that the performance measurement system
was structured to capture changes for the whole of the West Bank and Gaza when rehiable data
18 not yet available at that broad scale As a result, the Mission has placed 1tself in a position
of presently not having reliable data to support many of 1its baselines, results and targets (page
4) We also found that the Mission's supporting documentation was not organmized in a manner
to permit easy tracing of the numbers to their specific support (page 15)

We recommended that the Mission clanfy performance indicator definrtions and establish controls
and plans to obtain relhiable information for 1its baselines, results and targets We also
recommended that the Mission cross-index each number 1n its performance monitoring plan to
where, specifically, the number can be found in the supporting documents

In regard to whether the water activities were making satisfactory progress, the audit concluded
that except for significant delays 1n the West Bank 1n drilling wells and constructing the related



facilities and water transmission systems, these activities were making satisfactory progress (page
17)

Projected delays of 15 to 25 months to complete major construction activities in the West Bank
were due to a number of factors but especially to delayed 1ssuance of permits by the Israel
authorities and changes made 1n order to obtain those permits  As a result of the delays and
changes, the contract costs had increased by $20 5 million We did not make a recommendation
since the delays were mostly beyond the Mission's control, and the Mission appeared to have
resolved the earlier problems

With regard to our assessment of the Mission's performance indicators, baselines, results and
targets, the Mission was of the opinion that 1n several instances the report statements were not
accurate or well stated However, the Mission accepted the report as providing a detailed,
independent assessment of how 1ts indicators might be understood (or misunderstood) by non-
Mission audiences and stated the report findings and recommendations will feed into the
Mission's ongoing efforts to refine 1ts performance monitoring plan We reviewed the Mission's
comments and changed the report as we considered appropriate

The Mission accepted the remaining findings as presented A summary of management's
comments and our evaluation 1s presented after each finding (see pages 10 and 16) and following
our answer to the second audit objective (see page 20) The full text of the Mission's comments
18 included 1n Appendix II

e 17 Tnapect Gananel
Office of Inspector General
February 2, 1999
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INTRODUCTION

Background

USAID's Mission in the West Bank and Gaza was established 1n August 1994 following the
"Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Governing Arrangements" signed between the
Palestiman Liberation Organization and the Government of Israel in September 1993 The
agreement envisioned an imtial transfer of authority over the Gaza Strip and Jericho to
Palestinmans, to be followed by the transfer of authority over the remainder of the West Bank

In recognition of the historic opportumty presented by the peace process, the US commutted to
provide $500 mullion over a five-year pertod, of which $375 mullion was to be administered by
USAID USAID's mitial support following the agreement focused on the start-up of Palestinian
Authority operations high priority infrastructure employment generation, and economic
reactivation

In September 1995 the Israelis and Palestimians signed an mterim "Protocol Concerning
Redeployment and Security Arrangements” (the Oslo II Accords), which extended Palestiman
self-rule to six major population centers in the West Bank, with a phased-in extension of
authority planned for other areas Water was viewed as both a high political and development
priority during the Oslo II negotiations and, as such, the United States government made broad
commitments to play a lead role 1in supporting efforts to increase Palestinian access to water

Based on the importance attached to water and the U S commuitments, the Mission decided to
make water a strategic focus, commutting 60 to 70 percent of 1ts budget to 1ts present Strategic
Objective No 2 Greater Access to and More Effective Use of Scarce Water Resources
Furthermore, the Mission told us that for political and development reasons the Mission decided
to finance wastewater and stormwater facilities in Gaza City, wells in the Eastern Aquifer of the
West Bank, and bulk water transmission systems 1n the Bethlehem-Hebron and Jenin areas of the
West Bank

The work in Gaza City was financed under the Mission's Gaza Wastewater Project which was
authorized in April 1995 Inrtially the project was implemented by the United Nations Relief and
Works Agency However, since June 1996 the primary implementing entity has been the
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contractor Metcalf & Eddy International Inc Metcalf & Eddy has two contracts totalling $34 1
million under the project to provide complete project management services for the rehabilitation
expansion, and development of the existing wastewater and stormwater systems in Gaza City
Additionally, Metcalf & Eddy was awarded a third contract for $6 2 million under a different
project to build a reverse osmosis desalination plant mn the Gaza Strip

The work 1n the West Bank has been financed mainly under the Water Resources Program'
authorized 1n September 1995, but secondarily under a USAID/Washington grant signed in
September 1994 Grants have been awarded to the United Nations Development Program and
to three nongovernmental organizations, mainly for activities to rehabilitate and extend water
distribution systems in municipalities and villages However, the main activities are implemented
through Camp Dresser & McKee International, Inc Camp Dresser & McKee has a $67 7 mullion
contract to provide complete project management services for a balanced water resources program
with the main construction activities taking place i the Bethlehem-Hebron and Jenin areas

The above activities are managed by USAID/West Bank and Gaza's Water Resources Office with
assistance from other offices 1n the Mission As of July 13 1998, the combined total obligations
and expenditures for those activities was $137 1 million and $40 5 million, respectively

Furthermore, at the time of our audit the Mission was planning the next phase of its water
activities to be implemented over the upcoming five-year period Draft concept papers indicated
that $145 million would be requested for West Bank activities and $56 mullion for activities 1n
the Gaza Strip

Effective October 1, 1995, the Agency began using Automated Directive System chapters 201
through 203 which outline a "re-engineered" planning and performance measurement system
The system requires USAID muissions to develop strategic plans establish annual targets and
report annually on the results achieved in a document called the "results review and resource
request" or R4 The re-engineered system 1s designed to focus management attention on results
while permitting USAID personnel considerable flexibility to choose the most appropriate means
of achieving planned results The system 1s also designed to help meet the requirements of the
Government Performance and Results Act of 1993, a law which requires Federal agencies to
prepare strategic plans, establish performance indicators and report annually on their performance
in achieving planned results

1Formerly called the Municipal Services Project



Audit Objectives
The Office of the Regional Inspector General for Audit/Cairo conducted an audit of USAID/West
Bank and Gaza's Strategic Objective No 2 Greater Access to and More Effective Use of Scarce

Water Resources, to answer the following audit objectives

. Did USAID/West Bank and Gaza, for its water activities, implement planning and
performance measurement systems tn accordance with Agency directives?

. Were USAID/West Bank and Gaza's water activities making satisfactory progress”?

Appendix I describes t'ie audit's scope and methodology




REPORT OF
AUDIT FINDINGS

Did USAID/West Bank and Gaza, for its water activities, implement
planning and performance measurement systems 1n accordance with Agency
directives?

Except for problems mntroduced as a result of structuring its performance measurement system
to capture data on a very broad scale USAID/West Bank and Gaza for its water activities
generally implemented planning and performance measurement systems 1n accordance with
Agency directives

Following 1ts approved strategic plan, as modified during subsequent R4 submissions the Mission
defined a results framework and established a performance monitoring plan A strategic objective
team was created to manage water activittes Also the Mission established mechanisms to
collect data on a regular basis These aspects were 1n accordance with Agency directives

However, as a result of structuring its performance measurement systems to capture changes for
the whole of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip without having reliable information on that broad
a scale the Mission has placed itself 1n a position of presently not having reliable data to support
many of its baselines results and targets Further the Mission's supporting documentation was
not organized 1n a manner to permit easy tracing of the numbers to thewr specific support

Indicator Definitions, Baselines, 1997 Results and Year 2000 Targets

The Agency's managing-for-results process revolves around defining a strategy to accomplish an
objective, selecting appropriate and unambiguous indicators to measure performance obtaining
reliable data on the baseline conditions and annual results, and setting targets for future results
based on careful analysis of what 1s realistic to achieve However, in reviewing the basis for the
Mission's R4 report to USAID/Washington mn 1998 we concluded that most indicators of
performance needed clarification, and most baselines reported annual results and outyear targets
were not supported with reliable information (see Appendix III) The root cause of this situation
appears to be the overly broad scope of activities the Mission 1s attempting to capture and the
fact that reliable information 1s not yet available on such a broad scale The Mission stated that



it interprets Agency guidance and was advised by Washington design teams to capture results on
a sector-wide basis While the Mission's R4 clearly indicates that there are problems with the
reliability of the information being reported we believe that the problems are extensive and a
greater effort on the part of the Mission 1s needed to resolve them

Recommendation No 1 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza, for 1its
water resources strategic objective, clarify, as appropriate, what each mdicator 1s
supposed to measure (see Appendix III)

Recommendation No 2 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza, for
strategic objective indicator 1-the mam strategic level indicator—develop a plan of
action for obtaming rehable data, the plan may consider alternate methods of
obtaiming rehable data for the whole of West Bank and aza (such as statistical
samples) or, alternatively, the indicator 1tself may be changed to something for which
reliable data can be more readily obtamned

Recommendation No 3 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza establish
a control which requires (1) the analysis of reports received from the Mission's
contractors and other sources to 1dentify water activities funded by other donors or
by the Palestimans themselves which might contribute to results being reported
under the Mission's performance indicators, and (2) visits to the activities identified
to assess whether and when the activities are expected to produce results that should
be reflected in the Mission's managing-for-results framework

Recommendation No 4 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza develop
a plan of action to ensure that by the earhest date practical the Palestiman Water
Authority’s management information system captures reliable and consistent data
on water activities for the whole of the West Bank and Gaza Also, to the extent the
Mission plans to use this system as the basis for its reporting, the Mission should
ensure that its performance mndicators are consistent with the information being
captured by the system

USAID's Automated Directives System (ADS) chapters 201 through 203 provide guidance on
managing for results Additionally, Performance Monitoring and Evaluation TIPS from USAID's

Center for Development Information and Evaluation (CDIE) serve as supplementary references
for ADS chapter 203

USAID's managmg-for-results system revolves around defining a strategy to accomplish an
objective, selecting appropriate and unambiguous performance indicators obtaining rehiable data
on the baseline conditions and results, and setting performance targets based on careful analysis
of what 1s realistic to achieve



In reviewing the basis for information included in the Mission's 1998 R4 report on 1ts water
resources strategic objective, we concluded that most indicators of performance needed
clarification, and that most baselines, annual results and outyear targets were not supported with
reliable information (see Appendix III for details) Following are a few examples

Indicators

CDIE TIPS number 7 states "Each performance indicator needs a detailed definition Be precise
about all technical elements of the indicator statement The definition should be detailed enough
to ensure that different people at different times, given the task of collecting data for a given
indicator would collect 1dentical types of data "

Of the mine performance indicators reported on in the Mission's 1998 R4 submussion to
Washington, we concluded that seven would benefit from further clanification For example the
main strategic objective level indicator 1s "Domestic consumption rate (metered)" and the
indicator description 1s "Based on overall domestic supply (minus physical losses and
unaccounted-for use) and population estimates” The scope of this indicator 1s so broad that there
1s significant risk of not gathering consistent information from year to year unless the indicator
1s precisely defined To illustrate, we analyzed the support for the indicator's baseline and after
doing so were not sure what the indicator included versus what 1t excluded For example the
baseline value was a calculation made by the Mission's contractor, but the Mission did not have
enough detail for us to assess whether the value includes only metered consumption

Other consistency 1ssues for this indicator were that the Mission told us that due to political
sensitivities, data for East Jerusalem was excluded from the calculation However an
examination of the baseline data showed this was not so We also noted that the baseline was
for the whole of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, but the 1997 results were based upon a
nonstatistical sample of water utilities The end result was a comparison not known to be
statistically valid

Baselines

A performance 1ndicator's baseline 1s 1ts value at the beginning of the planning period—ideally just
prior to the implementation of the USAID program activities Following approval of a mission's
strategic plan, a mission 1s required to operationalize its performance monitoring systems and to
validate and modify 1f appropriate, the performance baselines mitially defined 1n 1its strategic
plan Further, the ADS states that if data for a performance indicator prove to be unavailable
the indicator may need to be changed

Our review found that six of nine baselines for performance indicators were not supported with
reliable data

The 1ssue on certain of the baselines was both ambiguity about what should be measured by the
indicator and lack of supporting information For instance, the baseline value for the strategic



level indicator "Agricultural and commercial requirements met with nonpotable sources
(percentage)" did not take mto account untreated and poorly treated wastewater being used for
agriculture The Mission did not have information on the amounts of such wastewater being used
and, 1n any case, did not intend to count the untreated wastewater being reused because 1t 1s
environmentally unsound ~ While we understand and accept the Mission's posttion regarding
environmental unsoundness, we still note that agricultural requirements are presently being met
by this nonpotable water and are not reflected 1n the indicator's baseline It 1s our understanding
that one of the expected benefits of treating wastewater was to save or free up potable water for
other uses However, 1n this case, to the extent that more highly treated wastewater merely
replaces untreated or poorly treated wastewater, no potable water 1s freed up for other uses

