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Executive summary

The WASH Results Programme

The UK Department for International Development’s (DFID) Water, Sanitation and Hygiene
(WASH) Results Programme is a £111 million seven-year programme (2014 to 2021). The
first round of the programme was implemented between May 2014 and March 2018 and aimed to
bring equitable and sustainable water and sanitation services and hygiene practices to 4.5 million
people in 11 countriest. In 2017 the programme was extended, to include a second phase lasting
until 2021. The scope of this evaluation is limited to the first contracting round (2014 to 2018)2.

The programme was implemented by three supplier consortia contracted to DFID under a
payment by results (PbR) financing modality. The WASH Results Programme was one of
DFID’s - and the wider sector’s - first large-scale applications of a PBR contracting modality.
Suppliers had no up-front financing; 100% of payments to Suppliers were based on delivery of pre-
specified ‘results’ which were independently verified by a third party.

The nature of the ‘results’ varied by supplier and varied across the phases of the
programme. In the two initial years of the programme (the ‘output phase’ — January 2014 to
December 2015) payments were made for the completion of activities and output-level results.
While in the latter two years of the programme (the ‘outcome phase’ — January 2016 to March
2018), payments were linked almost exclusively to achievement of outcomes, with a small
proportion of payments linked to indicators of sustainability of outcomes for one Supplier.

In addition to the PbR financing modality the WASH Results Programme had a number of
other key features, the most important of which were:

e size, with each supplier contract being worth approximately £25 million; and

e timing and phasing, with an output phase (ending by the Millennium Development Goals
(MDGs) deadline of December 2015) that delivered access to water and sanitation services
and hygiene promotion campaigns; and an outcome phase (to March 2018), which aimed to
ensure the sustainability of the services and behaviour changes achieved.

The Suppliers

The programme was implemented predominantly through INGOs working in partnership
with local government and national NGOs. Two suppliers, the Consortium for Sustainable
WASH in Fragile Contexts (SWIFT), and the South Asia WASH Results Programme (SAWRP),
were consortia of international non-governmental organisations (INGOs). The third, Sustainable
Sanitation and Hygiene for All (SSH4A), was implemented by a single INGO. Table 1 (overleaf)
provides an overview of the three consortia.

1 South Sudan and Liberia were dropped from the original 13-country programme
2 Envisaged as a £70 million four-year programme (May 2014 to March 2018)
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Table 1: Consortium composition

Lead: Plan International

SAWRP Consortium partners: WaterAid, Water Sanitation for the Urban Poor
(WSUP) and Unilever. Water Engineering and Development Centre Pakistan, Bangladesh
£24,995,906  (\wEDC) and Ipsos MORI

Implementing partners: various national NGOs
Ghana, Ethiopia, Tanzania,

Lead: SNV Uganda, Kenya,
SSH4A Consortium partners: none Mozambique, Zambia, Nepal
£24,032,477 Implementing partners: various national NGOs and government Dropped: South Sudan in
partners 2016 due to fragile-state
context

Lead: Oxfam Democratic Republic of the
SWIFT Consortium Partners: Tearfund, WSUP; the Overseas Development Congo (DRC), Kenya.

Institute (ODI
£19,668,078 nstitute ( . ) : : Dropped: Liberia in 2014
Implementing partners: Practical Action, Sanergy, Concern due to the Ebola crisis)

Worldwide, and various national NGOs and public water utilities

The SWIFT consortium was led by Oxfam GB and operated in the Democratic Republic of
the Congo (DRC) and Kenya. In contrast to the other supplier programmes, activities
encompassed both urban and rural contexts. SWIFT was the only consortium that included a
substantial water supply component in addition to sanitation and hygiene promotion. In DRC,
SWIFT delivered water and sanitation and hygiene activities at scale though the national
government WASH programme. SWIFT in Kenya operated through a portfolio of small- to medium-
sized projects across both urban and rural sanitation and water; with implementation through
INGOs.

The SAWRP consortium was led by Plan International and operated in Bangladesh and
Pakistan. The focus of SAWRP was on rural sanitation and hygiene, though it included a modest®
water supply component. SAWRP implementation was through community-level programming and
implementation in schools. Plan International, WaterAid, and their local implementing partners
promoted sanitation and handwashing with soap in poor rural communities using community-led
total sanitation (CLTS) and sanitation marketing. Unilever delivered a handwashing campaign in a
large number of schools in both countries, though the focus was overwhelmingly in Bangladesh.

SSH4A was solely implemented by SNV and its local implementing partners in seven
African countries and Nepal. The SSH4A programme focused only on rural sanitation and
hygiene promotion— it had no water supply component. Activities were implemented within the
framework of the existing SSH4A programme, which has been operating in a dozen countries in
Asia since 2009. The SSH4A approach embodies a tested operational model for working at scale
and combines demand creation — mostly using CLTS — with support to sanitation supply chains,
behaviour change communication (BCC), and strengthening capacity for WASH governance.
Implementation at the field level was predominantly by local government partners, supported to a
greater or lesser extent by NGOs (referred to as Local Capacity Builders (LCBs) by SNV).

3 Water supply improvements were not a major feature of the programme (only 3% of beneficiaries), but were included in
order to provide access to some of the poorest and most under-served poor communities.
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The verification approach

The independent verification of suppliers’ results adopted a systems-based approach, meaning it
was based on data generated by the supplier’s internal monitoring and reporting systems, rather
than independent data collection by the monitoring and verification (MV) team. Working with DFID
and suppliers, the MV team created a verification system for the programme — tailored specifically
to each supplier's monitoring and reporting systems. However the verification approach contained
the same core elements:

e Systems appraisals of the suppliers’ monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems were
conducted to assess the likelihood that data would be reliable and reports would be timely
and accurate.

o Field visits were conducted to better understand supplier M&E systems, to collect primary
data that feeds into verification, and to help build relationships with Suppliers.

e The evidence submitted by suppliers was reviewed, using a set of minimum standards.
Sometimes spot checks were done on the data.

e After Action reviews were held to ensure that key learning surrounding measurement
and verification of indicators was applied in subsequent verification rounds.

Programme performance

By most measures the programme was very successful in achieving its stated objectives.
The vast majority of output-level targets were achieved by all suppliers, and in many areas with
significant overachievement. A prominent reason for exceeding targets was that suppliers had
planned for overachievement as part of their risk management strategy. The suppliers also
overwhelmingly achieved the outcome targets, with significant overachievement in several areas
and modest underachievement in relatively few others. The WASH Results Programme also
consistently scored well under DFID’s Annual review process; scoring A in 2014 and 2015 and A+
2016-2018.

The evaluation approach

The WASH Results Programme evaluation was primarily undertaken for learning purposes,
not accountability.* The objectives of the evaluation were to assess:
0] whether the programme successfully achieved its stated objectives;
(ii) the influence of programme design, including the PbR modality, on this achievement; and
(iii) lessons for applying PbR in WASH programming going forward.

The main focus of the evaluation, and this report, is on how and why and under what
circumstances results were achieved. The 27 detailed evaluation questions address all five
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impacts, and sustainability.

4 Operationalisation of the original terms of reference resulted in two distinct workstreams. The Programme Evaluation
Workstream (PEW) is addressed in this document. The randomised control trial (RCT), conducted in Pakistan, which
examines factors affecting the sustainability of sanitation behaviour change in Pakistan, is described in separate
documents.
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The mid-term evaluation report (2016) examined progress half way through the programme,
focusing particularly on the original design and tendering process, and on the output phase (March
2014 to December 2015, later extended to March 2016). It addressed all relevance evaluation
guestions, and the effectiveness and efficiency questions as they related to the output phase, and
it explored some initial indications of impacts and sustainability.

The endline evaluation activities were conducted from October 2017 to July 2018 and
addressed the outstanding effectiveness and efficiency elements, especially as they related to the
outcome phase (January 2016 to March 2018), and examined the impact and sustainability
evaluation questions.

This final synthesis report incorporates key findings from the midline with the results from
the new endline evaluation activities. The findings draw on an analysis of programme
documentation; verification data; an analysis of the literature on PbR and WASH practice; two
phases of interviews with key informants among all stakeholder groups; and, in particular, the
findings from purposively selected case studies undertaken for each of the three suppliers.

Lessons learned

The lessons presented in this section are framed around the core learning objectives of this
evaluation as opposed to specific evaluation gquestions. As an endline evaluation, the
evaluators focused on broader lessons relevant for the future for individual suppliers, DFID and/or
the WASH sector as a whole. This report does not repeat all of the lessons and recommendations
from the midline evaluation (see full list from the midline in Annex A), though several themes carry
through. The lessons presented here are further elaborated upon and nuanced in the main body of
the report.

(i) Whether the programme successfully achieved its stated objectives

A. All three supplier consortia were successful in delivering their targets, through there
is a question of how replicable this achievement is. Suppliers achieved, if not
exceeded, the vast majority of their contractual targets; partially due to the possibility to
shift over-achievement to cover underperformance within some subcategories. However,
the tight timetable in the output phase placed a high burden on staff; particularly during the
output phase. The WASH Results Programme was exceptional in that it was the first large-
scale application of PbR in the WASH sector; it was a high-profile programme which
presented great financial and reputational risks for the suppliers. With this came heightened
management attention. These exceptional factors are significant because they raise some
guestions surrounding how replicable the achievements of the programme may be.

B. Suppliers’ programme approaches were generally well aligned with DFID’s
expectations, but in some cases the fact that DFID did not articulate these
expectations more clearly resulted in a missed opportunity. The programmatic
approaches chosen by the suppliers generally met DFID’s expectations, such as operating
at scale®, inclusivity, and sustainability. However, not requiring a focus on community-wide
coverage (in sanitation Open Defecation Free (ODF) status) or other best practice for
achieving sustainable and inclusive outcomes presented a missed opportunity — though it is
noted that in many cases ODF was still pursued as a programme objective by suppliers.
DFID not explicitly setting all of their expectations at the bidding stage created a risk for
potential suppliers, onto whom the risk of delivery was transferred under a PbR contract.

5 Taken here to mean reaching a large number of people.
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C. The PbR modality strengthened supplier monitoring systems, though in many cases
undertaking improvements to monitoring systems was more burdensome than
suppliers anticipated. The monitoring systems of most of the supplier consortia partners
required moderate to significant modifications to meet verification requirements. It is
important to strike a balance between increased rigour and the corresponding increased
cost, because there is a potential opportunity cost with regards to staff time and money in
doing ever more intensive monitoring.

D. Suppliers reported substantial learning on how to manage and price risk. Based on
the programme’s experience, the following approaches worked well, some of which can be
considered normal good practice: (1) setting realistic targets; (2) using reliable
implementation partners; (3) applying tested approaches; (4) including a contingency fund;
(5) considering cost inflation in the total price; (6) considering the risk that partners would
not achieve the intended results; and (7) taking advantage of the increased monitoring to
facilitate risk management.

(if) The influence of programme design, including the PbR modality, on this
achievement

E. DFID gave suppliers substantial flexibility and freedom to design and implement
their own approaches, but this flexibility largely manifested only to higher levels of
programme management®. Suppliers were able to propose the indicators, and the
frequency with which they would be assessed, and each supplier individually negotiated a
different ‘results framework’ with DFID under which they were paid. Suppliers appreciated
this flexibility at the design stage, as well as the flexibility allowed during implementation.
This flexibility was largely confined to higher levels of programme management, as field
teams were tightly managed, and where there were local implementing partners they
generally operated on grant agreements which retained financial and activity reporting.

F. Implementation approaches for the three supplier consortia varied widely yet
overwhelmingly relied on proven approaches and existing relationships with NGOs
and governments. The evaluators uncovered little evidence of genuine innovation in
programmatic approaches — meaning that no approaches that were novel to the global
WASH sector were developed, though it is important to note evaluators found several
instances of adaptive programming.

G. The split between output and outcome phases had mixed results. The urgency of the
December 2015 deadline for the output phase in some cases limited suppliers’ ability to
adapt and posed risks to quality, at least in the short term, and the sustainability of results.
While it was clearly beneficial to have longer-term engagement with the institutions
(government or community-level) with responsibility for managing services, this could have
been achieved without formal phasing. Similarly, while imposing accountability for
outcomes was beneficial and improved functionality, this could also have been achieved
without formal phasing.

6 This lesson is also supported by evidence from the wider PbR literature. See Soucat, A., Dale, E., Mathauer, 1., Kutzin,
J. (2017) ‘Pay-for-Performance Debate: Not Seeing the Forest for the Trees’. Health Systems & Reform 2017; 3:74-79;
and Renmans, D., Holvoet, N., Orach, C. G. and Criel, B. (2016) ‘Opening the “black box” of performance-based
financing in low- and lower middle-income countries: a review of the literature’. Health Policy and Planning, 31(9),
1297-1309. doi: 10.1093/heapol/czw045
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(iii) Lessons for applying PbR in WASH programming in future

H. The WASH Results Programme was not a clean test of PbR, for a variety of reasons,
such as the evolution of expectations, the characteristics of the contracting process, and
the uniquely tight timetable for the first two years. For example, many programmatic
decisions had already been made by suppliers, by verifiers and by DFID before the PbR
modality was fully understood, and before the indicators for which suppliers would be
judged were negotiated. While the WASH Results Programme offers several interesting
and indicative lessons, its contribution to the broader evidence base for PbR in WASH is
limited.

I. PDbR appeared to be a viable option for funding WASH programmes, but 100% PbR
was neither necessary nor optimal. To help manage cash flow and other risks, two
suppliers selected several process or activity targets, however these activities were time-
consuming to document and verify. These could easily have been reimbursed in a more
traditional way, without reducing the overall stimulus a PbR contract provides.

J. A PbR approach using disincentives only, without bonus opportunities, put
potentially undue, and unintended, burden on suppliers. Suppliers put in a great deal
of effort to not only achieve but overachieve many targets, but were not rewarded for doing
so.

K. The efforts of suppliers were not solely informed by financial incentives. The
suppliers contracted under the WASH Results Programme had strong organisational
values, which led them to take action on aspects not directly linked to payment. In many
cases the reputational risk associated with not meeting given targets was also a powerful
motivator.

L. Clarity on guiding principles of how major events, such as natural disasters or
epidemics, would be handled between DFID and suppliers is important in a PbR
context. In two cases involving SWIFT, DFID de facto assumed some of the financial risk
after events. As the level of risk-sharing and the level of evidence expected was not clearly
specified at contract stage, time and resources were invested in negotiating the level of risk
sharing.

M. The high level of uncertainty at invitation to tender stage discouraged several
bidders. Specifically, the lack of clarity surrounding the results and how they would be
verified meant that some private sector actors viewed the programme as very high risk.

N. Under the WASH Results Programme, in part because of the lack of clarity on how
the PbR modality would operate, the PbR incentives acted within the context of tried
and tested implementation approaches than on untested operational models.

O. The lack of an inception phase —to design verification requirements before
implementation began — caused inefficiencies because the verification had to be
repeatedly adapted as the supplier’s systems changed or became better-known by
the MV team.

P. The value of including process-related indicators as payment indicators was
dependent on context. The evaluators perceived that the process indicators related to
start-up activities were included primarily to minimise the risk of non-payment for the
suppliers and to facilitate cash flow in early stages rather than incentivise supplier attention
on specific aspects of programming’. This was suboptimal and inefficient when these
indicators are costly and time-consuming to document and verify. The experience of this

7 This indicates that it is less likely that such process indicators would be included in future if a significant part of the
programme was grant-funded.
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programme shows that more complex aspects of programming (e.g. sustainability
prerequisites or learning) which lack agreed standards are difficult to measure. There is
value in reporting on process indicators related to these complex aspects of programming
when DFID seeks to encourage certain aspects in programme implementation. Though this
reporting does not necessarily need to be linked to result-based payment®.

The PbR mechanism was better able to incentivise the desired results in those cases
where suppliers had more control over results. The PbR incentive acted less strongly
where implementation was through government, and where activities were incentivising
behaviour change.

Larger international partners were better able to handle the pre-financing, risk
management, and flexibility necessary under PbR than small organisations. All three
lead suppliers chose to hold a large portion of risk centrally. There were mixed results in
the few cases where local implementers were on full or partial PbR contracts, with some
shifting positively to a stronger sense of accountability, while others were less able to cope
and in some cases had their contracts discontinued.

Establishing appropriate outcome level targets was challenging. This was because
much was beyond the suppliers’ direct control, and at the time of contracting there were
few established benchmarks for the conversion of WASH outputs into outcomes.

Several lessons emerged on how the PbR modality could best strengthen supplier
monitoring systems: In the WASH Results Programme, explicitly linking payments to
outcomes triggered intensive discussion around outcome measurement, and the validity of
those measurements in particular. Outcome-level monitoring, as well as accountability,
played a facilitative role in ensuring functionality. The increased monitoring also supported
supplier risk management strategies. It is also noted that suppliers were generally positive
about the MV’s contribution to strengthening monitoring.

Several missed opportunities for learning occurred under the WASH Results
Programme: data were primarily used for progress reporting/compliance, as opposed to
learning; and the tight schedule in the output phase also limited opportunity for deeper
learning and reflection.

8 If aspects such as inclusion were linked to a result-based payment, these payments could for example reward the
following: (a) Work in under-served geographical areas could be rewarded by allowing a higher unit price-per-
beneficiary. (b) Bonus payments could reward survey results which confirm that equity targets and water-point
functionality targets have been met after a certain period.
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Recommendations for future WASH PbR programmes

These recommendations are primarily for donors, such as DFID, that are considering the use of
PbR in future WASH programmes.

1. At design stage clarify the purpose of using PbR and consider the implications of
PbR for the type of supplier expected to bid. While the potential benefits of PbR
generally are well documented, it is important to set out in the programme design what the
specific rationale is for using PbR in this case, and to define the added value that it should
bring.

2. 100% PbR may be undesirable — the size of the PbR component should be tailored to
the purpose specified and to the feasibility of measuring results — especially in cases
where suppliers require finance in the early stages of implementation to ensure cash flow.
We recommend a hybrid design where a part of supplier payments are grant-based, with a
smaller percentage used as an incentive for good performance in key areas®. If PbR is
used to incentivise action related to aspects of programming that are important but difficult
to measure!?, then great care should be given to the indicators used

3. Where possible, streamline the verification burden on suppliers. This relates both to
the indicators used for payment purposes and how the effort is applied by verifiers.

4. At design stage, the funding agency should, as far as possible, provide more clarity
on the results to be achieved and the accompanying verification requirements. This
may include appointing the verification provider before implementation begins and/ or being
more prescriptive on standards for verification requirements?t.

5. As far as possible, at tender stage clarify donor/supplier risk-sharing arrangements
in the event of exceptional events including the level and type of evidence expected.

6. In future programmes ensure there is a sufficient inception phase, ensuring that
verification requirements are clear before any implementation activities begins.

7. Ensure that the learning by the MV team and suppliers on measuring and verifying
key WASH indicators (especially outcome-level indicators) is captured and
disseminated at the sector level.

9 Experience with PbR in other sectors also suggests that the value of PbR lies not in reimbursing the direct costs of
implementation (as NGOs are already motivated to do this) but in linking PbR payments so as to incentivise only those
dimensions which might otherwise be marginalised, albeit unintentionally

10 These aspects include: creating an enabling environment for sustainability; ensuring meaningful action on equity and
inclusion; and allowing space for learning.

11 This recommendation is also supported by evidence from the wider PbR literature. See Witter, S. et al. (2018) ‘(How)
does RBF strengthen strategic purchasing of health care? Comparing the experience of Uganda, Zimbabwe and the
Democratic Republic of the Congo’. Submitted for publication.
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Key terms used in this document

The following table explains key terms used throughout this document.

Consortium

Country
programme

Country manager

Evaluation
stakeholder

Equitable

Impacts

Lead supplier

Lead verifier

MVE provider

Outcomes

Outputs

Three consortia, made up of groups of organisations, were contracted to implement
the WASH Results Programme. Separately, the e-Pact consortium was contracted to
conduct the monitoring, verification, and evaluation (MVE) component.

Refers to activities at country level. There were 13 country programmes in the
WASH Results Programme.

The main contact person managing implementation in each country, within the three
supplier consortia.

The organisations and people who have been closely involved in the design of the
evaluation and have a stake in its findings, namely DFID and the suppliers.

Refers to fairness. An equitable approach means taking account of the particular
needs of different sub-groups within society. The outcome of an equitable approach
is that all are included, regardless of gender, age (young and old), disability
(including mental and physical disabilities), illness (including chronic illness such as
HIV/AIDS), poverty, ethnic origin, caste, occupation, political affiliation, religion,
sexual orientation, language, or physical location. Those who tend to be neglected or
marginalised, whether unconsciously or deliberately, are referred to in the report as
‘excluded’ individuals or groups.

Higher-level results, such as improved health, better educational results, increased
income, and improved quality of life. Impacts describe the ultimate benefits enjoyed
by WASH service users®?. DFID’s original theory of change only referred to health
impacts—namely, under-five mortality rates, and the proportion of the population
affected by diarrhoeal diseases. In this document, we will clearly specify each time
we refer to health or non-health impacts.

The organisation leading each of the three supplier consortia.

The three lead verifiers led the verification of each of the three supplier contracts.
These are employed by Itad within the e-Pact verification team.

e-Pact is providing the MVE under the WASH Results Programme. These activities
are split between monitoring and verification (MV) led by Itad, and evaluation
services led by Oxford Policy Management (OPM).

The use of improved water supply and sanitation services; maintenance, care and
financing of water supply and sanitation facilities; and the practice of good hygiene.
In accordance with the WASH Results Programme logframe, ‘outcomes’ in this
document refers to:

e the number of people using and continuing to use clean drinking water sources;

e the number of people using and continuing to use improved sanitation facilities;
and

e the number of people handwashing with soap and undertaking other hygienic
practices at critical times, and continuing to do so until the end of the outcome-
phase deadline of March 2018.

Those physical and non-physical items which are delivered by WASH programmes,
such as taps, toilets, newly established WASH committees, enhanced skills and
knowledge. In accordance with the WASH Results Programme logframe, ‘outputs’ in
this document refers to:

e the number of people gaining access to clean drinking water;

e the number of people gaining access to improved sanitation facilities; and

12 This definition differs from the OECD’s definition of ‘impacts’, which refer to any causal effects of the programme — at
output level, outcome level, or ‘impact’ level.
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PbR

Payment
milestones

Programme level
Service users

Sub-country
programme

Suppliers

Sustainable

Target audience
of the evaluation

Unsuccessful
bidders

e the number of people reached through hygiene promotion activities through
DFID support.

DFID uses Payment by Results (PbR) as an umbrella term for various performance-
based contracts with different types of organisations. Payments to service providers
such as the suppliers implementing this programme are classed as ‘results-based
financing’ (RBF) (DFID 2014a).

Suppliers committed to achieving specific deliverables at predefined dates, spread
over the duration of their contracts. Suppliers were paid by DFID within a specified
period, contingent on verification of the evidence submitted as part of the payment
milestone. The payment milestones included payments for inputs, processes,
outputs, or outcomes.

Refers to evaluation activities or questions which relate to the whole WASH Results
Programme, for which there were three suppliers.

The target population that was intended to benefit from the WASH Results
Programme’s activities.

Refers to implementation activities carried out by a subset of local partners, within a
country programme. There were several local partners within each country
programme.

The organisations contracted by DFID to implement the WASH Result Programme.

Sustainability relates to whether WASH services and good hygiene practices
continue to work and deliver benefits over time, thus delivering permanent beneficial

change in WASH services and hygiene practices (Abrams, no date; WaterAid 2011).

This is determined by a variety of factors. In this evaluation, we have therefore
approached sustainability in two steps: first, as part of the mid-term evaluation in
2016, we adopted a forward-looking (risk-based) approach, examining the factors
which determined the likelihood of outputs and outcomes being sustained until 2018
and beyond. Secondly, as part of the endline evaluation in 2018, we have examined
if and why outputs and outcomes were sustained until 2018, assessing as well their
likelihood of being sustained beyond the lifetime of the programme.

The organisations and people to whom the findings of the evaluation will be
disseminated. This includes the evaluation stakeholders, other donors with an
interest in PbR, WASH practitioners, and the evaluation community.