An example of an indicator baseline of undetermined reliability 1s the Mission's performance
mndicator "Volume of losses prevented” The baseline for this indicator 1s very important as 1t
was also used to calculate the baseline for the Mission's main strategic objective level indicator
"Domestic consumption rate (metered)” The indicator measures the reduction 1n physical and
administrative losses (e g 1naccurate metering and 1llegal connections) from the domestic water
supply systems of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip The baseline value of 43 percent was
supplied by the Mission's contractor and was based on estimates by water utilities or estimated
from published data and/or discussions with water utility personnel The reliability of these
estimates and data was not determined

Another point worth mentioning 1s that the Mission's original strategy planned to increase per
caplta consumption to a mmmum standard, but data on per capita consumption is not being
captured at this point The Mission's strategic objective level indicator "Domestic consumption
rate (metered)" actually reflects the amount of "accounted-for-water" per capita which 1s less than
actual consumption because 1ts calculation includes administrative losses which do not actually
reduce the amounts being consumed

1997 Results

The ADS requires missions to collect "actual results" data for each performance mdicator
annually to the extent possible Also the ADS states that the information collected on
development partners' programs must be at a level of detail and quality that ensures an accurate
understanding of the progress bemg made

With regard to reported 1997 results, the audit found that for most performance indicators the
Mission reported results as zero, 1€, no results We generally considered these "no results"
situations to be not supported by reliable information because the Mission had not verified the
actual situation

For only one of the nine performance indicators did we conclude that the 1997 results were
supported with reliable data



Year 2000 Targets

CDIE TIPS number 8 states that all targets should be based on a careful analysis of what 1s
realistic to achieve Further, the ADS states that following approval of their strategic plans,
missions are to operationalize their performance monitoring systems by, among other things,
validating and/or modifying the targets initially defined in their strategic plans Performance
monttoring plans are to build on the initial information 1n the strategic plan verifying or
modifying performance indicators, baselines and targets, and documenting decisions

The ADS also requires that information and documentation required for managing the
achievement of results be prepared, maintained and kept current

We did not consider any of the Mission's Year 2000 t.rgets to be supported A basic problem
was that the Mission did not maintain the documentation showing how 1t arrived at those targets
Further, based on the Mission's verbal explanations and other documents, we concluded that the
targets generally lacked a reliable information basis, with lack of information on projects funded
by other donors being a factor in many cases

An example of a Year 2000 target without a reliable basis was the performance indicator for
"Volume of losses prevented" This target 1s based on a contractor assumption that loss rates will
be reduced over a twenty-year pertod as a result of the water supply system being upgraded and
adequately maintamned by well staffed and equipped utilities along with the necessary
maintenance programs This 1s just an assumption-not a realistic basis for projecting this
indicator's Year 2000 target Another example was the target for the indicator "Volume of water
conserved" The Mission said that 1t had no specific plans that support the target Rather, the
target was picked based on the Mission's general expectation that other donors would focus on
the area

A third example 1llustrates that the Mission was not keeping close track of other donors' projects
For the indicator "Volume of additional potable water from conventional sources" we asked the
Mission to 1dentify the wells that correspond to 1ts Year 2000 target of 23 million cubic meters
of water per year The Mission told us that when the target was formulated at the beginning of
the strategy period, the specific wells had not yet been identified but that the program
subsequently developed supports the target The Mission then identified 13 wells, primarily
USAID-funded ones, that would supply additional water 1n the range of the target value by the
Year 2000 However, through other sources including contractor reporting to the Mission on
other donors' activities, we noted references to at least 15 additional wells beyond those 1dentified
by the Mission In addition there were a number of other activities such as wells being
rehabilitated which would add results to this indicator but which the Mission did not mention
We assume someone 1n the Mission was aware of these activities since most of them were
referred to 1n reports and newsletters from the Mission's contractor However, the Mission's
target does not include them



The Mission told us that 1t structured 1ts managing-for-results system as 1t did based both on 1ts
interpretation of ADS guidance and discussions with Washington design teams that 1t shouid
capture sector-wide results Additionally the Mission has been candid 1n stating that there are
problems with the reliability of the information being reported in the R4  For mstance, its 1998
R4 states that reliable and complete water sector data have not been available for the West Bank
and Gaza

To partially address the problems of incomplete and unrehable data the Mission has been
supporting the development of a management information system (MIS) by the Palestinian Water
Authority (PWA) For the last two years the Mission's main water contractor has assisted the
PWA 1n annual data gathering exercises whereby survey questionnaires are sent to a number of
water utilities The Mission's intent 1s that the information collected will both serve the PWA's
management purposes and be used 1n the Mission's results reporting

In 1ts 1998 R4, the Mission stated that 1t expects that this year's data gathering exercise will
result 1n more reliable data However, we found that improvements are needed The Mission's
contractor told us that a greater and continuous effort needs to be made to work with the water
utilities reporting the information to the PWA

In order to set realistic targets for sector-wide results as well as to provide a basis for cross-
checking the reliability of information being reported in the PWA MIS, we also believe that the
Mission needs mformation on the programs funded by other donors and the Palestinians
themselves

We noted that the Mission has tasked 1ts main water contractor to stay abreast of activities n the
water sector and to report those activities However, while the reporting 1s taking place and the
contractor seems to be making a reasonable effort to keep abreast of the water sector activities
of other donors and the Palestinians themselves we did not see that the reports were being
analyzed by the Mission to assure that such activities are reflected 1n the Mission's results
reporting and target setting Therefore this 1s another area where improvements are needed

Conclusion

As a result of structuring 1ts managing-for-results system to capture sector-wide results before
reliable information 1s available at that broad scale, the Mission has placed 1itself 1n a position
of not having reliable data to support many of its baselines, results and targets To its credit,
the Mission has been open about reliability problems with the information being reported to
Washington, and the Mission 1s supporting the PWA with the ntent of improving the reliability
of data over ime Nevertheless, our review ndicates that there are various i1ssues with regard
to the ambiguity of the performance indicators themselves, questions regarding what went nto
the calculation of certain baselines comparisons of inconsistent data unsupported results, and
targets without a documented basis Many of these problems will not be solved as a result of
the Mission's support for the PWA's MIS and therefore need separate Mission attention



The Mission pointed out that its water resources strategy was launched based on political
considerations to meet the immediate demands of the peace process that the PWA was 1n a start-
up mode at the time and still working out 1its relationships with water utilities and that after
decades of Israeli occupation there was a lack of available data for the West Bank and the Gaza
Strip The Mission stated that while the data sources were admttedlv flawed at the time the
Mission developed 1ts strategic plan, 1t still felt that available information was sufficient to make
reasoned decisions and order-of-magnitude estimates of the baseline condition current and future
needs, and potential accomplishments The Mission further pointed out that 1t began to support
the developing data collection and analysis efforts for the PWA's MIS

The Misstion stated that data will continue to be incomplete and imprecise for some time since
some data still need to be developed and the establishment and refinement of related systems will
be a time consuming process Regardless, the Mission expects that the PWA's MIS reports from
the Mission's contractors and grantees and information received from other donors on specific
programs will provide increasingly reliable data for the Mission's performance monitoring and
reporting during the period covered by 1its strategy

We agree with the Mission's observations However we believe that the Mission needs to be
more proactive 1n resolving the problems of lack of reliable data in the near term and where 1t
1s not possible to get reliable data soon 1t needs to seriously consider revising its indicators to
something that can be reliably measured

Management Comments and Our Evaluation

Although the Mission was of the opinion that certain of the facts/statements in the audit report
were not accurate or well stated, 1t accepted the report as providing 1t a detailed independent
assessment of how 1ts indicators might be understood/not understood by non-Mission audiences
It also stated that 1t expects that the report's findings and recommendations will feed into the
Mission's ongoing efforts to refine the structure of 1ts performance monitoring plan in the water
sector and to determine the feasibility and utility of future data collection/analysis exercises
Based on the Mission's comments we modified the report as we considered appropriate

The Mission disagreed with our conclusion that the root cause of the cited shortcomings i 1ts
performance monitoring plan was that the Mission scoped 1ts performance indicators too broadly
considering the fact that reliable data did not exist at that broad scale The Mission considered
the root cause to be the generalized absence of reliable data in the Palestiman territories
following thirty years of Israeli occupation and the nascent nature of Palestinian partner
organizations The apparent difference between the two positions 1s that the Mission does not
necessarily consider that 1ts indicators are scoped too broadly despite the lack of reliable data

The Mission further noted that 1ts sector-wide strategic perspective and resultant inclusion of

indicators covering the entire West Bank and Gaza were specifically consistent with the
guidelines provided by an assistance team from the Bureau for Asia and the Near East (ANE
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Bureau) However 1t also noted that more recent communications from USAID/Washington
seem to indicate that there 1s a recognition that such an approach may over-complicate
performance measurement efforts

The Mission also stated that 1t would not be practical to establish targets based on a detailed
accounting of expected outputs and results of USAID, other donor and Palestinian implementation
plans However, nowhere in our report do we say how to establish the targets Our main points
are that however the targets are established their detailed basis should be documented so they can
be evaluated for reasonableness and that some of the targets do not seem to square with current
information and possibly should be adjusted

While noting the Mission provided extensive comments and objected to various points presented
in this audit finding, we also note that the Mission 1s considering various adjustments as a result
of the audit We recognize that ultumately 1t 1s the Mission, with approval of ANE Bureau, that
must decide how to structure its results framework We are presenting our independent
observations regarding the Mission's present framework with the expectation that the Mission will
sertously consider the audit report's information and make the appropriate decisions We also
wish to point out that we are not taking 1ssue with events of the past Rather, we believe that
enough progress has occurred for the Mission to address the 1ssues noted in the audit finding on
a forward looking basis

Our evaluation of the Mission's proposed actions 1n response to the four recommendations of the
finding 1s provided below

Recommendation No 1 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza, for its water
resources strategic objective, clarify, as appropriate, what each indicator is supposed to
measure (see Appendix I11)

Misston Position

The Mission stated that, "In preparing its next R4, [it] will continue the process of
refining 1ts indicators, taking mto consideration the suggestions and comments mcluded
in this audit report Final decisions on such actions will be made 1n the context of
USAID/W's review of the R4 "

Our Evaluation

As detailed 1in the Mission's response, the Mission will consider the possibility of
narrowing the scope of some of i1ts indicators to capture USAID-specific impact only or
perhaps including that of other major donor activities Indicator-specific considerations
are cited in the attachment to the Mission's reply We consider that the Mission's
proposed actions meet the intent of the recommendation
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Recommendation No 2 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza, for strategic
objective indicator I-the main strategic level indicator—develop a plan of action for obtaining
reliable data, the plan may consider alternate methods of obtaining reliable data for the whole
of West Bank and Gaza (such as statistical samples) or, alternatively, the indicator iself may
be changed to something for which reliable data can be more readily obtained

Mission Position

The Mission stated that 1t "already has a plan in place to provide incrementally better data
as a tool for water resources management 1n the West Bank and Gaza Included 1n these
data will be acceptably reliable information on per capita consumption rates although the
definition of the indicator may be adjusted to reflect the MIS' less-than-total coverage of
Palestinian users 1n the immediate term "

Qur Evaluation

The detail of the Mission's response indicates that the Mission may limit this indicator
to the selected areas included in the Palestiman Water Authority's (PWA) annual survey
done to gather information for the PWA's MIS In the future, the Mission will continue
to support development/refinement of the MIS, and-pending 100 percent survey
coverage—use the resulting data for proxy indicators The Mission stated this approach
will be more useful and practical both in the short- and longer-term than the statistical
sampling suggested i the audit recommendation We consider the Mission's approach
to scope the indicator to the survey coverage 1s responsive to the recommendation

Recommendation No 3 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza establish a control
which requires (1) the analysis of reports recewved from the Mission's contractors and other
sources to identify water activities funded by other donors or by the Palestimans themselves
which nught contribute to results being reported under the Mission's performance indicators,
and (2) visits to the activities identified to assess whether and when the activities are expected
to produce results that should be reflected 1n the Mission's managing-for-results framework

Mussion Position

The Mission stated that it believes "that the current level of interaction between donors
1s appropriate and effective, although USAID will continue to take the lead in improving
donor coordination through targeted support to the PWA and active involvement in formal
(sub) sector working groups It would be of limited management utility to attempt to
identify and quantify the impact of all prospective/planned/ongoing non-USAID water
activities, and we cannot envision a viable “control” for such an effort Instead, in
conjunction with actions taken in response to Recommendation No 1 the Mission might
refine ndicators to include only USAID results, identify “major” other-donor activities
to be included and/or rely on sufficiently accurate data for selected but broad segments
of the West Bank and Gaza as a sector-wide proxy "

12



Our Evaluation

We do not consider the Mission's position responsive to the audit recommendation The
intent of the recommendation 1s only that the Mission establish a control e g assign a
specific responsibility to the SO2 team leader to review the reports that 1t already
receives under 1ts contract with Camp Dresser and McKee (CDM) and which 1t wall
continue to receive under a new comprehensive contract for architecture and engineering
services which the Mission expects to sign in Fiscal Year 1999 The purpose of the
review would be to 1dentify the activities of other donors and the Palestimans themselves
which should be recogmzed 1n the Mission's results framework Also, such information
will help the Misston assess whether the information being reported by the PWA's MIS
1s rehiable There would be no need to take into account those non-USAID activities
"scoped out" as a result of refining indicators

Recommendation No 4 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza develop a plan of
action to ensure that by the earliest date practical the Palestinian Water Authority’s
management information system captures reliable and consistent data on water activities for
the whole of the West Bank and Gaza Also, to the extent the Mission plans fo use this system
as the basis for its reporting, the Mission should ensure that its performance indicators are
consistent with the information being captured by the system.