The organisations which expressed an interest in the WASH Results Programme,
but were not selected to implement it.
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1 Introduction

DFID contracted the e-Pact consortium to deliver the Monitoring, Verification and Evaluation (MVE)
services for the multi-country WASH Results Programme. This final synthesis report integrates key
findings and recommendations from the previous midline evaluation (2016) with the results from
the endline evaluation activities conducted from October 2017 to July 2018.% 1

This evaluation falls under the MVE component of the WASH Results Programme, implemented by
the e-Pact consortium under DFID’s Global Evaluations Framework Agreement. The evaluation
component was led by OPM, and the MV component was led by Itad.

1.1 The WASH Results Programme

DFID’s WASH Results Programme was a £70 million®® four-year programme (May 2014 to March
2018) that aimed to bring equitable and sustainable water and sanitation services and hygiene
practices to 4.5 million people in 11 countries?®, and thus to improve health by reducing diarrhoea
morbidity and child mortality. The programme was implemented by three suppliers contracted to
DFID under a PbR financing modality. The supplier sub-programmes were:

o SWIFT, led by Oxfam GB;
e SAWRP, led by Plan International; and
e SSHA4A, implemented by the Netherlands Development Organisation (SNV).

Table 1 provides an overview of the three supplier sub-programmes. For further details on the
WASH Results Programme, please refer to Section 3.

In 2017, the WASH Results Programme was extended for the delivery of additional outputs and
outcomes in ninel’ of the original countries until 2020; however, this extension was not part of the
scope of this evaluation. All further mention of the WASH Results Programme only refers to the
first phase implemented from 2014 to 2018, unless explicitly noted.

13 Operationalisation of the original terms of reference resulted in two distinct workstreams. The PEW is addressed in this
document. The RCT conducted in Pakistan, which examines factors affecting the sustainability of sanitation behaviour
change in Pakistan, is described in separate documents.

14 For the original terms of reference for the evaluation, see Annex K.

15 The original programme received an additional £41million for a total of £111million and was extended until 2021. The

focus of this evaluation was only on the period from 2014-2018.

16 Two countries were dropped from the original 13-country programme.

17 These countries are: Bangladesh under SAWRP, Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) under SWIFT, and Ethiopia,
Tanzania, Uganda, Kenya, Mozambique, Zambia, and Nepal under SSH4A.
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Table 2:

Programme
and budget

The supplier programmes

Lead supplier and consortium
partners

Lead: Plan International

Consortium partners: WaterAid,
Water Sanitation for the Urban Poor
(WSUP) and Unilever. Water
Engineering and Development
Centre (WEDC) and Ipsos MORI
provided support on monitoring and
knowledge management

SAWRP

£24,995,906

Implementing partners: various
national NGOs

Lead: SNV
SSH4A

(not a consortium)
£24,032,477

Implementing partners: various
national NGOs and government
partners

Lead: Oxfam

Consortium Partners: Tearfund,
WSUP; the Overseas Development
Institute (ODI) supported monitoring,
evaluation, accountability, and
learning
£19,668,078
Implementing partners: Practical
Action, Sanergy, Concern
Worldwide, and various national
NGOs and public water utilities

SWIFT

Countries of operation IO EITE
p components

Sanitation; hygiene,
including a substantial
school hygiene
promotion component;
and a modest water
supply component (all
rural)

Pakistan, Bangladesh

Ghana, Ethiopia,
Tanzania, Uganda,
Kenya, Mozambique,

Zambia, Nepal o
Rural sanitation and

hygiene onl
(Also South Sudan Y9 y

originally, but dropped in
2016 due to fragile-state
context)

DRC, Kenya.

Water supply,
sanitation and hygiene
(urban and rural)

(Also Liberia originally,
but this was terminated
in 2014 due to the Ebola
Crisis)

The annual reviews of the WRP programme have been consistently positive; scoring A in 2014

and 2015, and A+ 2016-2018.

Regarding progress at the end of the output phase the 2016 Annual Report noted:

[...] the conclusion of this review is that the programme has delivered the required outputs
by December 2015, and that the programme is well established to achieve acceptable
sustained outcome levels over the next two years; although there is a need to ensure that

the sustainability targets are achieved.

Consensus is emerging that PbR under the WASH Results Programme has been “a highly
effective means of incentivising delivery at scale”. Important factors have been the clarity of
expectations of what is to be delivered and the sharpened focus on tracking results in real
time. However, concerns have been raised about the effects of the PbR mechanism on
issues of: equity; alignment with national stakeholders; and, sustainability of outcomes. In
the case of the latter, there should not be an artificial split between output and outcome
phases and there is a need for clear indicators.

e-Pact
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[...] The programme is strategically relevant for DFID.’
Regarding performance at the end of the outcome phase the 2018 Annual review noted:

‘The WASH Results Programme has continued to exceed the milestones and targets set at the
outset. This year was potentially more challenging for the suppliers and the monitoring and
verification provider than previous years because work was ongoing simultaneously on outcome
level work to sustain use of services and hygiene behaviours under the original contract and work
on delivering output level results under the contract extensions. This has been done successfully
overall, with a significant number of expected outcome milestones exceeded by each supplier and
all others being met.’

1.2  Objectives of the evaluation

In June 2014, DFID made a commitment to greater use of PbR for the funding of international
development programmes, and DFID signalled the need for more learning on how PbR
programmes can be effectively implemented, and under what circumstances.

The evaluation of the WASH Results Programme is therefore primarily being undertaken for
learning purposes, not as an accountability exercise. The objectives of the evaluation are to
assess:

0] whether the programme successfully achieved its stated objectives;
(i) the influence of programme design, including the PbR modality, on this achievement; and
(iii) lessons for applying PbR in WASH programming in future.

With the first phase of the WASH Results Programme now complete (2014—2018), this final
synthesis report incorporates key findings from the midline evaluation with the results of the
endline evaluation activities.

The overarching evaluation questions address all five OECD DAC criteria: relevance,
effectiveness, efficiency, impacts, and sustainability.

The use of PbR in the WASH sector specifically is still relatively new. Where it has been applied,
this has mostly been in the form results-based aid to a government agency; its use for the
contracting of INGOs to deliver community-based WASH projects at scale is rare.'® Whilst the
midline evaluation identified lessons and recommendations that could be of use to the suppliers
and to DFID for the remaining implementation period, this endline evaluation focuses on broader
lessons learned for future programmes. Lessons from the evaluation are likely to be of great
interest not only to DFID and the contracted suppliers, but also to WASH sector stakeholders and
INGOs generally.

18 Note that the use of PbR for contracting INGOs is less rare in other sectors: the earliest use of RBF in health was
through performance-based contracts with NGOs in fragile settings such as Haiti, Cambodia, and Afghanistan, starting
in the late 1990s. See for example: Eichler, R., Auxila, P., Antoine, U., Desmanglesena, B. (2009) ‘Haiti: Going to Scale
with a Performance Incentive Model’, in: Performance Incentives for Global Health: Potential and Pitfalls. Center for
Global Development, Washington, DC.
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1.3 Evaluation activities

The endline evaluation activities focused on implementation between 2016 and March 2018, when
the WASH Results Programme ended. As noted above, this report also incorporates several key
findings from the midline evaluation, which focused on implementation between the programme
start and December 2015. Refer to Box 1 for more information on the midline evaluation.

The midline evaluation report followed the methodology outlined in the Evaluation Design Document?®,
submitted in May 2015. The mid-term evaluation examined progress halfway through the four-year WASH
Results Programme.

It answered the subset of evaluation questions that relate to the original design and tendering process of the
DFID-funded WASH Results Programme, and to its output phase (March 2014—-December 2015, later
extended to March 2016).

It addressed all relevance evaluation questions, and the effectiveness and efficiency questions as they
related to the output phase, and it explored some initial indications of impacts and sustainability.

See Annex A for the executive summary of the midline evaluation report.

In preparation for the endline evaluation activities, the team developed the Endline Design Note?®
to document updates and refinements to the methodology to be used for the endline evaluation,
including: the detailed evaluation questions (DEQs) to be addressed, our overarching evaluation
approach, and our specific methodology for the various components of the evaluation. While the
evaluation examines what was achieved, the main focus is on how and why, and under what
circumstances, results were achieved.

The endline evaluation activities were conducted from October 2017 to July 2018 and addressed
the outstanding effectiveness and efficiency elements, especially as they related to the outcome
phase (January 2016 to March 2018), and it re-examined the impact and sustainability evaluation
guestions.

The evaluation activities included theory of change analysis, process evaluation (including
institutional systems review), impact assessment, in-depth country case studies, and contribution
analysis for a subset of evaluation questions.

The findings of this report draw on an analysis of programme documentation from the earliest days
of the design phase to its conclusion; verification data; ongoing analysis of literature on PbR and
WASH practice; two phases of interviews with key informants among all stakeholder groups; and,
in particular, the findings from purposively selected case studies undertaken for each of the three
suppliers. For summaries of the case studies, refer to Vols. 2.1-2.3.

Table 3 summarises the stakeholder engagement and desk review activities conducted for this
endline evaluation.?!

19 OPM (2015) ‘MVE component of the WASH results Programme: Evaluation design document’.

20 OPM (2018) ‘MVE component of the WASH results Programme: Endline evaluation design note’.

2! These activities are almost identical to those of the midline with two key exceptions. Interviews with unsuccessful
suppliers conducted at midline were not repeated and more effort was put into the remote interviews with the Country
Managers for countries not included in the site visits.
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Table 3: Summary of endline evaluation activities

Review of supplier documentation and verification reports
Literature review of PbR
Interviews with DFID staff

Interviews with lead suppliers
Programme level : - :
Remote interviews with all country managers

Analysis of verified results data
Interviews with lead verifiers
Interviews with learning and dissemination (L&D) team

Country-level investigation in  Review of country programme documentation

three case studies Interviews with: supplier country staff; other key informants at national level;

local implementing partner staff
SAWRP: Pakistan

SSH4A: Uganda and . ; . ,
Tanzania Interviews with: Members of targeted communities (service users); other

SWIFT: Kenya key informants at community level

Evaluation findings are being disseminated to DFID and implementing partners through annual
supplier learning workshops, and to the wider sector via other workshops and reports.
Dissemination activities are managed by the L&D team within Itad. Refer to Annex B.9 for the
Communications and Dissemination Plan.

For more detail on the evaluation methodology, please refer to Annex B. The theory of change is
presented in Annex C.

1.4  High-level evaluation questions

The high-level evaluation questions (HEQs) addressing each OECD DAC criterion are provided
below. Refer to Annex B.2 for the evaluation matrix, with a comprehensive list of evaluation
guestions and sub-questions, the evaluation stage(s) in which they were addressed, as well as the
data sources and method(s) used for each.

o HEQI1 - relevance: Were the programme objectives appropriate and achievable, and to what
extent was DFID’s programme design and the consortium sub-programme design consistent
with achieving these objectives?

o HEQ2 - effectiveness: To what extent and under which circumstances did the programme
operate as intended, and which factors helped/hindered the achievement of output and
outcome objectives?

o HEQ3 - efficiency: Has the programme been designed and implemented in a cost-efficient
manner?

o HEQ4 - impact: How likely is it that the programme will achieve its final impact objectives
while minimising unintended negative consequences?

o HEQ5 - sustainability: How likely is it that the WASH outcomes achieved by the programme
will be sustained beyond the end of the programme in 20187
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1.5 Reporting of synthesis findings

The endline evaluation of the WRP is presented across five separate volumes. This is due to the
size and complexity of the programme. Vol. 1.1 (this report) presents the summary findings across
the three Suppliers and addresses the evaluation questions. Vol. 1.2 contains the annexes to this
report. Vols. 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 are supplier specific case studies and provide far greater contextual
information on each programme and discuss the supplier-specific evidence in greater details under
the relevant thematic headings.

Table 4:

Vol. 1.1

Vol. 1.2

Vol. 2.1

Vol. 2.2

Vol. 2.3

1.6 Stru

Evaluation findings reporting

Summary report
Summary report See below for report structures

annexes

SWIFT case Further details on consortium structure and implementation.

study Details of the consortium targets, payment structures and further more
detailed information on programme performance.

SSH4A case Country contexts.

study ' Details of the evaluation approach and data collection for that supplier.
Discussion of the supplier specific evidence as it relates to key themes, and
an assessment of the strength of the evidence in that area.