Mission Position

The Mission stated that it believes "that we currently have a feasible and effective plan
in place to mcrementally improve the data collection/analysis capacity within the PWA,
to serve the PWA as a management tool and provide USAID with selected performance
monitoring data The extent to which USAID relies on this system for its internal
reporting requirements will depend on the decisions taken relative to the previous
recommendations, the success/shortfalls of immediate-term data collection efforts and
consultations with USAID/W "

QOur Evaluation

The detail of the Mission's response indicates that Camp Dresser and McKee and the
PWA have been working very closely with municipalities and utilities to complete a
broader and more consistent survey for the PWA's 1998 MIS Report The Mission
expects that the 1998 MIS Report will be the best source of water data for the West Bank
and Gaza available to date However, 1t expects continuing difficulties in collecting
rehiable data The Mission stated that its intent 1s to institutionalize the process of
collecting reliable data within the PWA and that the Mission recognizes that a continuous
effort will be required to accomplish this However, 1t notes that the PWA has only one
person working part time on this data collection effort Other sections of the Mission's
response also indicate that the Mission plans to scale back certain indicators as needed
so that they are consistent with the data collected
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We consider that the Mission's planned actions to ensure that the Palestiman Water
Authonity’s management information system will capture reliable and consistent data on
water activities are responsive to the audit recommendation However 1t 1s not clear
whether the Mission has assessed what remains to be done to ensure that this end 1s
accomplished and how long it will be before data of the requisite reliability will be
forthcoming to support the Mission's R4 reporting
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Maintamning Documentation for Review

ADS guidance requires that documentation for managing the achievement of results be prepared
and mamntamned Further, government nternal control standards require that documentation be
available and easily accessible for examination In conducting our audit, we asked the Mission
for supporting documentation for all baselines, results and targets 1n 1ts performance monitoring
plan which directly supported 1ts 1998 R4 submussion for its water activittes However while
the Mission provided us its file supporting the performance monitoring plan and other planning
documents, the support for many of the numbers was not readily apparent and we needed to do
extensive review and analysis to determine the basis for the numbers The audit process was
considerably slowed as a result of the Mission not orgamzing 1ts information to facilitate tracing
the numbers to their specific support

Recommendation No_5 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza, for
1ts water resources strategic objective, cross-index all baselines, results, targets and
other figures in 1ts performance monitoring plan to where they can be found within
supporting documentation

The ADS requires USAID managers to ensure that correspondence reports, memoranda, and
other information and documentation required for managing the achievement of strategic plans
objectives, results packages activities and agreements are prepared 1ssued, retained and kept
current

Additionallv, United States government internal control standards require written evidence of all
pertinent aspects of transactions and other significant events and that such documentation be
available as well as easily accessible for examination

In conducting our audit, we asked the Mission for supporting documentation for all baselines
results and targets 1n 1ts performance monitoring plan which directly supported 1ts 1998 R4
submission In response, the Mission's program office gave us 1ts file supporting the performance
monittoring plan for the water resources strategic objective and additionally we obtained the main
planning documents for water activities developed by the Mission's contractors However, the
information was not organized in a fashion to make 1t easy to trace the specific support for the
numbers cited in the plan  And, 1t was only after an extensive review and follow up with the
Mission that we were able to determine the basis for the numbers and to conclude that most are
not supported with reliable information (see Appendix III)

The Mission's program office personnel indicated that they considered that the performance
monitoring plan adequately documents the basis for the information 1n the plan Apparently they
considered that it was sufficient to leave it to us to determine through analysis and follow-up
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questioning which numbers (about 140 of them) were supported and by what® The point of the
government 1nternal control guidance however, 1s that the information be organized and ready
for review While we were eventually able to determine the basis for most of the information
the process would have been greatly facilitated had the Mission cross-indexed the numbers to
their specific support

Further, we noted a few instances of the Mission nadvertently giving us mistaken information
during mterviews, not knowing the basis for a number i the performance monitoring plan, and
not recalling information which would have more closely supported a number Had the Mission
noted the specific location of the support for the numbers 1n 1ts performance monitoring plan

there would have been less opportunity for faulty recollection or not knowing the basis for a
number

Given the complexity of the Mission's managing-for-results framework established for its water
resources strategic objective, the many numbers with different support, and the danger of relying
on recollections rather than documentation we believe 1t would be prudent for the Mission to
cross-index each of the numbers in 1ts performance monitoring plan to the specific location of
the detailed support This would facilitate future reviews of the validity of the baselines, results
targets and other supporting numbers

Management Comments and Our Evaluation

The Mission agreed with the audit finding and recommendation It stated that since figures cited
to date were based largely on incomplete and unreliable sources, and targets were established
based on order-of-magnitude assumptions, there have been limited citations to cross-index
However 1t 1s expected that indicator defimtions will be clanfied, more
consistent/reliable/detailed data will be available and baselines will be finalized as the Mission’s
next R4 submission 1s prepared/approved The Mission agreed that its future reporting will
include detailed references to all data sources We consider that the Mission's proposed actions
are responsive to the audit recommendation

®After the fact they stated that to the extent it existed the specific support could be found 1n the Missions
strategy/R4 contractor reports or the performance monitoring plan itself Otherwise specific support did not exist
because 1t was based on assumptions and order-of-magnitude estimates
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Were USAID/West Bank and Gaza's water activities making satisfactory
progress?

Except for significant delays 1n starting construction in the West Bank, which we considered were
largely beyond the Mission's control, USAID/West Bank and Gaza's water activities were making
satisfactory progress

Under the Gaza Wastewater Project, the prime contractor, Metcalf & Eddy International, Inc ,
appeared to be making satisfactory progress The contractor had submitted a number of
deliverables to the Mission mcluding an inception report, master plan, feasibility studies and
prehminary engineering designs for short- and long-term construction, awards for construction,
and a commodity procurement plan Comparison between the original and revised due dates for
each deliverable showed that adjustments, approved by USAID, ranged from two to six months
for 13 of 15 deliverables The other two deliverables were submitted before their due dates
Additional details on the construction aspects of the project are discussed below

The Gaza Wastewater Project includes two contracts with Metcalf & Eddy Under the first
contract Metcalf & Eddy recerved $24 4 million to improve the sewage collection system and the
stormwater drainage system of Gaza City Imitial work involved replacing sewers, water lines,
manhole covers, curbs and gutters These activities cost about $2 milhion and were completed
1n less than a year, begimning on July 20, 1997 and completed on April 24, 1998

Follow-on activities under the first contract included the design and construction of a new
stormwater mnfiltration basin and the rehabilitation and expansion of an existing stormwater
catchment reservoir (see photograph on page 19) Also two new sewage pumping stations were
to be constructed When we first visited Gaza City 1n May 1998, the contractor had just begun
work on the infiltration basin and the catchment reservoir The estimated completion date for
both these activities was July 31, 1999 Also, construction of the new sewage pump stations
started in May 1998 and the scheduled completion date was August 15, 1999

Through the second contract of $9 7 million, Metcalf & Eddy will expand and upgrade Gaza
City's wastewater treatment plant and rehabilitate wastewater infiltration facilities nearby the plant
allowing treated wastewater to percolate down to the aquifer Construction activities at the plant
were just getting started as of May 1998 Those activities are scheduled to end 1n February 1999

Metcalf & Eddy also received a third contract related to water under a different project Under
the Industrial Fstates Development Project, 1t received a contract for $6 2 million to build a
reverse osmosis desalination plant to supply water for the Gaza Industrial Estate in the Gaza
Strip  As of May 1998, the reverse osmosis plant at the Gaza Industrial Estate was nearly
complete The plant was scheduled to be operational on August 31, 1998, which 1s five months
after the contract due date
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In the West Bank the Mission's main contractor 1s Camp Dresser & McKee International, Inc
Camp Dresser and McKee has a $67 7 million contract (original amount $46 6 million) to provide
comprehensive project management services including preparation of master plans, feasibility
studies, engineering studies and designs, commodity and construction procurement, construction
management services, and related institutional support and training The main construction
activities are a bulk water transmission system and four production wells for the Bethlehem-
Hebron area of the West Bank and a bulk water transmission system for the Jenin area

Activities under the Camp Dresser & McKee contract have been considerably delayed The
delays were due to a combination of factors including civil unrest, difficulties in data acquisition,
changes 1n source and origin requirements, uncertainties about power availability, lack of
approvals on pipeline alignments, increased scale of the basic works, and delayed 1ssuance of
permits

Obtaining approvals and permits from the Israch authorities has been a particular problem
Permuts are required for drilling wells, any construction above ground, and for withdrawing water
from a well An August 1997 Mission document assessing the problems encountered 1n obtaining
permits basically attributed the problems to the Mission mitially not being fully informed of the
detailed steps and agency approvals required, plus bureaucratic resistance on the part of the
Israelis The document described the process as being "long and tortuous, with many twists and
turns" However, after U S Embassy officials met with high level Government of Israel officials
to "break the logjam on permits", the Mission felt that the Israeli organizations involved in the
process demonstrated a readiness to work directly with USAID to discuss the issues and resolve
the problems, and that the Mission had finally learned all the steps and agencies involved in the
process’

As a result of the factors causing the delays, the construction activities mn the West Bank are
considerably behind schedule For example, the original contract was for the production wells
and the bulk water transmission system for the Bethlehem-Hebron area to be completed by April
30, 1997 and December 31, 1997, respectively However, actual dnlling of the wells began in
February 1998 and final completion 1s expected at the end of May 1999, which 1s a 25-month
delay from the completion date contained 1n the original contract schedule Construction of the
transmission system started m February 1998 and 1s expected to be completed 1n late March
1999, which 1s a 15-month delay from the original contract date

In addition to the schedule delay, there was no provision n the lump sum, performance-based
contract with Camp Dresser & McKee for the additional work caused by the unanticipated delays
Therefore, the Mission accepted a contractor proposal to maintain a core design team in-country
for an additional year to undertake most of the redesign and information gathering work related
to relocating well sites and water transmission systems to make them acceptable to the Israelis

3At the time of our audit, however, the Mission suggested a further caveat should be added The Mission said
that 1t knows the procedures as they are or were—not necessarily as they will remain—and that 1t has learned the
procedures only up to a certain point for example there still have been no permits to extract water
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This resulted 1n additional design phase costs of $2 2 million Additionally, the delays in the
design phase resulted in late imtiation of the contract's construction activities, and the redesigns
themselves led to changes 1 the physical scale and complexity of the construction activities
Both these aspects served to drive up costs under the construction phase of the contract by $18 3
million

During our visit to the Bethlehem-Hebron area in May 1998, we noted that construction had
started on the bulk water transmisston system Construction was underway on two water storage
reservorrs at erther end of the system (see photograph of the reservoir at Bethlehem on page 19)
plus preparatory work was bemng done on the trenches in which the bulk supply pipeline would
be laid, and the site for a pressure booster station was being prepared Additionally, one of the
four production wells was being drilled and site preparation was underway at two other well sites
As of July 1998, Camp Dresser & McKee was estimating that the above construction activities
would be complete by May 25, 1999

Although the Mission's water activities 1n the West Bank have experienced considerable delays
and cost 1ncreases, 1t 1s evident that much of the problem was beyond the Mission's control Also
the Mission 1s now more knowledgeable of the permut approval process and has demonstrated
that 1t will seek higher level help 1f needed to resolve further problems As the Mission appears
to have resolved 1ts earlier problems, we are not making a recommendation

Management Comments and Our Evaluation

The Mission had no comment on this sectton of the report other than to note the
accomplishments to date of Metcalf & Eddy under the Gaza Wastewater Project
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SCOPE AND
METHODOLOGY

Scope

We conducted our audit of USAID/West Bank and Gaza's Water Activities in accordance with
generally accepted government auditing standards We performed this audit from May through
July 1998 In conducting this audit, we examined the internal controls related to the audit
objectives

The Mission's water activities in the Gaza Strip and the West Bank are funded under four
projects 1n the Gaza Strip, the Gaza Wastewater Project and the Industrial Estates Development
Project, and m the West Bank, the Water Resources Program and the Integrated Rural
Development/Capacity Building Program The main implementing entities for the first three of
these projects are two contractors, and, as these contractors are the Misston's main implementing
entities for water activities, we concentrated our review on them

Under the Gaza Wastewater Project, Metcalf & Eddy International, Inc has received two
contracts totalling $34 1 million to mitigate problems of sewage system overflows in Gaza City
and to improve the city's wastewater management Additionally, under the Industrial Estates
Development Project Metcalf & Eddy received a $6 2 million contract to build a reverse osmosis
desalination plant in the Gaza Strip  As of July 13, 1998, $40 7 million had been obligated and
$10 7 million expended under the Gaza Wastewater Project, and $6 0 million had been obligated
and $3 2 million expended under the Industrial Estates Development Project

Under the Water Resources Program, covering the West Bank, Camp Dresser & McKee
International, Inc has a $67 7 nmillion contract to provide comprehensive project management
services 1n the water area Among the activities under this contract are the design and
construction of four major water production wells and a bulk water transmission system for the
Bethlehem-Hebron area and a bulk water transmission system for the Jenin area

Also under the Water Resources Program, the United Nations Development Program and two
nongovernmental organizations receive funding, mainly for activities to rehabilitate and extend
water distribution systems in municipalities and villages Similarly, under the Integrated Rural
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Development Project/Capacity Building Program, also 1n the West Bank, another
nongovernmental entity received a $55 mullion grant involving among other things the
rehabilitation and extension of village water systems

As of July 13, 1998, $85 3 million had been obligated and $24 5 million expended under the
Water Resources Program and $5 1 mullion had been obligated and $2 1 expended under the
Integrated Rural Development Project/Capacity Building Program

We performed the audit at USAID/West Bank and Gaza in Tel Aviv, Israel and in contractor
offices 1n the Gaza Strip and the West Bank In relation to Gaza Strip activities, we also met
with Italian government officials, a local management consultant working with the Swedish aid
program, and an engineer associated with a French company to discuss the activities of these
other donors We also observed the construction of the stormwater and wastewater works and
the reverse osmosis desalination plant, all being done under contracts with Metcalf & Eddy In
the West Bank, we observed well drilling activities and 1mitial construction activities for the bulk
water transmission system both being done under the Camp Dresser & McKee contract to supply
water to the Bethlehem-Hebron area We also held discussions with the General Manager of the
Jerusalem Water Undertaking (a large water utility) 1n relation to activities in the water sector

Methodology

For the purpose of determining whether USAID/West Bank and Gaza implemented planning and
performance measurement systems in accordance with USAID directives, we reviewed the
Mission's performance monitoring plan for 1ts water activities and 1ts R4 document submutted to
USAID/Washington 1n 1998 We determined whether the strategic objective and intermedhate
results indicators logically relate to the overall strategic objective, baseline data has been obtained
for each indicator, and the Mission has in place a performance monitoring plan which meets
USAID's requirements We assessed whether the design of the information system supplying the
R4 data appeared to be sound, 1 e , we traced reported results back to the source documentation
to see how the information rolled up nto the overall figures and whether there were any obvious
problems with the design We also determined whether the indicators were precise and
unambiguous and whether the actual results data reported in the R4 were rehiable and supported

For the purpose of assessing whether USAID/West Bank and Gaza water activities were making
satisfactory progress, we compared schedule dates for deliverables shown in contracts and
inception reports with contractor progress reports and other documentation, made site visits to
observe construction activities underway 1n the Gaza Strip and the West Bank, and interviewed
Mission and contractor officials Finally, we obtained and reviewed USAID/West Bank and
Gaza's internal control assessment required under the Federal Managers' Financial Integrity Act
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Date 18 December 1998

From Christopher D Crowley, Director USAID/West Bank and Gaza
To Darryl Burris, RIG/A/Cairo

Subgect Audrt Report of Water Activities

In analyzmg the Mission’s efforts to 1dentify, measure and mmprove mndicators and data related
to 1ts Water Resources Strategic Objective!, the developmental and poliical imperatives to
provide Palestimians with greater access to and facilitate their more effective use of scarce water
resources have been overarching considerations The developmental rationale for USAID’s water
program 1s based on the fact that water 1s the most critical constraint to improving environmental,
health and economic condrtions throughout the region, and especialty m the West Bank and Gaza
Politically, access to and control of the water resources required to meet the basic needs of the
population 1n the West Bank and Gaza are central to Palesttman asprrations for autonomy and
future cooperation between countries 1n the region  These developmental/political considerations
have compelled the Mission to design and implement activities, despite the fact that reliable data
are not available for the West Bank and Gaza. Furthermore these efforts have taken place
during a period of evolving Agency guidance on performance planmng, momitoring and reporting
systems during the three years since the Mission’s Strategy was developed This has resulted in
mixed signals to the field (in general, not just to thuis Mission), and varying interpretations as to
the scope and nature of required 1mpact reporting (For example, the USAID/W offices that
assisted m the development of our Strategy and reviewed/approved our annual program
submissions suggested and subsequently concurred with broad sectoral reporting while the
audstors appear to suggest reporting of USAID results only )

While attempting to deal appropriately with these inconsistencies, the Mission has approached
performance monitoring with the underlying premise that this process will provade a basis for
mformed decision-making and effective management by USAID and 1its partners However,
consistent with the Agency’s most recent communications on the subject, we are also striving to
ensure that the “transaction costs™ of data collection are munimized and justified based on the
data’s value m monitoring the effectiveness of our program and shaping budgetary decisions
The Mission expects that the findings and recommendations of the subject Audit Report wall
feed into these ongoing efforts to refine the structure of our performance monitoring plan (FMP)
i the water sector and determune the feasibihity and utility of future data collection/analysis
exercises

Before addressing the Audit Report’s specific recommendations, there are several cross-cutfing
clarifications and corrections that we would like to emphasize

“The Mission s Water Resources Strategic Objective has accounted for approximately 60% of USAID s annual $75 million
budget as pledged by the USG to support the Palestiman Israeh peace process followmg the signing of the Declaration
of Principles :n late 1993
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1) The urgency with which the USAID/West Bank and Gaza Program was developed required
the 1dentification and design of interventions--and development of a PMP--notwithstanding the
lack of rehable data This situation has been exacerbated by the undefined future status of the
West Banh and Gaza, and the start-up nature of Palestintan counterpart orgamzattons Further-
more, while the GO! and PA requested that USAID provide support to implement Article 40 of
the Intenim Agreement, the GOI failed to provide us with basic hydrogeological data, despite
mterventions at the lghest USG levels Notwithstanding, the Audit Report states that the “root
cause ’ of the absence of reliable mformation for performance momitoring purposes 1s the “overly
broad scope of activities the Mission is attempting to capture ” This judgement, which underhies
the entire Report, ignores the generahzed absence of rehable data following thirty years of
occupation and the nascent nature of Palestiman pariner orgamzations, which m our opmion are
the actual “root causes” of the cited shortcomings 1 the Mission’s water sector PMP

2) The Mission’s sector-wide strategic perspective and resultant meluston of indicators covermg
the entire West Bank and Gaza reflect the lugh percentage of USAID s investments relative to
total donor financing in the water sector, and--perhaps more mmportantly--the hope that future
mnvestments by other donors can be directly or indwrectly attributed to the start-up nisks that
USAID 1s taking and the political leadership provided by the USG 1t 1s also specifically
consistent with the gmdelnes provided by ANE advisors who assisted the Mission 1 the early
stages of 1ts strategy development As an example an ANE assistance team shared a document
entitled “Strategic Planning and Results Frameworks Q s and A’s’ wiuch--among other things--
stated that strategic frameworks are “expected to lay out a complete development hypothesis” and
that “any key mtermediate results of other parters should become an expheit part of our
monitoring systems [to} mclude mdicators and targets” While more recent commurucations
from USAID/W seem to mdicate that there 13 a recogmition that such an approach may over-
complicate performance measurement efforts, 1t 1s clear that the oniginal scope of the Mission’s
Water Strategy and PMP was shaped by general USAID/ANE gwdance, and decisions to revise
to such can not be taken by the Mission 1n 1solation

3) Throughout the audit report, there 1s a suggestion that targets should be established based on
a detailed accounting of the expected outputs/results of specific USAID, other-donor and
Palestinian 1mplementation plans Such an approach 1s not practical 1n general and especially
not 1 the West Bank and Gaza, for the following reasons a) certam sectoral targets were
established m Article 40 of the Oslo I Accords (e g ncreased access of Palestiuans to water
supply), these numbers, which have been subject to varying interpretations, formed a starting
pomnt from which USAID and Palestinians mapped out the future direction/tmpact of U S

assistance mn the sector, b) as stated above, reliable baselines did not exist 1 1996 when the
Mission first developed 1ts Strategy, and data will only mmprove mcreroentally as Palestiman
autonomy and capacity mncrease, ¢) while the confirmation and refinement of targets can be based
on actual plans and accomplishments to date, 1t 15 unrealistic to expect detailed i1mplementation
plans (¢ g, spectfic sites, yields water uses) to exist at the beginming of a 5- to 3-year strategy
penod (this was even less likely as USAID and donors were just starting-up therr West Bank and
Gaza programs m 1995/1996), and d) certamn indicators will reflect the impact of a variety of
mterventions not all of which can be quantifiably attributed to an eventual target (e g, the
distribution of water among domestic, commercial, agricultural and industrial users wall depend
on the volume of supply, the sources/quality of that supply, conservation measures, pricing,
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policy environment, public awareness, the economie situation, ete , and each of these will depend
on a separate variety of factors)

We believe that the approach taken by the Mission to establish preliminary order-of-magmitude
targets and refine them as better baseline data and more specific implementation plans become
available 1s consistent with Agency gudelines For example, CDIE’s TIPS #8 suggests that
Missions consider the following when estabhshing targets the performance baseline, prior trends,
research findings, accomplishments of simlar progrums, customer expectations and expert
judgements As the first four types of mformation were only available only to a very lumted
degree, 1n establishing prehmmary targets the Mission relied heavily on customer expectations-—-as
represented by the technical goals and political priorties of Palestinian partner agencies--and
judgement of Palestiman and U S experts The TIPS #8 also suggests that targets be established
n one of three ways project a future trend and add the mmpact of new activihies set annual
performance targets and build up to a final target for the strategy period, or establish a
performance target for the end of the planming period, which may be based on the judgements
of experts The Mission decided and still believes that water sector targets for the West Bank
and Gaza can only be set using the last of these methods outlined m the TIPS Furthermore, the
TIPS provides the followimng advice m collecting baselines ‘Where baseline mnformation 1s
madequate, many USAJD operating units mmitiate a data collection effort as soon as they decide
what therr strategic objectives and intermediate results are and the performance mdicators they
will use to yudge progress The first set of data collected on these mdicators becomes, mn effect,
the formal baseline ™ This 1s precisely the approach taken by the Mission

4) The Mission’s Strategic Objective mcludes two mutually reinforcing and equally mmportant
thrusts greater access to and more effective use of scarce water resources Therefore, USAID
would not consider progress made in one area at the expense of the other a postive outcome
To reflect this desired balance, the Mission has established mdicators designed to reflect progress
m each area, 1n some cases within a single data element However, on several occasions the
Audit Report criticizes existing indicators because future progress will not lead directly to a net
ncrease i the amount of potable water available for domestic consumption, or because mncreases
m the quantity of certan types of water have not been measured This reflects a basic
musunderstandimg of what the Mission hopes to achieve For example the Mission considers the
volume of physical losses (leaks) and non physical losses {e g 1llegal taps, faulty metering) to
be similarly critical, as one reflects access to water and the other effective use Therefore, this
aggregate figure (to be measured as the gross supply less metered water consumption) 18 more
important 1 the Mission’s results framework and more practical to collect than disaggregated
data reflecing only that water which 1s lost to/saved for the domestic consumer Likewise, the
Audit Report suggests that the Mission 1s remuss m not counting un-regulated re-charge and re-
use of raw sewage, and that future regulated use of non-potable sources may not reflect a net
mcrease m the volume of water available for re-allocation for domestic use Again, this
suggestion ignores an underlying principle of the Mission s Water SO unless wastewater 1s
treated to an acceptable level and used 1n a regulated manner 1t might increase the volume of
water available to the consumer, but we would consider 1t an neffective use and contrary to
USAID’s and Palestmans’ long-term nterests

5) During the conduct of this audit, USAID and RIG staff have interchanged a significant amount
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of information and opmions In several instances, there are facts/statements in the Audit Report
that are not--n the opmion of the Mission--accurate or well-stated. While all these items have
already been discussed with the auditors and are reflected m this reply to the extent they are
directly relevant to the Audit Report’s recommendations, the attachment to this reply includes
detailed Mission comments that should become part of the audit record