SAWRP case : : . : :

study Details of the scoring of the risk-based frameworks used in the evaluation

findings.

cture of the remainder of this report

The remainder of this report is structured as follows:

e Section 2 presents the context for the WASH Results Programme.
e Section 3 provides an overview of the WASH Results Programme as implemented.
e Section 4 summarises our findings and analysis.

e Section 5 contains lessons learned and recommendations.

Additional detail is provided separately in the annexes (Vol. 1.2).

e Annex A:
e Annex B:
e Annex C:
e Annex D:
e Annex E:
e Annex F:
e Annex G:
e Annex H:

Executive summary of the midline evaluation report.
Evaluation approach and methodology.

Critique of the theories of change and associated assumptions
Summary of contribution analysis.

Evidence matrices.

Overview of data collection.

Summary of verification processes.

Stakeholder comments on the report.

¢ Annex |: VFM analysis based on price.
e Annex J: Annotated bibliography on the application of PbR in WASH development assistance.

e Annex K:

Original terms of reference.
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2 Context for the WASH Results Programme

This section provides background information on the context for, as well as the emergence of, the
WASH Results Programme.?? The detailed design of the programme is examined in Section 3.

2.1 International development context
2.1.1 The fundamental importance of WASH

Supporting the improvement of water suppliers and sanitation systems is critical to developing
human capital, primarily through their contribution to public health. At the global level, access to
improved WASH has been shown to reduce mortality rates in diarrheal disease??, improve
management of cholera outbreaks?* and help reduce transmission risks from neglected tropical
diseases?® and acute respiratory infections?. The benefits of WASH extend beyond health. WASH
access at households and in intuitions has been shown to an effective means to promote gender
equity, disability inclusion as well as supporting the essential needs of children and the vulnerable
in society. This increases their ability to realise their rights and live productive lives. Moreover,
communities with improved WASH services have access to greater economic development
opportunities and are not robbed of their productive time due to sickness or time spent fetching
water (especially burdensome for women). Lastly, sustainable WASH access is associated with
improved environmental protection (especially from effective containment and faecal sludge
management) and indirectly contributes to climate change adaptation efforts.

2.1.2 WASH services in South Asia and sub-Saharan Africa

At the start of the WASH Results programme, the MDG era was coming to a close —it was clear
that while much progress in the sector had been made, significant challenges remained. Firstly, the
sanitation target had been missed by the equivalent of almost 700 million people, mostly in
southern Asia but also areas many areas of sub-Saharan Africa. Although the MDG goal for
improving access to an improved drinking water source was reached, the 2015 assessment
indicated that some countries were still left behind, with populations residing in least developed
countries most unlikely to have received access to an improved water source, especially within the
sub-Saharan African region. Overall, the 2015 assessment revealed that access to improved
WASH services was being achieved in an unequal way, with those living at the bottom of the
wealth pyramid and those living in rural areas fairing the worst.

The countries targeted under the WASH results programme were those facing some of the
greatest WASH challenges globally, particularly in terms access to improved sanitation in rural
areas.

22 For a more extensive discussion of the origins of the programme, refer to the Midline Evaluation Report

23 Pruss-Ustun el al (2014) Burden of disease through inadequate water sanitation and hygiene in low and middle
income settings: a retrospective analysis of data from 145 countries. Tropical Medicine and International Health 19(8)
894-905

24 Ending cholera: a global roadmap to 2030. Global Task Force on Cholera Control; October 2017. Accessed from
http://www.who.int/cholera/publications/global-roadmap/en/

25 Water, Sanitation and Hygiene for Acceleration and Sustaining Progress on Neglected Tropical Disease: a global
Strategy WHO Geneva, 2016. Accessed from http://www.who.int/water_sanitation_health/publications/wash-and-ntd-
strategy/en/

26 Rabie, T and Curtis, V. (2006): Handwashing and risk of respiratory infections: a quantitative systematic review.
Tropical Medicine and International Health, 11(3), 258-267.
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2.2 Linkages or synergies with other WASH programmes

In all programme countries, other WASH initiatives were also being implemented, which created a
more favourable enabling environment within which the WASH Results Programme operated (see
full detail in Vols. 2.1-2.3). In several countries — for example for SWIFT in DRC and for Tanzania
under SSH4A — programme activities were explicitly implemented within the framework of national
WASH programmes and governments were involved in implementation. In other countries, such as
for SAWRP in Pakistan, activities were aligned with Pakistan’s de facto national sanitation
strategy, but the government was not directly involved in implementation. In all four case study
countries, stakeholders from these national WASH initiatives were interviewed, confirming positive
synergies with the WASH Results Programme.

Notwithstanding these synergies, it seems unlikely that there was direct overlap between the
implication areas of other WASH initiatives and those of the WASH Results Programme. It was a
requirement for suppliers to demonstrate to DFID that they were the only significant actors
implementing WASH activities in their locality.

2.3 PbR or results-based aid for WASH

The use of PbR in the WASH sector is relatively new and the available literature is limited, though
growing?’. Where PbR has been applied, this has more commonly been in the form of results-
based aid to a government agency; its use for the contracting of INGOs to deliver community-
based WASH projects at scale is rare. Additionally, linking payments to hardware (e.g. water
supply infrastructure) has been more common — especially in an urban context — whereas linking
payments to software, such as changing behaviours on handwashing, has been more unusual.
Given this context, and given DFID’s commitment to expanding the use of PbR, lessons from the
evaluation are likely to be of great interest not only to DFID and the contracted suppliers, but also
to INGOs and other WASH sector stakeholders generally.

2.3.1 DFID’s use of PbR in funding WASH programmes

By the end of 2013, 71% of all centrally issued contracts from DFID for all sectors had a PbR
component. In 2014, DFID declared its ambition to push innovation in the way that PbR contracts
are designed to shift programming towards longer-term results and output- and outcome-based
payments. At this time, DFID was only beginning to explore outcome-based aid to address the
sustainability of outputs, mainly in the fields of health, infrastructure, and education. DFID’s 2014
strategy laid out clear objectives to remain at the forefront of PbR financing; to expand the
evidence base for how PbR can deliver better results in different sectors; and to develop internal
capacity to manage and guide rigorous, independent, and comparable evaluations for what works
best in PbR financing. It is clear from a review of recent DFID publications on PbR that PbR is its
preferred payment modality and that DFID has followed through on its commitment to expand the
evidence base for PbR in different sectors.?®

The WASH Results Programme was the first large-scale DFID programme funded through a PbR
mechanism. In addition to the WASH Results Programme, DFID has funded three other large
WASH programmes with a PbR mechanism:

27 See, for example www.gpoba.org/node/787.
28 See for example, Clist (2017) and Duvendack (2017).
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e In Support to Rural Water Supply, Sanitation, and Hygiene in Tanzania (2014-2022),
around half of the contract value, £78.6 million, is to be paid out to local government authorities
based on the delivery of results, with particular emphasis on maintenance of rural water supply
infrastructure. The 2015 Annual Review of this programme described a delay in the start of the
PbR mechanism due to insufficient baseline data, which made verification of results
impossible.

e In Supporting the Transformation of Rural WASH Service Delivery in Mozambique (2015-
2020), DFID support takes the form of financial aid and technical assistance, where, in part,
payment is based on agreed-upon performance indicators, which are verified by an
independent monitoring partner. The business case describes how the PbR modality only
starts 18 months into implementation, following a kick-off period where financial aid is
disbursed as usual. During this kick-off period, DFID works with the Government of
Mozambique to define performance indicators that incentivise improved services.

The most recent Annual Review of the 2016—2017 programme year confirms that the performance
indicators were collaboratively developed with national, regional, and local levels of government,
and a monitoring and evaluation (M&E) framework is in development by the independent
verification partners, in line with agreed performance indicators.

e DFID is also supporting Accelerating Sanitation and Water for All in Neglected, Off-Track
Countries (ASWA | and ASWA 11) (2013—-2019). For ASWA |, payments were not linked to
achievements (no PbR), but independent verification of results was still performed (total project
value: £45 million). However, for ASWA Il, a small PbR component was introduced, relating to
the sustainability of open defecation-free (ODF) status. The most recent independent
evaluation report of ASWA | summarises lessons learned from the independent M&E
process?.

2.3.2 Evaluations of the use of RBF or PbR in WASH

In 2015, Castalia conducted the first comprehensive review of RBF in WASH?C. Two-thirds of the
RBF WASH projects considered in the Castalia report were funded by the World Bank and/or
Global Partnership on Output-Based Aid (GPOBA). The remaining funders included a wide list of
donors®, as well as the WASH Results Programme. Eighty percent of these WASH projects used
GPOBA as the predominant RBF mechanism (as opposed to conditional cash transfers or voucher
programmes).

The Castalia review was not able to determine if RBF (or PbR) posed a better alternative to more
conventional forms of financing for WASH projects. The review signalled that RBF projects are
generally effective in achieving their aims, with three-quarters of WASH projects included in the
review achieving results above target levels. RBF projects are at least as efficient as
conventionally financed WASH projects. However, there is an absence of data against which to
compare RBF WASH projects with conventionally financed WASH projects to determine if RBF is
more efficient. At the time of the Castalia publication, no WASH project had published data on the
state of service delivery following payment of funds; thus there was insufficient evidence to indicate
that WASH results in PbR projects are more sustainable. Establishing a monitoring framework that

29 WYG International Limited (2017) ‘IPME Evaluation — Final Report’.

30 Castalia (2015) ‘Review of Results-Based Financing Schemes in WASH'. Available at:
https://www.ircwash.org/sites/default/files/rbf in_wash final _report full jan 2015.pdf

31 AusAid, US Agency for International Development, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, Millennium Challenge
Corporation, and certain state and national governments (Chile, Brazil, Australia).
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covers up to the ‘mean time for failure’ of comparable, conventional WASH systems being
supported could generate the data necessary to better assess sustainability of RBF WASH
projects.®?

The evaluation of the independent verification of ASWA | concluded that there is a risk that
independent verification of results is not possible in countries affected by conflict and natural
disasters, and the achievement of results may be delayed due to factors beyond the control of
implementing partners. Consensus is necessary in the early stages of the design of the M&E
framework on programme ambitions in each country with regard to outputs and outcomes, and
timing of verification that balances the upfront funding requirements, enabling conditions, and
prerequisites for sustainability. Lastly, independent verification of a multi-country WASH
programme is resource-intensive for all parties involved: DFID, the independent M&E team, and
suppliers. Sharing lessons between all parties is certainly necessary to build capacity, as reflected
in the rationale of the WASH Results Programme.

2.3.3 Evaluations of use of PbR and RBF by DFID in other sectors

Most of the evidence related to the effectiveness of PbR is drawn from the fields of health and
education. Two recent reviews have reviewed PbR projects across sectors.

Clist’'s 2017 summary report explored what works in PbR for DFID 33, He considered 11 projects
directly managed and contracted by DFID and eight larger funds linked to multiple projects.
Intervention areas included health, education, employment, energy, WASH, public financial
management, social protection, and food security. At the time this report was published, in 2017,
the evidence base for what works best was still considered by Clist to be very thin, with the caveat
that the evidence base from rigorous evaluations of PbR funding under DFID was expected to
double in the coming years. At the time of publication, Clist assessed only a handful of DFID PbR
projects as successful, which is not surprising given the lack of robust evidence generated from
PbR evaluations. Key areas where greater evidence is required include the following:

¢ How to get the quality of the performance measure right — ensuring alignment between what is
measured and ambitious, yet achievable, results.

o How to design PbR contracts that generate incentives that are appropriate for different cost
levels and how to target the interests of appropriate actors at different levels.

e Capturing the additional costs of PbR (verification, management, technical assistance, and risk
management of gaming).

e Clarity on how value for money (VFM) is calculated for PbR-only results, especially in cases
where PbR results are a sub-component of total funding. Greater clarity on how the added
costs of PbR are integrated into VFM calculations is required to compare PbR programmes
with each other, and with conventionally funded programmes.

From a broader strategic standpoint, Clist suggested that DFID differentiate between ‘big PbR’
(which have many payments linked to a single high-quality measure, longer agreements, and tend
to be with governments and private sector actors, with greater space for autonomy and innovation)

32 The Castalia systematic review was limited by the availability of data. Strengthening the evidence base to assess how
and in what ways RBF is a suitable substitute to more conventional funding for WASH projects requires comparable data
and greater transparency.

33 Clist, P. (2017) ‘Full Report: Review of Payment by Results in DFID: Establishing the Evidence Base: Objective 2:
What works for Payment by results Mechanisms in DFID Programs’. Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/684278/full-report-
UEA2-merged.pdf
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and ‘small PbR’ (which have lesser quality measures, with greater oversight required to track
inputs and negotiate approaches, and which have shorter agreements, and tend to be with NGOs
and the private sector, with less space for autonomy and innovation). The evidence base currently
emerging on PbR relates to small PbR, and Clist (2017) classified the WRP as ‘small PbR’.

In 2017, Duvendack led a review to assess the evidence base to understand how and in what
contexts PbR mechanisms work best in implementation and lead to greater impacts than more
conventional funding mechanisms, specifically in developing countries®*. The review identified
thousands of studies and narrowed down the pool of relevant literature to 100 research reports,
based on their selection criteria. The selection used in this review was developed to identify trends
and generalisable lessons on how and under what circumstances PbR programmes can achieve
their intended outcomes. The review confirmed that the majority of available evidence on the topic
is within the fields of health and education, and the evidence from the WASH sector at the time of
publication remained scant. The review did confirm a statistically significant positive effect of PbR
on targeted results. The review highlighted that the main actors issuing PbR contracts are
governments (and their respective international development cooperation bodies: for example,
DFID). Other actors issuing PbR contracts include the World Bank, NGOs, development financing
organisations, and public—private partnerships. Based on the (predominantly) health studies
included, the agents delivering results considered were either the health facility or individuals, and
60% of PbR measures (that trigger payments) were output-related. Fewer examples of PbR
mechanisms used in the health sector were linked to outcome-level results.

In Josephson et al.’s (2017) review of quality checklists of supply-side health facility-based
performance-based financing programmes in low- and lower middle-income countries, they
concluded that very few indicators assess health outcomes, as these are difficult to measure, but
also are not directly in the control of the providers being incentivised, whereas outputs are.*® Thus
it is understandable that the evidence base for how PbR can improve sustainability (outcome level
and beyond) is still limited, even within the health sector, where PbR has been in use far longer
than in the WASH sector.

A fundamental precondition for the appropriateness of PbR is that indicators should, to the extent
possible, be linked to outcomes that can be credibly verified. Clisp and Verschoor underline that
setting performance measures and credible verification systems is a deceptively simple task®. The
appropriateness and effectiveness of PbR has been shown to be context dependent, especially
when PbR is implemented in fragile states. Other contextual factors that impact the
appropriateness and effectiveness of PbR identified in other literature include the capacity of the
implementing agency to monitor and evaluate results, to manage financial resources under PbR
agreements, and to adaptively manage the flexible approach to PbR implementation®’. DFID and
SIDA have also highlighted the management capacity gap that exists on the part of donors to cost-

34 Duvendack, M. (2017) ‘Full Report: Review of Payment by Results in DFID: Establishing the Evidence Base: Semi-
systematic review to understand Payment-by-Results mechanisms in developing countries’. Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/684277/full-report-
UEA1-merged.pdf

35 Josephson, E., Gergen, J., Coe, M., Ski, S., Madhavan, S., and Bauhoff, S. (2017) ‘How do performance-based
financing programmes measure quality of care? A descriptive analysis of 68 quality checklists from 28 low-and middle-
income countries’. Health policy and planning, 32(8), 1120-1126.

36 Clist, P., Verschoor, A. (2014) ‘The Conceptual Basis of Payment by Results’. Available at: www.gov.uk/dfid-research-
outputs/the-conceptual-basis-of-payment-by-results

37 O’'Donnel M. and Longhurst, R. (2014) ‘Payment by Results: What it means for UK NGOs’. Available at:
www.bond.org.uk/sites/default/files/resource-documents/bond_pbr_what_it_means_for_ngos_nov14.pdf
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effectively manage PbR programmes and offer the appropriate technical oversight®® 3. Given the
high degree of heterogeneity of contexts considered in the Duvendack review, the review team
struggled to tease out generalisable insights from the highly heterogeneous PbR contexts that
were considered.

When comparing the experiences of PbR in other sectors to PbR in WASH, it is also hoteworthy
that in the health sector PbR is predominantly to incentivise a certain quality of service, rather than
to reimburse the cost of provision of a service (which covered under a grant). The quality of service
can either be incentivised through upside incentives (‘carrot and carrot’) or by a payment deduction
(‘carrot and stick’), see Box below.

Box : Lessons from the health sector on incentivising ‘quality’ performance using PbR

In the health sector, incentivising performance has been increasingly linked to rewarding a certain
quality of service, rather than rewarding only the provision of a service. Quantifiable quality checklists
are needed which measure and reward specific components of quality. Such checklists are context-
specific and can relate to the process of implementation as well as the quality of the service delivered.
In the health sector two different approaches have been used to incentivise quality performance through
PbR:

e The carrot-and-carrot method consists of purchasing services and adding a bonus (for
example, up to 25%) for the quality performance.

e The carrot-and-stick method entails purchasing services but detracting money in the case of
bad quality performance. When using this method, one can inflate the carrots a bit, thereby
ensuring a certain effect on the quality factor.

Experience from the health sector offers the following lessons:

e The carrot-and-carrot method is more advisable where the implementing agencies have
limited access to alternative sources of funds and may face cash flow issues.

e Baseline levels of quality make a difference to the effectiveness of either approach: When
implementation quality is already fairly high at baseline, the carrot-and-stick method is
more effective at rewarding the best-performing implementing agencies or facilities. When
quality is low at baseline, the carrot-and-carrot method better protects basic implementing
agencies’ income while penalising low-quality implementing agencies.

The health sector has developed a whole series of quantifiable quality checklists and scorecards for
assessing service provision. Essential lessons are that the quality criteria need to be realistic
(monitoring data can be collected) and objectively verifiable. Quality checklists should also be updated
regularly to incorporate lessons learned and to allow quality standards to be set progressively higher.

[Adapted from: Fritsche (2014)]

2.4  How the context influenced evaluation design

There are several ways in which the context outlined in Sections 2.1 and 2.3 influenced the
evaluation design. At its core, the evaluation was designed around case studies of all suppliers, to
ensure comprehensive coverage, as well as to examine implementation in diverse country
contexts. Case studies allowed us to not only to observe the extent to which change has occurred,
but also to produce an account as to why and how this change was brought about, thereby
improving the explanatory power of the evaluation.

38 DFID (2014) ‘Sharpening incentives to perform: DFID’s strategy for payment by results’. Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/323868/Sharpening
incentives to perform DFIDs_Strateqy on Payment by Results.pdf
39 SIDA (2015) ‘Results Based Financing Approaches (RBFA) — what are they?’ Available at:
www.sida.se/contentassets/1b13c3b7a75947a2a4487e2b0f61267¢/18235.pdf
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Given that PbR is still relatively new in the WASH sector — and given that the WASH Results
Programme was the first large-scale DFID programme funded through a PbR mechanism — the
evaluation focused on the circumstances under which PbR was effective in WASH programming,
in order to be able to inform DFID’s programming and the sector more widely. Contribution
analysis was seen at the most appropriate methodological framework for teasing out these
circumstances.

In the absence of a consensus on how to assess sustainability in WASH, and on which are the
most likely pathways to impact, the evaluation used a risk-based framework to score various
prerequisites for sustainability and for impacts manifesting.

Annex B explains in detail the methodological framework, types of evaluation activities, and the
evaluation case studies undertaken.

2.5 Origins of the WASH Results Programme

The concept of the WASH Results Programme was born out of the UK’s pledge, made by the then
Secretary of State for International Development, Andrew Mitchell, in April 2012, to contribute to
global MDG commitments by ensuring that 60 million additional people gained access to WASH
services by December 2015 (DFID 2014c). A secondary, but important, driver of the programme
was DFID’s desire to expand its base of potential large-scale WASH providers.*°

Starting in 2013, DFID published the business case for the WASH Results Programme,*! one year
prior to DFID’s publication of its strategy for PbR*2. The business case recognised that a WASH
development programme of this size based on a PbR mechanism would be a risk for both DFID
and potential suppliers, who would be inexperienced in its management and implementation, but
that it would provide a valuable opportunity to generate evidence on the use of PbR in the WASH
development sector.

DFID engaged in a competitive tender process for the WASH Results Programme to cover an
estimated shortfall in beneficiary numbers anticipated from existing programmes to meet the UK’s
MDG commitment.*® Several different funding modalities were considered in the business case.*
As part of an ongoing dialogue, DFID met with potential bidders in July 2013, announcing up to five
‘large results contracts’ and the plan to include a PbR element.*® Box 3 below gives an overview of
DFID’s definitions of PbR.

40 This entire subsection has been adapted from the midline evaluation report.

41 DFID (2013) ‘Business Case and Intervention Summary: Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) Results Programme’.
Available at: https://devtracker.dfid.gov.uk/projects/GB-1-203572/documents

42 DFID (2014) ‘Sharpening incentives to perform: DFID’s Strategy for Payment by results’. Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/323868/Sharpening

incentives_to_perform_DFIDs_Strateqy on _Payment by Results.pdf

43 In June 2013, DFID was still describing the programme as a five-year ‘Results Challenge Fund'.

44 The business case was approved in August 2013.

45 Suppliers had already begun developing their consortiums before the PbR element was announced.
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Box 3: DFID’s definitions of PbR*®

DFID uses PbR as an umbrella term for various performance-based contracts entered into with different
types of organisations, and has identified three broad typologies of PbR based on the type of organisation
that (some of) the risk for the delivery of results is transferred to:

e results-based aid, in which results payments are made to partner governments;

e RBF, in which results payments are made to service providers/suppliers (contracted directly or
indirectly via an intermediary); and

e development impact bonds, whereby investors bear some (or all) of the risk of the implementation
and delivery of results by putting money upfront into a development programme, and are then paid
upon the delivery improved results.

Within these three broad categories, the use of PbR varies in two areas:

e the level of payments on delivery (upfront/ex-post): the WASH Results Programme entailed 100% of
payments ex-post; and

o the level of result the payment is linked to (outcomes, outputs, or processes): under the WASH
Results Programme, payments were made for processes and outputs and outcomes.

The final terms of reference at proposal stage provided for three contracts.*’ Full proposals were
due by 05 December 2013. DFID issued several rounds of clarifications in response to questions.
For example, how some aspects of the PbR mechanism would work in practice was not yet
specified. Also, the level of ambition at outcome level was not yet determined as the logframe
would only be finalised after suppliers had been appointed.

Three supplier contracts, totalling £75.5 million, were issued for a 48-month programme (1 April
2014 to 31 March 2018). A separate MVE contract, worth £3.46 million and spanning 54 months
(May 2014 to November 2018), was agreed a few weeks later than the supplier contracts.*®

By the time the programme commenced in April/May 2014 the overall programme duration was
four years (cf. the five-year ceiling in the business case). A side effect of this shift was that the
time-scale for delivery of outputs to beneficiaries was reduced from three years (the initial
expectation) to around 18 months (from commencement of contracts to the end-2015 MDGs
deadline). This period was, however, followed by a further two-year phase focusing on outcomes
and sustainability.

The overarching programme features designed by DFID, and translated by suppliers into various
country programmes, are described and analysed in Section 4.

46 Source: DFID (2014) ‘Sharpening incentives to perform: DFID’s strategy for payment by results’.

47 The approved business case provided for up to five contracts, targeting 9.8 million people, with a total budget of £109
million.

48 As discussed later, this staggered timing created challenges for the verification arrangements in particular.
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3 Overview of the WASH Results Programme

This section sets out the key features of the WASH Results Programme, which had a four-year
implementation period (April 2014 to March 2018).%° It describes the key design features set by
DFID, and then explains how these parameters were interpreted by each of the suppliers, which
implemented activities across 12 countries.*®

The programme consisted of a hierarchy of three nested designs:

o DFID’s overall programme design was described in its business case, terms of reference,
and procurement documentation (together with ad hoc clarifications of these documents). This
is the highest and most general level of the design, and is outlined in Section 3.1.1.3 below.
The DFID programme design period covered the initial programme conception in 2012 through
to the issuing of tender documentation in the second half of 2013.

e Each of the contracted suppliers proposed their own programme designs and results
frameworks, two of which related to only two countries®® (SWIFT and SAWRP), and one of
which (SSH4A) was implemented in eight countries.>? This is the second level of programme
design and is also described later in this section. The supplier programme design period
covered late 2013 to the completion of contract negotiations in April 2014.

e For each supplier, the design of the programme varied by consortium membership,
programme components, and country. This represents a third level of detail, which, together
with the differences between country-level implementing partners, provides further context for
the evaluation findings set out in Section 4. The period covered by this design phase was that
of the programme implementation, namely April 2014 to March 2018. This level is summarised
in Vols. 2.1-2.3, covering each of the three suppliers separately.