Notwithstanding the above general cormuuents, the Mission recognizes and has reported 1n its
Strategy and each subsequent R4 that adartional work 1s requured to refine 1ts results framework,
adjust idicators/targets and mmprove data for 1t Water Resources Strategic Objective  Below 15
a summary of the Mission’s opmions and anticipated actions relative to each of the Audit
Recommendations However, smce at least some of the possible modifications of Mission
mdicators could have strategic ymplicattons and/or will be drniven by changing Agency guidelines
on impact reporting, the Mission will have to consult with the appropnate USAID/W offices as
it takes action In addition to this consultation requirement, because of the mter-relations of the
Audit Recommendations, we believe that 1t 1s best to outline actions taken and request closure
en masse, following the preparation and approval of the Mission’s next R4 (expected 1n the
Spring of 1999)—even fin the case of Recommendations for which the Mission already has a plan
of action 1n place

Recommendation No 1 We recommend that USAID/West Banh and Gaza, for its water
resources strategic objective, claryfy, as appropriate, what each indicator s supposed to
measure,

Summary Mission Posifion In preparing its next R4 the Mission will continue the process of
refining 1ts mdicators, taking 1nto consideration the suggestions and comments mcluded n this
Audit Report Final decisions on such actions will be made in the context of USAID/W’s review
of the R4

Discussion At least on an annual basis the Mission reviews and refines its performance
montoring plan as part of 1ts R4 subnussion  The indicators cited in the current Water Resources
PMP were developed 1n consultation with USAID/W, Palestiman authorities, and world-class
water experts We remain convinced that tracking these particular indicators would best serve
USAID and Palestuman managers However, given the lack of imtial baselne data, the
development of new data sources and evolving USAID implementation plans, 1t was to be
expected that several of the indicators used for USAID reporting would be modified based on
the short-term feasibility of data collection efforts Thus 1s especially the case this year for
several reasons 1) the Audit Report provides us a detalled independent assessment of how our
indicators mght be understood/not understood by non-Mission audiences, 2) the Mission expects
its contractor to provide a report that will form the first practical/comprehensive test of the
feasibility of collecting data for USAID’s proposed indicators, 3) plans will be finalized for
architecture and engineering services for a range of second generation water nterventions
(through the FY 2004), which--along with progress to date- will establish a more precise plan for
USAID’s water sector interventions than was previously possible, 4) i the context of Iessons
learned 1n the 2-3 years since Mission SO frameworks were established and the Admimstrator’s
mstructions to review the implications of performance montorng efforts/requirements on
relationshups with partners, the Mission will undertake a general assessment of the viability and
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cost of 1ts overall performance monttoring system as our next R4 1s prepared, and 5) there are
mdications that the Agency will 1ssue new guidelines on performance monitoring and reporting
systems

Specifically, the Mission will consider the possibility of narrowing the scope of some of its
ndicators, to capture USAID-specific impact only or perhaps including that of mayor other-donor
activities However, 1t 1s possible that 1 some or all cases this will not be advisable or practical,
smce data might be collectable/sigmficant only on a broader scale (e g, domestic consumption
rates, unaccounted for water) Likewise, 1 some cases secior-wide data might be necessary for
management purposes (e g, to determne if progress i1s bemng made or if moreased USAID
nvestment mn particular technical areas 1s needed), regardiess of whether or not they are used for
USAID reportng [Indicator-specific considerations are cited 1n the attachment to this reply ]

Recommendation No 2 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza, for strategic
objectrve indicator 1-the man strategic level indicator—develop a plan of action for obtmning
religble data, the plan may consider alternate methods of obtamning reliable data for the whole
of West Bank and Gaza (such as stanstical samples) or, olternatvely, the mdicator uself may
be changed to something for which reltable data can be more readily obtained

Summary Mission Position The Mission already has a plan o place to provide mcrementally
better data as a tool for water resources management m the West Bank and Gaza Included 1n
these data will be acceptably reliable information on per capita consumption rates, although the
definttion of the indicator may be adjusted to reflect the MIS® less-than-total coverage of
Palestiman users 1n the immediate term

Discussion The figures cited in USAID documents to date have been based on non-USAID
studies, broad preliminary estimates and incomplete surveys which were unreliable, imprecise and
somefimes contradictory However, USAID’s inthial water sector contract, signed with Camp,
Dresser and McKee (CDM) m mid-FY 1996, included support for nascent data collection/analysis
efforts within the Palestiman Water Authority (PWA) Whhile the Mission recognizes that data
will continue to be mcomplete and mmprecise for some tume, 1t 15 expected that the next
CDM/PW A Management Information System (MIS) Report will include data from all the major
uttlites/mumcipalities for those mdicators most relevant to short-term management and reportmg
needs, mncluding domestic metered consumption CDM/PWA have delayed issuance of that
report pendmg case-by-case consultations with the ufiliies/municipalities to improve the
consistency and quality of their mput Based on this report, the Mission may re-state this
mdicator for example, limting 1t to the selected areas included 1n the survey--and using this
sample (which 1s expected to cover the majority of the Palestiman population and all areas with
sigmificant USAID projects) as a proxy for overall mmpact In the future the Mission will
continue to support development/refinement of the MIS, and -pending 100% survey coverage--use
the resulting data for proxy indicators (1 e , selected but broad portions of the population/resources
for which data are available) This approach will be more useful and practical both m the short-
and longer-term than the statistical sampling suggested in the Audit Recommendation Likewse,
since domestic metered consumption 1s the indicator that best reflects the broadest number of
USAID and Palestimian strategic iterests in the sector {most 1f not all the elements of access to

71
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and effective use of water), the Mission will not consider an alternative indicator  Therefore,
grven the crrcumstances 1n the West Bank and Gaza, the Mission 1s of the opimion that 1t already
has a plan to obtam data for this indicator, to the extent and degree of rehability appropriate for
mmmediate management purposes

Recommendation No 3 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza establish a control
which requires (1) the analysis of reports recewed from the Mission's contractors and other
sources 1o identifyy water activittes funded by other donors or by the Palestnians themselves
which might contribute to results being reported under the Mission's performance indicators,
and (2) visits to the activities wdentified to assess whether and when the actrvifies are expected
to produce results that should be reflected in the Mission's managimg-for-results framework.

Summary Mission Pesition We believe that the current level of interaction between donors 1s
appropriate and effective, although USAID will continue to take the lead in mmproving donor
coordination through targeted support to the PWA and active involvement 1in formal (sub) sector
working groups It would be of limted management utility to attempt to 1dentify and quantfy
the mmpact of all prospective/planned/ongoing non-USAID water activities, and we can not
envision a viable “control” for such an effort. Instead, in conjunction with actions taken 1n
response to Recommendation No 1, the Mission might refine indicators to mclude only USAID
results, identify ‘ major” other-donor activities to be included, and/or rely on sufficiently accurate
daia for selected but broad segments of the West Bank and Gaza as a sector-wide proxy

Discussion The Mission has provided assistance to the strengthen the PWA’s donor coordination
function to including planning and traching donor activities This has resulted both in
mechanisms for direct discussions among donors and the PWA and publications listing and
describing ongoing activities The Mission considers regular interaction between donors to be
essential to the good management of the water sector, especially given USAID s leadership role
An example of such would be plans for the European Investment Bank financing of the
construction of the Yatta-Dura wells/transmission system, based on USAID’s modeling and
design work Whle the Mission has made efforts to keep abreast of the major other-donor and
Palestiman plansfactivities that are most relevant USAID’s SO, 1t 1s impractical to expect that--for
target-setting and mdicator-reporting purposes -USAID could anticipate, track and account for
all other-donor, Palestinian public and prnivate sector, and NGO water activities Instead, to the
extent that the Mission continues to mnclude sector-wide mdicators in 1its PMP (this may be
adyusted as discussed relative to Recommendation No 1), USAID expects to rely on overall PWA
plans to establish targets and the improved data that will be available through the PWA MIS to
report impact  For other indicators, the Mission may include data from USAID-related activities
only (perhaps to include those systems that are funded by other donors but directly linked to
USAID work, ¢ g , the Yatta-Dura system), or gather data from USAID and “major” other-donor
systems  Such decisions will be driven by the clarification of mdicators referred to m
Recommendation No 1 Therefore, the exact relevance of this Recommendation 1s not evident
to us at this time

Recommendation No 4 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza develop a plan of
action to ensure that by the earliest date practical the Palestman Water Authority’s
muanagement wmformation system captures reliable and consistent data on water activities for
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the whole of the West Bank and Gaza Also, to the extent the Mission plans to use this system
as the basis for uts reporting, the Mission should ensure that is performance mdicators are
consistent with the information bemng captured by the system.

Summary Mission Posifion We believe that we currently have a feasible and effective plan in
place to mcrementally improve the data collection/analysis capacity within the PWA, to serve the
PWA asa management *ool and provide USAID with selected performance momtoring data The
extent to which USAID relies on this system for its mternal reporting requrements will depend
on the decisions taken relative to the previous recommendations, the success/shortfalls of
mmmediate-term data collection efforts and consultations with USAID/W

Discussion As cited above, USAID has been providing assistance to the PWA to develop a
management information system through 1ts contract with Camp, Dresser and McKee (Task #3)
Whiie the primary purpose 18 to provide Palestinians with a tool for managimng the water sector,
1t 13 expected that the system also will give the Mission increasingly reliable data for its internal
reporting requirements Although illustrative baselimes have been cited 1n past USAID
documentation, the Mission had always stated the need to finalize more accurate baselnes for
its sector-wide indicators--or narrow the scope of those indicators--based on the first full
CDM/PWA MIS report  Due to data collection problems and higher prionties for its contractor
and the PWA (e g, mttiating well drlling/construction efforts), CDM’s 1997 Task # 3 Report
meluded only a small sampling of Palestiman utihhies/municipalities and indicators, and therefore
could not be used to update basehines or report progress However, 1n recent months CDM/PWA
have mcreased the emphasis placed on this task focused on the most important data elements
of the MIS and concentrated collection efforts on the most sigmificant mumcipalities/utifities
Therefore, since the 1998 Task #3 Report will provide fairly rehable data (from the end of 1997)
covering the magority of the Palestiman population, the Mission expects to be able to use these
data as proxies for basehnes/results for its sector-wide mdicators

Grven the still developing capacity within the Palestimian water sector, to date the Mission has
cited data related to 1ts proposed indicators based on previous non-USAID reports estimates
made by CDM 1n early 1997 (yust a few months after they mitiated work) based on available
bulk figures, very preliminary survey results or hmited project-specific reports The intent has
been to give USAID management some 1dea of the current status of the Palestinian water sector
and an order-of-magnitude estumate of progress that could be expected Clearly we have been
unable to estabhish reliable baselines, except in those cases where an indicator was defined in
such a way that the baseline 1s “zero ¥ However, using such an approach across the board would
mimmize the management utiity and 1s contrary to guidelines the Mission had recerved from
USAIDYW (For example, a “Crib Sheet on Selecting Indicators and Setting Targets™ stated
‘quantitative measures should be expressed not just in terms of a numerator -1 €, an absolute
number, but should include a.denominator whenever possible, because the denonunator indicates
the size of the problem bemng tackled ™)

The Mission has cited the shortcomungs of available data in each of 1ts relevant submissions (e g,
mcompleteness lack of comparability no basic census information for 30 years, etc ) While the
data cited to date should be considered 1llustrative, CDM and the PWA have been working since
1996 to establish a rehable MIS Admmttedly the 1997 MIS Report was a very mcomplete
survey Therefore the Mission did not utilize 1t to adjust baselines or revise targets However,
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CDM and the PWA have been working very closely with mumcipalities and utilities to complete
a broader and more consistent survey for its 1998 MIS Report  In fact, the 1ssuance of thus report
has been delayed due to the need--1dentified by CDM and PWA--to spend more time with those
technicians and managers who will provide the detailed mput to the system This has
mcluded/will mclude 1) a senes of visits to all municipalities/utilities to be included 1o the
current MIS to explam mdicator definitions and review data quality, 2) a workshop mvolving
most of the mumcipalities/utihities to review the MIS and discuss medium- to longer-term targets
3) a semnar with ligh-level water managers and policy-makers to establish sector-wide targets
While the 1998 survey will still not cover 100% of the West Bank and Gaza and continuing
difficulties 1n collecting reliable data can be expected, the next MIS Report will be the best
source of water data for the West Bank and Gaza available io date, and therefore 1t 1s expected
to be a useful tool for management purposes and reporting requirements