3.1 DFID’s overall programme design

The WASH Results Programme is described by DFID as an ‘innovative global portfolio fund’. The
overall programme objective was to deliver sustainable access to clean drinking water sources,
improved sanitation facilities, and hygiene promotion activities to 4.5 million people, as per DFID’s
commitment to achieving the MDG targets. See Table 5 for the specific programmatic targets.

49 This entire section is adapted from the midline evaluation report.

50 |iberia was dropped from the original programme in 2014.

51 SWIFT originally included a third country - Liberia — the programme was suspended there and later terminated due to
the Ebola crisis.

52 SSH4A originally included South Sudan which was ultimately dropped in 2016 due to the fragile state context.
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Table 5: Targets for the WASH Results Programme

o 75%—-90% of the people reached
by December 2015 continue to
use clean drinking water sources

e 70%-100% of the people
reached by December 2015
continue to use improved T AT T

sanitation facilities by reduced diarrhoea
e 10%-15% of the people reached and child mortality

by December 2015 use hygiene-
promoting behaviours

e 1.2 million people with
access to clean drinking
water sources

e 4.3 million people with
Targets access to an improved
sanitation facility
e 9.3 million people

reached by hygiene
promotion activities

Poor people
benefitting from the
WASH Results
Programme have
improved health

Time
period
Source: SAWRP contract annex, SWIFT contract annex, and SSH4A contract annex.
*Suppliers were not required to report on impact targets and these were not linked to PbR payments.

By December 2015 By March 2018 By March 2018*

Overall output and outcome targets were specified by DFID, with each supplier allowed to bid
according to one of two ‘lots’:

e one contract (SWIFT) was awarded under Lot A (water, sanitation, and hygiene): aiming to
reach over 800,000 people with water services, over 450,000 people with sanitation services,
and over a million people with hygiene promotion®*; and

e two contracts (SSH4A and SAWRP) were awarded under Lot B (sanitation and hygiene®®),
aiming to reach over 3.7 million people with improved sanitation, and over 9.3 million people
with hygiene promotion®®.

In 2017, the WASH Results Programme was extended for the delivery of additional outputs and
outcomes in nine of the original countries until 2021. However, this extension is not within the
scope of this evaluation.

3.1.1.1 Features of DFID’s design for this programme

The most prominent feature of the WASH Results Programme was its funding modality, namely
PbR. However, other aspects also distinguished it from other WASH programmes, as outlined
below:

e Scale — Each supplier contract was relatively large, averaging £25 million. This is much larger
than typical INGO WASH programmes, but a similar order of magnitude to the UN Children’s
Fund (UNICEF) ASWA programme (£45 million).*’

e Phasing and timing — The WASH Results Programme consisted of two phases: the output
phase, in which the main outputs were to be delivered between April 2014 and December
2015; and an additional two years (the outcome phase) to consolidate efforts in support of
sustainability, taking the programme to March 2018. The ‘hard deadline’ of December 2015
(the close of the MDGs period) marked the transition from output to outcome phase (see Box
4).

53 The range for the outcome target levels is as each of the three supplier consortia had different targets.

54 As per contract annex dated March 2015 (post-Liberia revisions).

55 Though SAWRP also had some payments that were contingent on water outputs and outcomes.

56 As per contract annex dated September 2014 (SAWRP) and December 2014 (SNV).

57 DFID indicated that stimulating the establishment of NGO and private sector partnerships for delivery at scale was a key
innovation sought via the programme.
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e The PbR financing modality — Payments to suppliers were triggered by the independently
verified delivery of pre-specified ‘results’ (key activities, outputs, and outcomes). Details of the
PbR modality are provided in Section 4.1.2. This financing modality is relatively unusual in the
WASH sector, especially for software-based interventions, though it is more common for urban
hardware interventions; it was quite unusual for DFID’s WASH portfolio: the WASH Results
Programme was DFID’s first 100% PbR programme in the WASH sector.

¢ MV —-The MV component was a vital element of the PbR model, as it was responsible for
independently verifying the suppliers’ delivery of the contractually specified ‘results’, which in
turn triggered payment from DFID.

e Impact — The theory of change identified improved health, specifically in relation to diarrhoea
and under-five mortality, as the ultimate goal of the programme. However, DFID’s design,
allowing suppliers’ flexibility in implementation approach, expressed no preference for
implementation strategy — for example, there was no specific requirement to implement a
geographically-focused programme or to work towards ODF communities. Health
achievements were not reported on or verified, and were not linked to any PbR payments.

Two comments are made here in regard to the phasing and timing of the programme.

First, the MDGs deadline was the determining feature of the programme structure as the numerical
beneficiary targets had to be achieved by December 2015 to meet the UK’s commitments. During
preliminary consultations, having a second phase to consolidate efforts in support of sustainability was
seen by some stakeholders as counter to good practice; they argued that sustainability should be
addressed from the outset in order to have a realistic chance of being realised.

DFID articulated that the inclusion of a post-implementation phase (‘outcome phase’) was an innovative
and positive design feature. DFID also expected that measures in support of sustainability should feature
in plans and operations from the start of each project. Additionally, having a dedicated outcome phase
was expected to allow extra time and resources to be spent to consolidate sustainability measures
introduced during the output phase.

Second, as the programme design and procurement period extended beyond early expectations, the
implementation period shortened, from five years to four.

(Adapted from the midline evaluation report.)

DFID technical guidance states that ‘if designed and delivered well, potential benefits of PbR
include: improved efficiency and effectiveness of delivery from the sharpened incentives in a PbR
contract (paying once results are delivered rather than upfront); Increased potential for innovation
and flexibility in delivery through not specifying how to achieve results; Increased transparency and
accountability for results; and a stronger focus on performance’ (DFID 2014b).

The PbR model was expected to allow suppliers freedom to design and implement their own
approaches, so long as the agreed results were delivered. Whilst not explicitly required in the
contract, there were also some underlying expectations about how this would be manifested:>®

¢ Innovative private sector partnerships. As per the business case, there was an expectation
that ‘innovative’ private sector partnerships would lead to important learning, especially for
NGO partners. Refer to Section 3.2.1 for an overview of the implementing consortia.

e Innovative interventions. The business case also noted an expectation that the PbR modality
would foster innovative interventions as suppliers would be free to employ whatever

58 Each of these themes is further elaborated upon in the midline evaluation report.
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approaches they wanted to in order to achieve their results targets.>® Further information on
how this dynamic manifested itself by supplier is given in Section 4.2.5.

e Sustainability. All guiding documentation for the programme emphasised sustainability,
acknowledging the importance of services and behaviour changes standing the test of time.
The midline noted that sustainability was explicitly built into the programme design in so much
as the PbR payment being linked to outcomes incentivised the sustaining of an agreed level of
results at least until programme end. However, linking prerequisites for sustainably to
payments was not explicitly required by the design (although suppliers were free to do so).
Findings relating to variations in sustainability approaches by suppliers, as well as prospects
for sustainability, are given in Section 4.5.

e Inclusiveness or equity. The business case specified that suppliers must ‘accurately target
their interventions at the poorest communities and, more specifically, the poorest groups within
these communities’. While the overall programme design prioritised equity and inclusion, like
sustainability it was not required that these elements be built into the payment criteria agreed
between DFID and each supplier.

e Learning. As the use of PbR in WASH was still relatively novel, DFID indicated that ongoing
learning and course correction was intended to be a key part of the programme.

Box 5 below provides further detail on the theory behind PbR incentives.

The underlying rationale for PbR first assumes that the financial incentive provided by PbR is nheeded by
those contracted to deliver under this arrangement (and that it will therefore incentivise them). Secondly, it
assumes that the indicators are correct proxies for the outcomes that are desired, can be accurately
measured, and are within the control of the agent to affect (Witter et al. 2012). Thirdly, it assumes that
suppliers have systems that are capable of responding to, and acting on, the incentives created under a
PbR modality (Perrin 2013). Fourthly, it is also assumed that implementation processes are sufficiently
flexible that they can be modified to optimise delivery, within the timeframe of each verification cycle.

By not specifying how results should be achieved, it is assumed that suppliers can adjust implementation
processes to improve outcomes (Birdsall and Savedoff 2010, Bertone and Meesen 2013). Furthermore,
there is an implicit assumption that suppliers have sufficient skills and capacity to monitor progress
sufficiently accurately and sufficiently frequently to identify trends in performance and identify the
underlying drivers, and that they have effective management systems in place which can adjust
implementation processes in response to this learning (improved performance management; Birdsall and
Savedoff 2010, Bertone and Meesen 2013).

[Text adapted from midline evaluation report]

3.1.1.2 The MVE role

As the separate MVE provider, Itad (of the e-PACT consortium) was hired to:

‘design and implement a system of third-party results verification (including working with
Suppliers to define measurement methods and monitoring, verification and reporting
requirements for payment) for those parts of projects operating under a Payment by
Results framework. This will be used to verify results and outputs to inform payments. The
MVE provider will audit contractors’ results reporting within the contract terms related to
payment by results.’

59 The evaluators note that there is a potential confusion between innovation as something new or different, and flexibility
within an overall guiding framework.
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The procurement process for the MVE provider ran later than that for the suppliers, with the
contract with e-Pact signed in May 2014.

While the suppliers and the MVE provider each had contracts with DFID, the relationship between
the suppliers and the MVE provider was not based on a formal contract. However, a governance
framework setting out key principles of engagement among all parties aimed to bridge this gap.
Figure 1 illustrates these relationships.

Figure 1: Triangular relationship between DFID, the MV provider, and suppliers®
| DFID: commissioning
agent
Agree: * Design programme Agree:

Targets, definitions and
payment milestones

Supplier: lead
implementingagent

* Design, manage and deliver
programme, working with
consortia partners, implementing
orgs and beneficiaries

* Report results to DFID ateach
payment milestone

* Provide the agreed evidence for
verification to MV team

function that works across both teams.

objectives, intended
beneficiaries and scale
Issue contracts

Make payment decisions
for each payment
milestone

* Agree: e

Detailed monitoring and
verification methodologies
for each deliverable

Overarching monitoring and
verification methodologies

| and verification agent

MV team*: monitoring

* Designand implement verification
methodology
Verify Supplier data and collect data
Advise DFID what proportion of
results are verified

* Advise DFID on non-payment related
technical issues

¢ Supportlesson learning across
stakeholders

* In WASH Results, the e-Pact consortium provides the MV team, the Evaluation team, and a Learning & Dissemination

3.1.1.3 DFID’s theory of change

As noted in the midline evaluation report, DFID’s business case included a rudimentary
programme-wide theory of change that was essentially a ‘logframe on its side’. It did not specify
‘what or who needs to change, and why’; how this change would be brought about; and what key
assumptions underlay programme design.

As, the programme-wide theory of change made no reference to the PbR modality, the evaluation
team also developed a nested theory of change further articulating how the PbR modality
contributed. The PbR modality, in combination with other programme features, was expected to
ultimately influence outputs and outcomes at beneficiary level because of the changed behaviour
of the service providers.

60 E-Pact (2016) ‘Payment by Results — The verification approach under the WASH Results Programme’. July 2016.
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The way the programme was implemented differed significantly by supplier, but no theories of
change were developed by DFID at the sub-programme level®!. The focus instead was placed on
the supplier-specific results frameworks against which payments were made. The results
frameworks had a high profile in programme operations and in practice the theory of change was
not a key point of reference either for DFID or the suppliers.®?

Refer to Annex C for the full critique of the theory of change that was conducted during the midline
evaluation. This includes updates discussed with DFID at that time, as well as the nested PbR
theory of change. The evidence uncovered during the endline evaluation led to only minor updates
to the PbR theory of change.

3.2 SWIFT

This section provides only a brief overview of the SWIFT sub-programme; a more detailed
discussion of SWIFT implementation and the country contexts is in the supplier case study (Vol.
2.1).