The Mission will possibly reduce 1ts reliance on the MIS for internal reporting requirements,
clanify mdicators that continue to rely on the MIS, and continue support to ncrementally improve
the PWA’s data collection capacity USAID also plans to take several related actions in the
future 1) As an augmentation to a regional U S Geological Service activity, USAID will finance
support to the PWA to evaluate data for groundwater, surface water, water quality, pumping and
precipitation  While the resulting data will not be dectly used in the Mission’s PMP, this
assistance will further professionalize PWA staff, improve the quality of the detailed technical
data available for the West Bank and Gaza, and inform PWA target-setting exercises 2) As cited
above the PWA--with CDM s support—1s undertaking a medium- to long-term target setting
exercise with municipalities and utthties Again while the results will not be directly utillized
in the Mission’s current PMP, they will mform Mission management decisions related to future
investments help m confirmmg/revising Year 2000 sectoral targets, and be the basis for
establishing out-year targets for water resources management 1n the West Bank and Gaza. 3) The
contracts for archutecture and engineering services for the Gaza Coastal Aquifer Management
Program and the next phase of USAID’s bulk water supply program imclude support for
monitormg wells and expanded modeling, which will both improve the general quality of data
in the sector and the PWA’s planning capacity 4) In FY 1999 the Mission expects to sign a
new comprehensive contract for architecture and engineering services related to 1ts future water
sector activities The institutional capacity building component of this contract will include
support to the PWA for donor coordination and data collection/analysis as a follow-on assistance
that will have been provided by CDM though the summer of 1999

Recommendation No 8 We recommend that USAID/West Bank and Gaza, for its water
resources strategic objective, cross-index all baselines, results, targets and other figures i uts
performance monitoring plan to where they can be found within supporting documentation

Summary Mission Position Since {igures cited to date were based largely on mcomplete and
unreliable sources, and targets were established based on order-of-magmtude assumptions, there
have been himited citations to cross-index However, 1t 1s expected that indicator definitions will
be clarified, more consistent/reliable/detalled data will be available, and baselines will be
finalized as the Mission’s next R4 submusston 1s prepared/approved The Mission agrees that its
future reporting will include detailed references to all data sources
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Discussion None

Drafted TDelaney, PPD

Clearances  IStarnes, WRO
NWyesooriya, FMO
DLRhoad, DDIR

u \tdelaney\water\pmp\audrep 1
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Attachment to Mission Reply

For the record, below are Mission comments/corrections related to specific statements mcluded
m the draft Audit Report [Note that page references are left blank since they may differ based
on final formattng of the Audit Report ]

INTRODUCTION

1) "Furthermore, the Mission told us that for essentially political reasons the Mission decided to
finance " [page ??] The Mission’s motivation was based on both political and developmental
considerations

2) "Additionally, Metcalf & Eddy was awarded a third contract for $6 25> mullion ' [page ??]
The contract was origially for approximately $5 2 million and was increased to $5 3 mullion m
early FY 1998

REPORT OF AUDIT FINDINGS

3) "We also noted that the baselme was for the whole of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, but
the 1997 results were based upon a nonstatistical sample of water utilities The end result was
a comparison not known to be statistically valid " [page 7?] Crtations from the 1997 CDM/PWA
MIS report in the Mission’s last R4 were scarce, and 1t was made very clear that the Mission did
not consider them to be valid for adjustments of indicators/basehnes or unqualified comparisons
1o data from other sources Instead, the R4 stated that such actions would be taken based on the
1998 MIS Report

4} 'Our review found that six of nine baselines for performance mdicators were not supported
with rehable data " [page ?7] In fact, the Mission has always stated that the baselines cited were
not rehable and would have to be confirmed/adjusted once better information became available

5) "Although raw (untreated) wastewater 1s already being used for both purposes and thus
already constitutes part of the baseline water supply the Misston did not want to recognize 1t.
The result may be that later on the Mission will report that the water supply has been increased
due to treated wastewater when 1n fact the velume has not changed, only the quality " [page *7]
The Mission does indeed recognize that such use occurs What we do not recogmize as a positive
outcome within our results frameworh—and never will--1s the unregulated/environmentally
unsound use of raw wastewater In fact when looking at reuse and recharge, we specifically
designed our mndicators to account for the equally important factors of quantity and quahty and
therefore expressly excluded the mclusion of the use of raw sewage

6) 'An example of an mdicator where reliable information basehne or otherwise does not exist
1s the Mission's performance indicator "Volume of losses prevented " This indicator 1s very
important as 1t 15 supposed to be measuring the reduction in physical losses from the domestic
water supply systems of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip The baseline value for the Mission's
main strategic objective level mdicator on per capita consumption assumes that 43 percent of the
total domestic water supply 1s lost before the remainder reaches the consumer The 43 percent
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estimate came from the Mission's contractor and was based on estimates by water utilities and
published data  So it 15 sumply an estumate of undetermined reliabiltty We observed that the
loss percentage estimate mcludes components to account for inaccurate meter readings and 1llegal
connections—iactors that do not reduce the amount of water reaching the consumer We further
poted that as part of a survey done m 1997 1t was estumated that physical leakage from the
domestic water supply 1s no more than 28 percent The difference from usmg a 28 percent
estumate for the water losses versus 43 percent has quite a sigmficant effect on the calculated
baseline value for the Mission's main strategic objective level indicator  With this adjustment,
the baseline value for the mam strategic objective level indicator rises by about 14
Inters/capita/day—ifrom 56 to 70 As a comparison of the magmtude of this adjusiment, during
the strategy peniod the Mission only expects to add 6 liters/capita/day to consumption beyond the
baseline Another pomnt worth mentiomng 1s that the survey questionnaire used this year by the
Palestiman Water Authority (PWA) to obtamn information for reporting on the Mission's
performance mdicators does not have a question to estimate physical leakage " [page 77] As
previously expressed to the auditors, the Mission finds thus entire section unmteligible  The
Mission has stated that this indicator 15 designed to measure both physical losses {leaks) and non-
physical losses (1llegal taps, fanlty metermg, etc ) from the overall water supply The Mission
has also made clear that 1t did not consider the 1997 survey to be a valid basis to finalize
baselines or make comparison to previous estimates Therefore, the suggestion of modifying the
baseline for per capita metered domestic consumption 1s faulty on two counts a) by design, the
Mission 1s counting only metered consumption, since 1t captures a range of the desired mpacts
of USAID mterventions (e g , illegal taps might increase household access to water, but reflect
poor management of resources), and b) as the auditors themselves have stated elsewhere 1n this
Report, 1t 1s not valid to apply/compare the data included n the incomplete 1997 survey to
figures from other sources' Finally, the questionnawe used for 1998 survey does mclude
estumates for overall Josses (physical and non-physical) which directty correspond to the cited
ndicator It was determmed that 1t was not practical at this time 1o collect data on the
disaggregated elements of this losses figure However, because of their long-term management
maplications, the MIS will include such a breakdown as soon as possible i the future

7) With regard to reported 1997 results, the audit found that for most performance indicators the
Mission reported results as zero, 1€, no results We generally considered these "no results"
situations to be not supported by reliable information because the Mission had not vertfied the
actual situation  For only one of the nine performance indicators did we conclude that the 1997
results were supported with rehiable data [page ??] The Mission has consistently stated that
reliable data for the West Bank and Gaza (or some significant portion thereof) are not available
The actual situation can not be verrfied until the data sources are developed Furthermore, the
Imited USAID specific and other-donor mmpact cited i the last R4 for 1997 was clearly not
meant to reflect the sector-wide situation but to provide some illnstrative information pending
the availability of broader data Finally even in those cases where activity-specific data mught
be aggregated- as opposed to using sector-wide data sources--statistically significant impact could

‘1 fact, a more recent GTZ study cites unaccounted for water levels of 41% and 51% for the West Bank and Gaza (a
figures that gomcide ciosely to the 43% estimate made by CDM 1n eacly 1997) The point highhighted by these
fluctuating estmates 1s that baselines/targets should not be finalized untl a reasonably reltable/consistent source can be
sited ¢ g, the PWA/CDM MIS
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not be expected to date

8) "Further, based on the Mission's verbal explanations and other docurnentation review, we
cencluded that the targets generally lacked a reliable information basis, wath lack of information
on projects funded by other donors being a factor in many cases An example of a Year 2000
target without a reliable basis was the performance indicator for "Volume of losses prevented."
Thas target 1s based on a confractor assumption " [page ??] The Mission has always maintamed
that, due to the reasons previously explamed, fargets would have to be adjusted once reliable
baseline data are obtained In establishing targets that are several years out, the Mission contends
that assumptions and estimates by coniractor/counterpart experis are the best/only way to
determine what 15 "reasonable to achieve™ on a sectoral basis This was especially the case grven
the start up situation of the West Bank and Gaza program 1n 1996, when USAID and other-donor
activity-specific implementation plans were largely non-existent

9) "However through other nformation sources including review of contractor reporting to the
Mission on other donors activities, we noted references to at least 15 additional wells beyond
those 1dentified by the Mission In addition there were a number of other activities such as wells
bemng rehabilitated which would add results to fhus indicator but which the Mission did not
mention  Since most of these activities were referred to n reports and newsletters from the
Mission's contractor, we assume someone in the Mission was aware of them However the
Mission's target does not include them " [page ??] Targets for the mdicators related to these
comments were estabhshed based on order-of-magmitude estimates, and results were to be
reported based on sector-wide data Therefore, specific accounting of ali proposed/planned/
ongoing other-donor activities would not be relevant or practical USAID's information on the
broader water sector (planming and actual work) 1s pnmanly denived from the PWA--the
Palestiman agency charged with water sector management--and existing donor coordmation
structures  Through such means, USAID gathers information on the major activities 1n the sector,
and mfluences their planming and execution, and can confirm/adjust (but not imtially establish)
its targets  Furthermore, as we previously informed the auditors and confirmed with PWA, there
are not 15 additional wells of sigmificant yield that will be dug for Palestiman use by the year
2000 Any additional yield provided by smaller interventions such as those referred to m the
Audit Report, whale perhaps not specifically accounted for 1n targets, would be captured by the
sectoral MIS 1f the yield becomes part of the metered water supply

10) "However we found that the Mission was not closely monitoring the process and there were
problems The Mission's contractor told us that a greater effort and a continuous effort needs to
be made to work with the water utihities reporting the information to the PWA " [page *?] We
disagree with this statement. Indeed, as we have reported on many occasions, there are problems
inherent to accessing and collecting data for the West Bank and Gaza The Mission, its
conaactor, the PWA and utiliies/muntcipalities have worked closely over the last two years to
wdentify and address these problems Indeed, the possible shortfalls of the 1998 Task #3 Report
were 1dentified by this group and corrective actions are bemg taken For example the data
elements were limited to those most critical to short-term management needs, 1t was decided to
focus on mayor utilities/municipalities, with the expectation that this effort will cover at least 80%
of the Palestimian population, rather than collect the latest data available for each entity, 1997
data will be collected 1o better ensure that all parties have the data available, and one-on-one
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visits (often return vasits) were made to mumcipalities/utilities to ensure a common understanding
of the definition of data elements and the best possible quality of mput The Misston’s ntent
15 to mstitutionalize this process within the PWA, otherwise the exercise would be artificial and
of httle value, even if 1t provided data for USAID’s short-term reporting requirements Of
course, a continuous effort will be required to accomplish this However, while greater effort
{we assume that this means more staff/ime) nmught improve the product, 1t can not come at the
expense of Palestiman prionties to deliver services immediately  As such and as m all aspects
of 1ts water program, the Mission has had to find ways to make progress within the confines of
the human and financial resources Limitations of its Palestiman counterparts (Note It 1s
predictable that contractor staff would state that their tash would be easier if additional
counterpart staff were available However, winle the PWA has only a single person working
part-time on this data collection effort, the Mission does not -as a matter of policy--have the
option of financing an mcrease in PWA staff for this effort Likewise, 1t would be unrealistic
for the Mission to expect the PWA to shuft scarce staff resources from other prionty areas to
work on this effort )

11) "Under the Gaza Wastewater Project, the prime contractor, Metcalf & Eddy Intemational
Inc, appeared to be maling satisfactory progress The contractor " [page 77] While 1t 15
mentioned previously n the Audit Report that UNRWA. carned out the imtial stage of this
Project, 1t 1s worth noting m the context of accomplishments that through this stage
approxumately 40 kilometers of sewer hines were cleaned/replaced, the Sheik Radwan Reserverr
and Pump Station were rehabilitated, a central drainage area was dredged, a force main was
installed, and commodities and trainmg were provided to the Mumcipality to maintain the
waste/storm water system

12) ‘Analysis of Indicators, Baselines, 1997 Results and Year 2000 Targets'

Indicator

Comments

In general 1t should be noted that all the "results" cited for sectoral data in the Mission’s
R4/PMP were for illustrative purposes only As the Mission clearly stated, relatively reliable

sector-wide data (or proxies based on surveys covering a significant portion of the West Bank
and Gaza) could not be expected until recerpt of the 1998 CDM/PWA MIS Report

Strategic Cbjective (SO) mdicator 1
Domestic consumption rate (metered) (liters/capita/day)

Indicator Description Based on overall domestc supply (rmnus physical losses and
unaccounted-for use) and population estimates

--The Mission will clanfy that East Jerusalem 1s not part of the indicator and ensure that data
from East Jerusalem 1s separated out of data reported
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-The baseline, target and perhaps the scope of the indicator may be adjusted once the Mission
determunes the validity and scope of the CDM/PWA MIS data Any adjustment based on the
very mcomplete 1997 survey would be of no utility

--The mdicator 1s intended to be imited to metered consumption only The Massion will confirm
that data provided m the MIS either reflect consumption among the entire catchment population
(preferred) or only among those me1 red houscholds, and define the mdicator accordingly

--The Mission will also track and may provide supplemental information on area-specific supply/
consumption figures (e g, n the Hebron-Bethlehem area where there 1s a concentration of
USAID-financed consiruction)

SO indicator 2
Apgncultural and commercial requirements met with nonpotable sources (percentage)

Indicator Degeription  N/A
- The Mission has defined the indicator to exclude the unregulated usage of raw wastewater

- While a final decision on thus indicator 1s pending the receipt of the CDM/PWA MIS Report,
the Mission recogmzes that 1t may be difficult to develop a consistent/defensible estimate of
agricultural and commercial demands, although the volume of regulated use should be relatively
easy since there will be few such systems, and measurement could be limited to USAID activities
only The Mission may consider using only agricultural use--for which the Palestimans are hikely
to have a better estimate, quahtative reporting, or deletng this indicator

Intermediate Result
IrR)21

Volume of additional potable water from conventional sources (mm3/yr) (mullions of cubic
meters per year)

Indicator Description  N/A

--This mdicator does not include imports from Israel, as imports were specifically listed under
the "non-conventional source" mdicator

--The Mission will consider a more precise defintuon (e g, new wells), and possibly limit the
scope to activities financed by/linked to USAID, or major other donor projects (to be identified)

--Results to date (mncluding those related to well rehabilntations and private wells) would be
statistically msigmficant, and without a reliable MIS Report could not be captured without a very
costly and detailed survey—which would stidl miss many small scale activities
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«Numerous potential future well sites 1 the West Bank have been identified, and in some cases
block permuts may also have been processed Some of these may have been brought to the
auditors’ attention, although 1t 1s possible that the development of all of the sites would be
contrary to environmental/sustamnable yield criteria  Regardless, the Mission has not been able
to confirm with its Paleshinian counterparts any actual plans to dnll/develop 15 additional
production wells 1n the near future, and therefore has not considered them m validating its order
of-magmitude targets

IR 22, indicator 1
Volume of reclaimed water directly reused (mm3/yr)

Indicator Description  Storm water and treated wastewater for direct reuse, as distinguished
from such water used for aguifer re-charge and mdirect reuse

- In fact, a lower-lever mdicator cites 45/45 as the treatment level which wall be the cut-off for
inclusion 1n the Mission’s data. However, the Mission could specific quality standards for reuse
n the defimtion/ description of thus indicator Since these will vary dependmg on use, the
defimtion could simply refer to reuse within a program regulated by the appropnate authority--
which would provide the varying details on quality norms

—Whether or not potable water 1s freed up by finture rense, the Mission 1s only nterested in
environmentally sound reuse (our SO promotes access and effective use), making unregulated
reuse of raw sewage irrelevant to this performance indicator

—The Mission will copsider luuting thus indicator to only USAID-funded activities, perhaps
meluding major other-donor projects (to be identified)

IR 22, mndicator 2

Volume of reclaimed water used for aquifer recharge {mm3/yr)

Indicator Description  Storm water and treated wastewater for aquifer re-charge and indirect
reuse, as opposed to direct reuse

Comments the same as those for the previous mdicator

IR 22 wmdicator 3
Volume of losses prevented (mm3/yr)

Indicator Description Rate of losses (physical and unaccounted for use) estimated at
approximately 43 percent 1 1996 System-wade data will be developed by multiplymg the
reduction 1n rate of losses to the total supply Activity-specific data will also be tracked, as
appropriate

7
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—While only physical losses reduce the domestic supply, USAID 15 mierested in the more
effective use of water, and therefore we want this indicator to reflect leaks, 1llegal taps, faulty
metering, ete , this relates directly to the fact that our primary SO-level ndicator 15 lumuted to
domestic metered consumption

--The Mission will more clearly define whether this indicator includes just domestic supply or
all water entermng the grid

‘While the basele for thus indicator will remain zero, the Mission will establish the starting
pomnt for future calculations based on the loss estimate mcluded 1 the 1998 CDM/PWA MIS
Report Earlier sector-wide estimates will be used as pownts of reference, but may be of liumited
value for future compansons

-Only sector-wide estimates are of value, since 1t 1s 1mpossible to solate the impact of
USAID/donor activities, except on a very small scale (e g, specific distribution systems)

IR 22, indicator 4
Volume of water conserved (mm3/yr)

Indicator Description  The wndicator will reflect savings from specific technologies miroduced
through conservation programs (e g touet flushing, shower heads, drip irigation) Estimates
could also be made based on surveys related to specific public awareness/education campaigns
if appropnate

- While we have a management imterest i knowing the wmpact of conservation activities
regardless of funding source, we have recognized that 1t 1s probably mmpossible to gather sector-
wide data for this indicator Likewise, an all-inclusive survey of conservation activities might
prove prohibitively burdensome, and still might not produce a good estimate of water conserved
Therefore the Mission will consider ways to laat the scope of this mdicator, and may ehmimate
1t from 1ts formal reporting, especially smce USAID-specific impact will be limited and will not
occur for several years

IR 22, mdicator 5
Volume of water from non-conventional sources (mm3/yr)

Indicator Description  Non conventional sources include imports, de-salmation, brackish wells

- Jt 1s our intent to include all uses of water from non-conventional sources {domestic and
agricultural/commercial), whether or not the uses diectly lead to increased avalability for
domestic consumers Agam, this reflects the Mission s interest m mmcreasing access to and
effective use of water resources Part of the underlying hypothesis of the Mission’s strategic
framework 1s that more effective use for agncultural/commercial purposes 18 inportant both for
economic/environmental reasons and for reasons of related to the allocation of water for domestic

use
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--The Mission will consider ways to more precisely define "non-conventional sources” and the

scope of activities to be mcluded m the data (e g , sector-wide USAID only, USAID and "major"”
other-donor 1nterventions to be 1dentified)

IR. 23
Percent of operat ons and mamtenance (O&M) costs recovered
Indicator Deseriphon N/A

-The Massion will have to consider imifing the scope of thus indicator to utihities/municipalitics
with fanly reliable data, since 1t 1s unlikely that sector-wide data will be available for some time

- Indeed, while we expect to mcrease our efforts 1n this area, broad mmpact can not be expected
for several years Furthermore, while many of the utilities/mumeipalities with whom we will
work may have only very rough estimates at this tume, this can not preclude us from beginning
to take action to address the 1ssue of cost-recovery
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Analysis of Indicators, Baselines, 1997 Results and Year 2000 Targets
(as reflected in the 1998 R4 submission)

Indicator

Strategic Objective (SO)
mdicator 1

Domestic consumption rate
(metered) (Iiters/capita/dav)

Indicator Description
Based on overall domestic
supply (minus physical
losses and unaccounted for
use) and population
estimates

Indicator = [
Baseline = B
97 Results = Rs

I

B
Rs 545
T 62

Objective

No

Rehiable

No
No
No

Supported

No
No
No

Comments

Target=T

Objective It 1s not clear whether certain items have been
properly counted in  alculating the indicator value for
mstance whether Ea.t Jerusalem 1s included n the calculation
or not The Mission said 1t was not included due to political
sensitivities but supporting nformation shows 1t 1s-at least
the baseline and target Also the baseline and target are based
on a contractor analysis for the whole of the West Bank and
Gaza, while the 1997 result 1s based on information from
larger water uniities onlv  If the Mission mtends to report
results only for the larger utilities then 1t should change the
baseline and target

Rehable and Supported A contractor memo states that the
baseline was not complete for the whole of the West Bank and
Gaza but was the best 1t could do with the data 1t had
collected As mentioned above the reported result for 1997
covered larger water utilities Whiie the sample 1s indicated to
have covered 1 6 mullion of the presently estimated total
population of 29 mithon the sample was not designed to be
statistically valid for projecting to the total population For
that matter the imformation reported as 1997 results 1s undated
but appears to be 1996 results instead (This years data
gathering exercise will report 1997 results ) Another pomt of
confusion 1s that the source of the reported result indicates
only 80 4 percent of the connections as bemng metered Hence
the reported result does not appear to be himited only to
metered results which 1s what the indicator purports to
measure We further note that this years data gathering
exercise does not ask for information on metered connections

The baseline figure 15 based on assumptions and estimates of
the population the total domestic water supply and the
percentage of unaccounted for water (that portion of the total
water supply lost due to physical leakage and admimistrative
losses such as inaccurate meter readings and 1llegal
connections) The reliability of this information has not been
verified by the Mission

Definitions

Objective

Rehable

Supported

No ambiguity about what 1s being measured The mdicator 1s both umidimensional and
operationally precise

Data 1s of sufficiently reliable quality for decision making [If the Mission did not verify the
accuracy and reliability of the data, then we generally did not consider it to be rehable

The data 1s supported with sufficient, competent and relevant evidence

\‘{0
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Indicator

Indicator = 1
Baseline = B
97 Results = Rs
Target=T

Objective

Rehable

Supported

Comments

SO indicator 1 (cont d)
Domestic consumption rate
(metered) (liters/capita/day)

Another pomt worth mentioning 1s that while the Mission s
ongma] strateg\ planned to ncrease per capita consumption to
a mimmum standard data on per capita consumption presently
1s not being captured under this indicator To estimate actual
per capita consumption one needs an estimate for physical
leakage separate from the overall estimate of unaccounted tor
water (since the admimmstrative losses do not reduce the
amount of water reaching the consumer) However this years
data gathering exercise only requested information on overall
unaccounted for water because 1t was considered not practical
at this time to collect disaggregated data for physical and
admimstrative losses

Yl
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Indicator

Indicator =1
Baseline = B
97 Results = Rs
Target=T

Objective

Reliable

Supported

Comments

Agricultural and
commercial requirements
met with nonpotable
sources (percentage)

Indicator Description
N/A

—

0
0
6

'—IZ?UJ

No
No
No

SO ndicator 2 No Objective There 1s ambiguity about what 1s being measured

No
No
No

How does one define agricultural and commercial
requirements 1n order to obtamn consistent data each year?

Rehable It 1s not clear whether there will be a reliable data
source to 1dentify all the nonpotable water being used in
agricultural and commercial settings The source of estimates
of agricultural usage 1s the Palestinian Minustry of Agriculture
and the reliabihity of the estimates from that source has not
been validated by the Mission The source of the commercial
usage 1s estinates bv water utiliies  However commercial
usage 1s not separately broken out by utilities and the
reliabtlity of the estimates has not been validated

Supported As for the baseline and result documentation
indicates that it 1s common practice 1n the West Bank and to a
lesser extent mn the Gaza Strip to use untreated and poorly
treated wastewater for urigating crops  The Mission stated
the indicator 1s talking about water sources that are not fit for
consumption by people but that it does not want to count
untreated wastewater being used for agricultural purposes
because 1t 1s environmentally unsound While we agree that
the use of untreated wastewater for agriculture ts
environmentally unsound the fact remarns that it presently 1s
being used for agriculture To the extent that such untreated
or poorly treated wastewater 1s later replaced by treated
wastewater there will not be any increase in agricultural
requirements met from nonpotable sources 1e what this
mmdicator 1s measuring  For the results of this indicator to
reflect reality we believe that the amount of untreated and
poorly treated wastewater presently used in agriculture needs
to be determined and trached and 1n some way accounted for
m the baseline condition

The Mission provided an explanation regarding how 1t
calculated the Year 2000 target While the calculation was
accurate based on the numbers 1t was using as noted above
the rehability of the basic numbers for agricultural and
commercial requirements has not been validated Also the
calculation includes the targeted amount of treated wastewater
directly reused as reported under [ R 2 2 indicator 1

However as explamed under [ R 2 2 indicator 1 that target 1s
not supported Therefore we do not consider that the Year
2000 target 1s supported

hid
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Indicator

{(IR)21

Volume of additional
potable water from
conventional sources
(mm*/yr) (millions of cubic
meters per year)

Indicator Description
N/A

Indicator =1
Baseline = B
97 Results = Rs
Target=T

'—!EUJ
NC o

Objective | Rehable

Supported

Intermediate Result No Objective We consider that the baseline i1s by definition zero