3.2.1 Implementing organisations

The SWIFT consortium was led by Oxfam GB and included Tearfund and the ODI, which led on
monitoring, evaluation, and learning. At country level the implementing partners were INGOs and
included Concern Worldwide, Sanergy, WSUP, BBC Media Action, Practical Action, and Africa
Ahead. SWIFT operated in DRC and Kenya; Liberia was initially targeted but was terminated in
2014 due to constraints related to the Ebola crisis. This consortium had the largest number of
implementing partners and was managed through national consortium managers sitting within
Oxfam Kenya and Oxfam DRC.

3.2.2 Supplier targets

Table 6 outlines the deliverables as per the contract. SWIFT’s payment packages were made up of
a series of 12 deliverables that were assessed at different points of the programme for the various
suppliers.

61 SWIFT was the only supplier to submit country-level theories of change.
62 See Midline Evaluation Report
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Table 6: SWIFT deliverables as per the contract annex

Deliverable Consortium target

1. Intermediate result IEC materials developed to reach 1,027,257 people

Systems in place for effective hygiene promotion (staff and

2 ety e Sl volunteers trained) to reach 1,027,257 people

Hygiene
promotion . IEC materials/ messages disseminated to target population of
3. Output delivery 1,027,257 people
. Behaviour change obtained for a target proportion* of the
4. Outcome delivery population
5. Intermediate result Communities triggered/Community Health clubs set up to provide
access for 459,814 people
Systems in place for effective and sustainable management of
Sanitation 6- Early sustainability =~ sanitation services (sanitation promoters trained) to support
459,814 people
7. Output delivery 459,814 people with access to latrines
8. Outcome delivery Use sustained for at least 70% of each target population
Materials bought for water-points and infrastructure, and
9. Intermediate result construction contracts signed that will provide access to 848,367
people
Systems in place for effective and sustainable management of
Water 10. Early sustainability water services (mechanics trained/equipped, committees trained,

supply chain improved, M&E/management information system set
up) for 848,367 people

11. Output delivery 848,367 people with access to clean water

12. Outcome delivery  Use sustained of at least 75% of water-points

Source: Contract annex dated March 2015 (post-Liberia revisions)
*Note: this was later agreed with DFID and varied by partner.

3.2.3 Country context and targeting of activities

In DRC, SWIFT was implemented within the framework of DRC’s national sanitation programme,
Villages et Ecoles Assainis (healthy villages and schools, or VEAs). While government staff had
limited involvement in implementation, they were involved in health promotion activities, in
certification of Villages et Ecoles Assainis and in monitoring of sustainability in the outcome phase.
SWIFT in Kenya was not linked to any specific national government programme, though SWIFT
actively engaged the recently created county governments to, and aligned implementation with their
preferred approaches.

Baseline access in Kenya was mixed: in the arid and semi-arid lands (ASAL) region of northern
Kenya the level of access to WASH facilities is very low. In small towns and urban Nairobi, the
level of WASH access is higher, but partners focused on chronically under-served slums and
informal settlements.

While there are varying definitions of ‘fragile’ states and contexts, in this evaluation the term really
only applies to SWIFT’s work in DRC and the ASAL region of Kenya, both of which have ongoing
security concerns. The context for the urban work in Kenya was acute poverty, weak public
institutions, and constraints relating to land tenure and access to public services, but not
environmental fragility or conflict.
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3.2.4 WASH activities

SWIFT was contracted under Lot A, meaning that, overall, the programme had a substantial water
supply component (one-third of beneficiaries), in addition to sanitation and hygiene promotion (two-
thirds of beneficiaries). In contrast to the other supplier programmes, activities encompassed both
urban and rural contexts.

SWIFT in Kenya was not really a single programme operating at scale, but a portfolio of small- to
medium-sized projects. In Kenya, the activities included:

e community-led total sanitation (CLTS) in rural areas, including the provision of free slabs in one
Kenya project (Oxfam in Turkana);

e rural hygiene promotion, within and beyond the communities targeted with CLTS;

e rural water supply improvements, including drilling and rehabilitation of boreholes equipped
with solar pumps (Oxfam, Practical Action, Concern);

e urban water supply in Nairobi slums (WSUP, Practical Action);

e urban sanitation promotion in Nairobi slums using a social enterprise model, plus school
hygiene promotion (Sanergy); and

¢ hygiene promotion radio broadcasts through mentoring small private and community-based
radio stations (BBC Media Action).

Some of the projects were stand-alone initiatives unrelated to others in the consortium, and rural
sanitation targets were very modest compared to DRC and other countries in the global WASH
Results Programme. Local NGO partners had a limited role, being involved in selected rural
sanitation and hygiene promotion projects led by Oxfam and Concern, and were not on PbR
contracts. In the case of urban water supply, SWIFT partners worked closely with utilities. An
unusual addition to the programme was BBC Media Action support to community-based radio
stations, which produced hygiene promotion broadcasts.

The SWIFT interviewees all noted that several of the Kenya ASAL partners were also
implementing other WASH programmes in the outcome phase, funded by other donors in
response to the drought. Notably, UNICEF had a large relief programme in the region with a big
WASH component which involved Concern in particular, which reported receiving a large grant
from UNICEF to implement WASH in this period.

The programme in DRC was quite different — here a smaller number of partners delivered results
on a much larger scale. In DRC, DFID is providing substantial support to WASH beyond SWIFT.
For example, DFID fund the ‘DRC WASH Consortium’ and have WASH programmes in DRC
beyond SWIFT.

SWIFT aimed for district-wide coverage in DRC (known as health zone level), but the range of
small-to medium-sized project types in Kenya did not offer economies of scale. SWIFT in Kenya
was also a rare case among the country programmes in that some partners used operational
approaches that were not fully tested and ready for scaling up at the programme start.%3

In Kenya and DRC there was a PbR arrangement between the consortium partners where they
were paid pro-rata against their results in line with a fixed price per beneficiary. In Kenya Oxfam
and Concern Worldwide worked with local implementing partners, and in DRC Oxfam worked with

63 This was the case, for example, of Practical Action’s work in Nairobi on doing large-scale sewage, for Sanergy’s business
model in Kenya, and for WSUP in Kenya, which worked in an innovative way with Nairobi Water and Sewerage Company.
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local implementing partners in both phases. In all cases the local implementing partners were not
on PbR contracts. All other consortium partners implemented directly in their areas without local
implementing partners.

In 2017 Oxfam’s contract with DFID extended until 2020 with an additional £9,782,547 million in
budget allocated to continue the programme in DRC®*. This extension entailed the delivery of new
output and outcome results and in effect represents a new contract as opposed to either a time or
cost extension. The extension is commonly referred to as ‘SWIFT II’ but was not covered within the
scope of this evaluation.

3.2.5 Monitoring of results and the sustainability of results

For SWIFT the large number of consortium partners meant that the verification approach had to be
tailored to those partners. For example, a separate systems appraisal was conducted for each
consortium partner. Furthermore, as the systems for data collection changed between the output
and the outcome phase separate verification methodologies and systems appraisals were
conducted for the two different systems. SWIFT differed from the other two suppliers in that it did
not have an overall sustainability framework and there was no verification of sustainability
indicators linked to payment.

Details of the output-phase results were largely were drawn from the suppliers’ own monitoring
systems. The partners in the SWIFT Kenya programme had existing, paper-based monitoring
systems at the start, and most of these needed some improvement to meet MVE requirements. In
DRC, a bespoke monitoring system was developed at the outset. During the outcome phase
supplier-organised surveys were used to assess outcomes.

3.2.6 Results

On the whole, SWIFT met its targets, though with underachievement in some areas. (See Table 5)
There were some instances® of cases where projects were cancelled and targets re-allocated or
dropped. In the vast majority of cases the output targets were met, with only a small number of
instances where partners delivered below target, and this was set in a context of significant
overachievement against targets for other partners. It is also noted that DFID offered SWIFT a
three-month extension on outputs at the end of the outcome phase — which was necessary for
SWIFT partners to meet their output targets — particularly Tearfund in DRC due to the completion
of one large water scheme rehabilitation. Without this Tearfund would not have achieved its
results, and would have suffered a big financial loss.

64 The programme was not continued in Kenya — this was the Suppliers choice rather than enforced by DFID.

65 The Liberia country programme and Practical Action’s urban sanitation work in Nairobi.

e-Pact 23



Evaluation of WASH Results Programme Endline Synthesis Report

Table 7: SWIFT performance on key deliverables
Deliverable Consortium wide Country % of target*
_ Kenya 78,853 329,997
3. Output delivery 'EC materials/ messages DRC 703,706 697,257
disseminated to population
Hygiene Total 1,027,257 1,077,059 1,027,254 100.0%
promotion _ Kenya 73,953 73,299 73,299 99.1%
4. Outcome EISTEIIDUL SRS [Enaie]n! DRC 104,589 104,589 104,589 100.0%
delivery about for at least 15%
Total 178,542 177,888 177,888 99.6%
Kenya 30,900 30,900
7. Output delivery  People with access to latrines DRC 428,914 428,914
o Total 459,814 459,814 459,814 100.0%
Sanitation
_ _ Kenya 21,630 21,630 21,630 100.0%
8. Outcome Use sustained in target DRC 300,241 300,241 300,241 100.0%
delivery population 75%
Total 321,871 321,871 321,871 100.0%
Kenya 205,378 201,329
11. QOutput People with access to clean DRC 650 166 643 923
delivery water : 2
Total 848,367 855,544 845,252 100%
Water
_ _ Kenya 189,975 180,418 160,918 84.7%
12._Outcome Use sugtamed in target DRC 485,300 485,300 485,300 100.0%
delivery population 75%
Total 650,166 650,166 643,923 99.0%

Source: Targets — Contract annex dated March 2015 (post-Liberia revisions); achievement — verification reports (figures contain rounding errors)

* Note: unlike other suppliers the way SWIFT’s results were measured the aggregated results do not account for overachievement. Though the results disaggregated
by partner and country do — these disaggregated results highlight many areas of significant overachievement.
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3.3 SAWRP

This section provides a brief overview of the SAWRP sub-programme; interested readers are
referred to the supplier case study (Vol. 2.3) for a more detailed discussion.

3.3.1

Implementing organisations

The SAWRP consortium was led by Plan International, with WaterAid, Unilever, and WSUP as
members; local NGOs as implementing partners; and WEDC and Ipsos MORI as advisory
partners. WEDC coordinated and supported on monitoring, with input from Ipsos MORI on data
collection formats and data management and analysis.

Activities were implemented in Bangladesh and Pakistan, each of which had a Consortium
Coordination Unit, with a programme director, MVE specialist, and finance coordinator; and
towards the end of the output phase the position of Communication/Advocacy Coordinator was
also created by CCU Pakistan.

3.3.2 Targets

Table 8 outlines the deliverables as per SAWRP’s contract. Unlike the other two supplier consortia,
SAWRP’s deliverables were exclusively related to output and outcome levels, i.e. there were no
input- or process-related payments.

Table 8:

SAWRP deliverables as per contract annex

Deliverable Consortium target

Hygiene

Sanitation

Water

Governance-
related?

Deliverable 3.1
(output)

Deliverable 3.2
(outcome)*
Deliverable 2.1
(output)
Deliverable 2.2
(outcome)
Deliverable 1.1
(output)
Deliverable 1.2
(outcome)

Deliverable 4.1

Deliverable 4.2

6,609,569 poor men, women, and school children across 64 districts
reached by handwashing promotion in villages and schools and
households

5,948,612 [90%!] poor men, women, and children across 64 districts
continue to practice handwashing with soap at critical times

1,644,175 poor people across 22 districts have access to new
household latrines

1,150,923 [70%*] poor people across 22 districts continue to use
basic or improved latrines

227,750 poor people across 22 districts have access to safe drinking
water sources

204,975 [90%!] poor people across 22 districts continue to use
reliable, safe drinking water sources

Local WASH governance structures operational in all project
locations

Regional and local governments serving 22 districts continue to plan,
coordinate, and monitor WASH activities effectively

Source: Contract annex, dated September 2014

1 This was the original target in the contract and was later revised through the definition of the indicators.

2 N.B. governance-related indicators were included in the annex but were not linked to payment.
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3.3.3 Country contexts and targeting of activities

SAWRP projects were aligned with Pakistan’s de facto national sanitation strategy, known as the
Pakistan Approaches to Total Sanitation and Bangladesh’s national WASH strategy. National
guality standards and CLTS procedures were followed. In Pakistan, the government was not
directly involved in implementation: it was involved in ODF certification and in sustainability
monitoring in the outcome phase. The programme also supported government-led WASH
coordination at local government level.