Yes

No

Comments

since the Mission 1s only measuring additions to the base
water supply The Mission stated that 1t wants to count only
those sources owned by the Palestinians in this indicator Be
that the case the indicator definition should be changed to
reflect this We imttally considered that net purchases from
Israell sources should also be counted under this indicator as
contractor documentation identified purchases from Israehs as
conventional water sources Net purchases from Israeh
sources were not being tracked by the Mission but would
appear to be a figure that needs to be captured somewhere in
the Mission s results framework to have a link between the
intermediate results and strategic objective indicator 1 An
additional point to be clarified for this indicator 1s whether it
15 mntended to measure only potable water for domestic supply
or both agricultural and domestic supply It 1s our
understanding that the indicator 1s meant to measure only the
increases 1n domestic supply However as explained below 1t
1s not capturing all such increases

Rehable and Supported The Mission explaned the basis for
115 1997 result and Year 2000 target but the figures did not
include all the results of other donors For example through
review of various documents prepared by the Missions
contractor and meeting with a large water utility we 1dentified
references to at least 15 additional wells beyond what the
Mission described as 1ts support for the target Plus there
were a number of activities involving the rehabihitation ot
wells and springs and the conversion of existing wells to
domestic uses that are not reflected in the Mission s figures
although such activities would be expected to increase the
amount of water for domestic uses
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Indicator Indicator =1 Objective | Rehiable Supported | Comments
Baseline = B
97 Results = Rs

Target=T
| I B B S—— S E——————————————..,"

IR 22 ndicator 1 No Objective  The Mission should further define the qualtity

I
Volume of reclaimed water B 0 No No level 1t expects treated wastewater to have 1n order to be
directly reused (mm /vr) Rs 0 No No counted under this indicator We understand that a higher

T 10 No No level of treatment 1s expected for direct reuse applications of

wastewater than 1s the case for wastewater use to recharge the

Indicator Description aquifer The Mission told us that the Palestinians have
Storm water and treated adopted the World Health Organization standard of 30
wastewater for direct reuse biological oxygen demand (BOD) and 30 suspended sohds
as distinguished from such (SS) as the appropriate quality level for direct reuse of treated
water used for aquifer re wastewater for limited agricultural applications

charge and mdirect reuse
Reliable and supported The documentation that we saw at
the Mission regarding existing treatment plants was quite
hmited and the reliabilitv of the information not venfied by
the Mission However the documentation indicated that
untreated or poorly treated wastewater was used for agriculture
mn five West Bank municipaltties and unspecified areas in the
Gaza Strip  The five West Banh mumicipalities were indicated
to account for about 86 percent of the wastewater produced by
West Bank mumicipalities or about 9 0 million cubic meters
(mcm) per vear 13 mcm of which was indicated to receive
some degree of treatment The volumes beng used for
agricuiture were not specified Given the lack of definition of
the treated wastewater quality level the Mission will count
under this indicator the himited and unvenified nature of the
information on existing treatment facilities and lach of
mformation on the amount of wastewater presently being used
for agriculture we do not consider the baseline and result to
be reliable and supported

Another note 15 that since the purpose of this mdicator appears
to be to track the potable water volumes saved or freed up for
other uses bv using treated wastewater 1t would appear that
the Mission should identify and trach the present use of
untreated or poorly treated wastewater for agriculture even
though 1t would not meet whatever quality standard 1s set by
the Mission We say this because subsequent substitution of
more highly treated wastewater in applications that use
untreated or pooriv treated wastewater presently will not free
up further potable water supplies The results of this indicator
feed mnto the calculation of the results for the Missions
strategic level indicator Agricultural and commercial
requirements met with nonpotable sources (percentage) The
substitution of one quahity of wastewater for another in
agriculture as explamed above will not result 1n an ncrease
n agricultural requirements met with nonpotable sources

Regarding the Missions Year 2000 target we noted that the
Misston only has firm data on the activities it 15 fundmg and
those activities do not involve enough wastewater volume to
account for the assumed volumes shown as targets under I R
22 mdicators | and 2 There are other donors projects in
process that may contribute to the results of I R 2 2 indicators
I and 2 but the Mission had not visited those projects to get

{
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Indicator Description
Storm water and treated
wastewater for aquifer re
charge and indirect reuse
as opposed to direct reuse

Page 6 of 10
Inchcator Indicator =1 Objective | Rehable Supported | Comments
Baseline = B
97 Results = Rs
Target=T
IR 22 indicator 1 the specifics on the volume of wastewater processed the level
(contd) of treatment the expected treated water quahity the dates by
Volume of reclaimed water which the ingher quality levels are expected to be reached and
directly reused (mm /vr) the expectations regarding how much of the treated wastewater
will be directly reused Therefore the Mission lacks reliable
information on the degree to which other donors projects will
contribute to I R 22 1ndicators 1 and 2
IR 22 indicator 2 I No Objective  Along the same lines as IR 22 indicator 1 the
Volume of reclaimed water B 0 No No Misston should clarify the definition of the indicator to state
used for aquifer recharge Rs 0 No No what 1t 1s talking about 1n terms of treated wastewater quality
(mm /yr) T 10 No No The Mission told us that a 45 BOD/4> SS level of quality 1s

needed in order to use wastewater for recharging the aquifer
Higher levels of BOD and SS were said to plug up the soil
and himut infiltration of the wastewater into the aquifer

Rehable and Supported The Mission indicated that 1t does
not ntend to count the aquifer recharge naturally occurring
from the discharge of untreated wastewater We see no effect
from not counting such recharge since the results from this
indicator are not used 1n the calculation of the results for
higher level indicators

Documentation indicates that three West Bank and three Gaza
Strip municipalities have operating wastewater treatment
plants although they are mndicated to be overloaded or not
operating properly  So there would be naturally occurring
recharge from some of these plants although the effluent
probably 1s of poor quality  Depending upon the quality level
the Mission adopts for this indicator there maght or mught not
be amounts to count under this indicator s baselines and
results  Further the information that we saw at the Mission
regarding existing treatment plants was quite limited and the
reliability not venfied by the Mission Given the lack of
defimition of the effluent quality level the Mission will count
under this indicator and the limited and unverified nature of
the mformation on existing wastewater treatment facilities we
do not consider the baseline and result to be reliable and
supported Further as noted under IR 22 ndicator 1 the
Mission does not have information on other donors projects
but part of the results needed to reach the Missions target will
need to come from other donors projects Therefore we
consider that the target also 1s not supported
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Indicator Indicator = Objective | Rehable Supported | Comments
Baseline = B
97 Results = Rs

Target=T

- 1 . 1 _ 10

IR 22 indicator 3 1 Yes Objective  Based on our review of documentation we are
Volume of losses prevented B 0 No No aware that this indicator 1s only counting losses associated
(mm /vr) Rs 02 No No with the domestic water supply Different loss percentages

T 4 No No apphy to agriculture However the Mission should clanfy this

pomnt for the benefit of those who have not read the

Indicator Description documentation To better understand this indicator one needs
Rate of losses (physical and to be aware that onlv physical losses reduce the volume of
unaccounted for use) watér reaching the consumer The remainder of ur iccounted
estimated at approximately for-water 1s due to tnaccurate meter readings and 1 egal
43 percent n 1996 connections-something to be mmmimized to increase the
System wide data will be volumes that can be billed by the water utihity but not water
developed by multiplying lost to the consumer
the reduction 1n rate of
losses to the total supply Reliable The baseline value of zero indicates that the
Activity specific data will Mission 1s attempting to measure improvement from the actual
also be trached as baseline condition However to measure improvement n thus
appropriate case one needs to know what the actual unaccounted for water

percentage was at the beginning of the strategy and the
reliabihity of that information 1s uncertain  The baseline value
of 43 percent was supphied by the Mission s contractor and
was based on estimates by water utilities or estimated from
published data and/or discussions with water utility personnel
The reliability of these estimates and data was not determined
Different survevs have given somewhat different estimates for
the percentage of unaccounted for water and the Mission
indicated that baselines/targets should not be finalized until a
reasonably rehable and consistent source can be cited eg the
Palestintan Water Authoritv s management information system
which the Mission 1s supporting

Supported The 1997 results reported by the Mission include
only USAID funded activities The results of other donors
financing worh to improve the water distribution systems are
not included

The Year 2000 target 1s based on a contractor assumption that
loss rates will be reduced over a twenty year period as a result
of the water supply system being upgraded and adequately
maintained This 1s just an assumption and does not provide a
- realistic basis for projecting this indicators Year 2000 target
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Indicator

Volume of water conserved
(mm'/yr)

Indicator Description

The ndicator will reflect
savings from specific
technologies introduced
through conservation
programs (¢ g toilet
flushing shower heads drip
imigation)  Estimates could
also be made based on
surveys related to specific
public awareness/education
campaigns 1f appropriate

Indicator = 1
Baseline = B
97 Results = Rs
Target=T

_—

0
0
4

H®®

Objective

Rehable

Yes
No
No

Supported

IR 22 indicator 4 Yes Objective We consider that this indicator intends 10 measure

Yes
No
No

Comments

conservation mncreases resulting from specific intenentions—not
total improvement for all of West Bank and Gaza [f the
latter were the mtent then we would consider the indicator to
be flawed since there 1s no rehable basehine and no sector
wide data source to measure improvement against the
unspecified baseline

Retiable  Since this indicator will be based on specific
mnterventions it 1s important that the Mission be able to
reliably 1dentify and get information on all the interventions of
other donors and the Palestimans themselves that might
contribute to the results under this indicator However as
noted previously under other mndicators the Mission does not
have an effective system for getting such information
Therefore we scored the 1997 result and Year 2000 target as
unrehable On the other hand we consider the baseline to be
zero by defimition

Supported The Mission did not have support for the 1997
result or Year 2000 target For example the Mission said
there are no spectfic plans that support the Year 2000 target
Rather the number was piched based on the Missions general
expectation that other donors would focus on the area
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Indicator Indicator = I Objective | Rehable Supported | Comments
Baseline = B
97 Results = Rs

Target=T

IR 22 dicator 5 I
Volume ot water from non B
conventional sources Rs 0
(mm /yr) T

No Objective The Mission should clanfy what nonconventional
Yes Yes use of brackish water 1t intends to capture It is our

Yes Yes understanding that the Mission intends to count brachish water
No No used directly n applications normally satisfied from potable
water sources € g commercial uses that do not need drinking
quality water The Misston should also precisely define
Indicator Description imports since the Mission indicated that the imports 1t 15

Non conventional sources talking about are major purchases of water from the Israelis
include imports de which the Israelis agreed to supply under the Oslo 1 accords
salination brackish wells We do not know what methodology the Mission would
propose for separating purchases from the Israchs under the
Oslo 11 accords from other Israeli purchases (About a fourth
of the present Palestiztan domestic water supplv 1s purchased
from the Israelis ) This 1s an area that needs clarification to
prevent counting normal purchase volumes as imports

™ o ©

Reliable  We consider that this indicator intends to measure
additional water and therefore the baseline s zero by
definition  Although there likely will be relatively few
nonconventional water systems we note that the Mussion does
not have a good record of keeping abreast of other donors
activities  For example even though the Mission visited an
Italtan desalination plant in the Gaza Strip 1t apparently was
not aware that the Italians planned to build five more
Therefore we scored the Year 2000 target as not being
reliable

Supported The 1997 result is based on an Italian
desalination plant 1n Khan Younis which the Mission visited 1n
February 1998 In regard to the Year 2000 target the Mission
did not 1dentify projects that support the target It would
appear that 1if mports 1s to include purchases of Israch water
under Oslo 11 then the target should be higher and 1f such
purchases are not to be counted the target should be lower

IR 23

Percent of operations and
maintenance (O&M) costs
recovered

No Objective As the Mission has no information source for cost
TBD No N/A recovery on a sector wide basis at this pont perhaps the

No NA Mission should restrict the defimtion of this indicator to

100 No No mnclude only those water utilities that it polls mn 1ts annual data
gathering exercise

-Ew
*

Indicator Description N/A Rehable The Mission expects to obtain information on this
indicator as part of this year s data gathering exercise

* Space left However based on our review of the process thus far we

- blank 1n the R4 consider that further work will need to be done to vahidate the
Performance mformation once 1t 1s received Until that validation 1s done
monitoring plan we do not believe that the information obtained can be

states no data considered reliable

available

Supported Comments n the R4 indicate that the Mission
has no expectation of achieving 100 percent recovery of O&M
costs by the Year 2000 Rather the Mission 1s waiting for the
information from this years data gathering exercise before
deciding whether to change the indicator or set a more realistic
target
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Indicator Indicator =1 Objective | Rehable Supported | Comments
Baseline=B
97 Results = Rs
Target=T
Yes Totals I 2
B 3 3
Rs 1 1
T 0 0
'No" Totals I 7
B 6 5
Rs 8 7
T 9 9
N/A  Totals I 0
B 1
Rs 1
T 0