Baseline access to rural WASH services and hygiene knowledge levels were relatively high in both
countries, but this still left a huge number of people under-served, given the high populations.
SAWRP explicitly targeted harder-to-reach communities that were not covered by previous WASH
interventions: for example, flood-prone areas and schools in poorer areas.®® 87

The interviews with programme managers suggested that the programme was largely
implemented independently of other WASH programmes in both countries. Despite this, in
Pakistan the evaluation did not identify significant missed opportunities for greater coordination.®®

3.3.4 WASH activities

SAWRP was contracted under Lot B, hence the focus of the programme was on rural sanitation
and hygiene, though it included a modest water supply component so that small water supplies
could be provided in cases of acute water stress that potentially impacted on hygiene. SAWRP
comprised two independent workstreams:

¢ Plan International, WaterAid, and their local implementing partners promoted sanitation and
handwashing with soap in poor rural communities using CLTS and sanitation marketing. They
aimed to deliver results across entire sub-districts. ODF was an explicit aim, and hygiene
promotion (handwashing with soap) targeted the same communities through a mixture of
household visits, mass meetings, and some mass media promotion.
Water supply improvements were not a major feature of the programme (only 3% of
beneficiaries), but were included in order to provide access to some of the poorest and most
under-served poor communities, where communities faced acute water supply shortages.
WaterAid considered that a substantial water supply component was not feasible under PbR due
to the relatively high unit cost of hardware investments. Plan International and WaterAid
generally implemented in different districts.

e Unilever delivered a handwashing campaign in a large number of schools in both countries,
though the focus was overwhelmingly in Bangladesh. This component had a profound effect on
the results profile overall as initially hygiene-only results were reported, following DFID
guidance notes. This said, DFID did not count hygiene-only results in the latter half of the
WASH Results Programme when reporting against its global targets. This said, DFID does not
count hygiene-only results when reporting against its global targets.

The work undertaken under the WASH Results Programme represented a continuation of ongoing
WASH initiatives. In Pakistan, for example, Plan International and WaterAid built on their earlier
work under the UNICEF-led Rural Sanitation in Flood-Affected Districts programme, which ran
from 2010 to 2012, while Unilever expanded its ongoing ‘School of 5° handwashing campaign in

66 Particularly in Bangladesh.

67 Unilever reported using geographical targeting to identify poorer neighbourhoods. The evaluation team were not able to
establish the exact poverty criteria used.

68 The team have insufficient data to reliably comment on potential synergies in Bangladesh.
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both Pakistan and Bangladesh. All partners applied tested operational models and local partners
had experience of working at scale as part of flood relief projects.

While most of the programme was implemented via local NGOs, Plan International in Bangladesh
opted to work directly with local government institutions (Union Parishad Staff).

Consortium members established relationships with the local implementing partners, who in turn

had strong links with the targeted communities. While the lead organisations were subject to the

PbR modality and had to pre-finance their work, local implementing partners were protected from
PbR risks and were funded through regular grant-based agreements.

In 2017, Plan’s contract was extended until 2020 with an additional £13.5 million in budget
allocated to continue the programme in Bangladesh.® This extension entailed the delivery of new
output and outcome results, and in effect represents a new contract as opposed to either a time or
cost extension. The extension is commonly referred to as ‘SAWRP II'. The scope of the present
evaluation pertains only to the original SAWRP contract.

3.3.5 Monitoring of results and the sustainability of results

During the output phase, SAWRP results were assessed separately for each of the consortium
members against their particular set of payment triggers. Results were monitored through paper-
based and mobile-based systems in Pakistan and Bangladesh, respectively. Local partners
collected output-related data quarterly, which were collated into the mPIMS system, which
provided a relevant household ID for each household who has access to a water-point and/or a
latrine, these data were disaggregated into disability and demographics of the household.

In the outcome phase, verification was based on surveys looking at programme results overall, and
payments were made to the consortium lead, then divided up by the consortium in proportion to
each member’s contribution to the results. The sustainability of water-points and latrines was
monitored via local NGOs’ regular systems and through a series of surveys, implemented in a
random subset of project communities. For water and sanitation outcomes, the partners
implemented the surveys’®, and the hygiene results were assessed via a survey implemented by
Ipsos MORI. Learning and review was facilitated via a Sustainability Assessment Framework
developed by WEDC.

3.3.6 Results

Table 9 provides an overview of the output-phase results for SAWRP in Pakistan and Bangladesh.
On all indicators in both countries there was substantial overachievement against the target.
Overachievement was not paid for, but is included here to illustrate performance.

69 The extension was not taken up in Pakistan — this was the supplier's choice, rather than being enforced by DFID.
70 The Country Coordination Unit (CCU) played a coordinating role, Ipsos MORI provided the initial training, and
enumerators were SAWRP field staff.
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Table 9: Output-phase results

Bangladesh Pakistan

Deliverables % of % of
60 60
Target Actual target Target Actual target

The number of poor people

having access to safe and 0 0
reliable drinking water 137,750 169,706 123% 90,000 110,341 123%

sources

1.1

The number of poor people
2.1 having access to basic or 644,175 735,405 114% 1,000,000 1,205,582 121%

improved household latrines

The number of poor men,
women, and school children
3.1 that have been reached by 4,823,570 5,100,766 106% 1,786,000 2,020,793 113%

handwashing promotion in
villages and schools

Source: Monitoring, Verification and Evaluation Framework for Project Outcomes — SAWRP, December 2016 version.

Table 10 presents SAWRP’s verified results of the Quarter 1 (Q1) 2017 and Q1 2018 outcome
assessments from the outcome surveys and the household survey (hygiene). These results
indicate substantial overachievement against the targets by Q4 2017. In the case of water, 100%
of the sampled water-points were functional at the time of the survey based on the red-amber-
green (RAG) rating and use reports. In the case of sanitation, 99% of the sampled toilets were
classified as improved, showed evidence of use, and households reported use. The picture was
more mixed for hygiene, though there was significant overachievement on the self-reported
practice and observation of a hand-washing facility. There was underachievement on the
knowledge indicator in Pakistan at midline and endline, and in Bangladesh at midline.”*

"1 Though this is noted to be associated with measurement issues — see Section 4.2.1.3 of the SAWRP case study in
Annex D, for further discussion.
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Table 10: Verified outcome-phase results of SAWRP

. - . . Paklstan Bangladesh
rea ndicator and targe
< Q12017 | Q42017 | Q42016 | Q22017 | Q4 2017

90% of poor people across the
project districts continue to use
reliable, safe drinking water
sources

Water 100% 100% 97.1% 99.2% 98.6%

75% of poor people across project
Sanitation  districts continue to use basic or 96.1% 99% 99% 99.1% 99.2%
improved latrines

Reported practice: Percentage of

respondents saying ‘before eating’ +9pp +33pp +32pp na +38pp
increases by: 15 percentage (81%) (77%) o
points (pp)(B)/10pp(P)

Observation: At least 10pp (B&P)
more of these interviewer

+ + + +
observations should reveal the 71?}) 27pp 72 87(5}0 n.a. 32pp
presence of soap or a soap (74%) (78%)
substitute, compared with baseline

Knowledge: The percentage of

people who can name three or

more critical times for ;27?}) +11pp ;Zf:/p n.a. +20pp
handwashing increases by 15pp (37%) (26%)

(B&P) compared to the baseline

Hygiene

Source: Initial submissions of Q1 2017, Q2 2017, and Q4 2017 verification reports

Table 11: Child survey results (Unilever)

Knowledge: Percentage of respondents

able to state all five times increases by (f’;%)) (g&p) 2'6126(53 ??;%’

10pp

Reported practi_ce: ‘Percentage of +19pp +20pp +28pp +43pp
Hygiene  inoreases by 10pp- oo | Gm | @ | @R
(child) Observation: For children practising

fewer than six steps of quality

handwashing at baseline (i.e. or less), +2.3 steps +3.0 steps +3.1 steps +4.0 steps

the mean number of quality (5.7) (6.6) (6.9) (7.8)

handwashing steps they undertake at
mid/endline will increase by +1 step

Source: Q4 2016 verification report

*Note: The baselines for the midline and endline survey analysis in Pakistan are different because they reflect attrition
rates during the surveys. The child surveys are longitudinal cohort studies and the sample size during the midline and
endline was reduced if the same children could not be found.
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3.4 SSH4A

This section provides a brief overview of the SSH4A sub-programme; the supplier case study (Vol.
2.2) contains more detail on SSH4A implementation.

3.4.1 Implementing organisations

SSH4A was solely implemented by SNV and its local partners — there were no other international
consortium members and there was no separate monitoring, evaluation, and learning provider.
Activities were implemented in Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Mozambique, Nepal’?, Tanzania,
Uganda, and Zambia for the whole programme duration — and in South Sudan for half of the
programme (2014-2016). SSH4A was managed from a programme management unit in Nairobi.

3.4.2 Targets

Table 12 outlines SSH4A’s deliverables as per the contract annex. These deliverables were
spread across a series of 11 ‘results packages’, each containing some or a mix of the results
below, or partial payment for progress towards results.

Table 12: SSH4A deliverables (revised)*

Baselines completed and workplans agreed

Preconditions for demand creation assured — through training of CLTS
facilitators, design of informed choice materials, agreement of ODF verification
process, and completion of supply chain and consumer studies.

Alignment with local government — through drafting district sanitation plans, and
a report demonstrating local sector alignment

Progress on sustainability and equity prerequisites — through all country
projects reaching benchmark in all key sustainability indicators, though up to two
sustainability indicators in each country could fall below benchmark
achievement where external factors had influenced progress in these indicators.

Process

Sanitation Output 2.084 million people with new access to an improved sanitation facility
Outcome 2.084 million people with sustained use of improved sanitation facilities
Output 2.73 million people reached by hygiene promotion activities

Hygiene
= Outcome 400,000 people practising handwashing with soap at critical times

Source: SSH4A contract annex, dated December 2014 (abridged by authors and updated based on minor changes to
sustainability targets)

*Note: Payments for each deliverable were spread across multiple payment rounds. This is not captured here but is
discussed below.

3.4.3 Country contexts and targeting of activities

As government alignment was a key element of SSH4A, activities in all eight countries were
aligned with national WASH frameworks and implemented through government staff where
possible. The exact nature of the activities was tailored to each national WASH context and level of
access:

72 SSH4A activities in Nepal were suspended for six months following the 2015 earthquake.
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¢ In countries where the access to improved toilets was higher (Ethiopia, South Sudan, Uganda,
and Mozambique), SNV focused on the remaining harder-to-reach communities.

e In Tanzania, SNV focused on the upgrading of sanitation facilities and on hygiene promotion,
as the country has low levels of open defecation but high levels of unimproved facilities, with
sustainability and hygiene challenges.

e In Ghana, SNV focused on targeted behaviour change communication (BCC) to reduce the
number of shared latrines.

¢ In countries where the access to improved toilets was still low (Kenya and Nepal), SNV
focused on providing specific support to build the basic capacity of the CLTS rural sanitation
actors.

Some countries had high baseline levels of WASH access, whereas others had very low levels of
access when programme activities were being designed in 2013.

3.4.4 WASH activities

The SSH4A programme dealt only with rural sanitation and hygiene promotion (Lot B) — it had no
water supply component. Activities were implemented within the framework of the existing SSH4A
programme, which has been operating in a dozen countries in Asia since 2009. The overall SSH4A
approach embodies a tested operational approach for working at scale and combines demand
creation — mostly using CLTS - with support to sanitation supply chains, BCC, and strengthening
capacity for WASH governance. Attainment of area-wide ODF was a key objective.

In several SSH4A countries under the WASH Results Programme activities were implemented by
local government partners, supported to a greater or lesser extent by NGOs referred to as Local
Capacity Builders (LCBs) by SNV. These included a mix of existing and new SNV partners, and
some (including those in Uganda, Mozambique, Nepal, and Tanzania) were initially contracted on
a PbR basis. Overall, SNV’s positioning varied within the national WASH sector and other WASH
programmes across the nine countries: in Ghana, Kenya, Nepal, and South Sudan, SNV was a
bigger player alongs