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Objectives and project outline

At outcome level, the objective was to “sustainably expand the water supply for the
population living in densely populated urban areas and the more rural extension
areas in up to seven provincial towns”. At impact level, the objective was to con-
tribute to reducing the health risks that unsafe drinking water poses to the popula-
tion in the programme area. In addition to expansion investments, rehabilitation
measures were also carried out in the supply systems.

Key findings

By expanding and rehabilitating water supply systems in eight water districts, the project
had a developmental impact with effectiveness and sustainability deemed as good but
poor efficiency during project implementation. The project is rated as moderately success-
ful.

— With the project approach of expanding the water infrastructure, the core problem was
correctly identified and addressed with suitable measures, even though wastewater dis-
posal was not taken into account.

— The programme was designed to ensure internal coherence between the project and
other measures financed by the BMZ.

— Owing to the partial fulfilment of the three target indicators of connection rates, unac-
counted for water and cost coverage, effectiveness is considered to be moderately suc-
cessful.

— In terms of efficiency, considerable deductions have had to be made as project imple-
mentation was delayed by around a decade. These delays were largely institution-re-
lated but were also caused by competing funding approaches.

— The project has had positive impacts on citizens’ general living conditions, albeit not
specifically on their health situation as originally intended in terms of the overall objec-
tive.

— The financed infrastructure is operated and maintained with a high degree of ownership
and commitment and is in an impressive condition.

Year of random sample 2022

Overall rating:
moderately successful
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Conclusions

— The low demand for the loan un-
der Financial Cooperation was
due to unforeseen competition
from another government loan of-
fer.

— Since the aim was to improve the
health situation, it would have
been sensible to collect baseline
data at the start of the project,
partly in order to focus the
measures accordingly.

— The combination of a national ex-
ecuting agency and the imple-
menting local districts achieved
complementarity but also led to
efficiency losses.

— The choice of location should
take place as close to the time of
implementation as possible (po-
tential change in requirements, al-
ternative financing options)
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Ex post evaluation — rating according to OECD DAC criteria

General conditions and classification of the project

At the time of project appraisal, the Philippines already had a population of around 80 million (2005),
with an annual growth rate of around 2.4% and a share of the urban population amounting to around
60%'. Ensuring a reliable water supply was and continues to be part of the Philippines’ development
priorities. The intention here is to improve the standard of living for the majority of the population, es-
pecially the vulnerable groups of the population.

The Philippines is one of the few countries in Asia to have sufficient freshwater reserves. However,
water availability varies greatly among the Philippine islands due to varying patterns in rainfall and dif-
ferences in the quality of water storage. The population’s water supply is characterised by inequality
and there is a marked difference between the urban zones and the rural areas of the country, which
are generally poorly supplied. It is supplied through household connections or even by means of pub-
lic standpipes. Parts of the population continue to rely on water of dubious quality. Since the project
appraisal, the water supply in the Philippines has been considerably expanded and improved in terms
of quality. This programme has also made a contribution to this — at least in the eight participating wa-
ter districts.

Brief description of the project

The Provincial Towns Water Supply and Sanitation Programme lll to be evaluated continued the com-
pleted Water Supply in Provincial Towns | & Il project (Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and
Development (BMZ) no. 1994 66 525). The module objective was to sustainably expand the water
supply for the citizens living in densely populated urban areas and the extended, more rural areas of
smaller provincial towns.

The target group for the improved water supply comprised all the consumer groups in the supply area
of the programme locations; poor members of the population were to be given particular attention.

Existing water supply systems have been rehabilitated, expanded and optimised in a total of eight
provincial towns and water districts (WD). Drinking water reservoirs, deep wells, pumping stations,
water distribution pipelines and house connections were financed in particular.

The Local Water Utilities Administration (LWUA) based in Manila was the executing agency. It trans-
ferred the Financial Cooperation (FC) loan funds to the water districts as a loan with a markup. The
measures were jointly planned and implemented by LWUA and the water districts.

Map/satellite image of the project country including project areas/locations
The following map identifies the locations of the nine water districts that received a loan commitment

from the project-executing agency. The loan in Malay fell through because of project delays caused
by the institutions.

! Source: Project proposal (2006)
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The total costs of the measures implemented under the programme amounted to EUR 4.81 million.
This corresponds to only 35.3% of the originally anticipated total costs of EUR 13.6 million due to lack
of demand from the water districts. The costs were partly covered by LWUA'’s and the water districts’
own contributions totalling EUR 0.9 million and partly through debt financing of EUR 3.9 million. The
latter consists of EUR 3,794,765 from the loan under Financial Cooperation and EUR 86,572 in resid-
ual FC funds from the preliminary phase (BMZ No. 1994 66 525).

Breakdown of total costs

Inv. Inv.

(planned) (actual)
Investment costs (total) EUR million 13.6 4.8
Counterpart contribution EUR million 3.4 0.9
Debt financing EUR million 10.2 3.9
of which BMZ funds EUR million 10.2 3.9

Rating according to OECD DAC criteria

Relevance
Policy and priority focus

The Philippine government attached immense importance to urban water supply at the time of the
project appraisal. The issue has been and is being prioritised in the national development plan as part
of the provision of infrastructure and is regulated centrally in the national master plan, the Water Sup-
ply Road Map. The BMZ'’s water strategy treats access to the water supply as the first objective, with
a focus on poor and marginalised groups.

Institutional responsibility for the water sector in the Philippines is highly fragmented (30 different insti-
tutions). To achieve its objectives, the project rightly relied on the national authority, LWUA, and the
local water districts that appear most suitable in terms of applying for and implementing loan projects.

Focus on needs and capacities of participants and stakeholders

The core problems of the Philippine water sector are the inadequate water supply for the population,
limited investment funds and the high degree of institutional fragmentation. The supply bottlenecks
and operating deficits indicated during the appraisal were identified correctly.

For programme executing agency LWUA, the programme was of the utmost relevance, as it enabled
the financing of infrastructure in additional water districts where there had been a lack of sufficient
funds available at the time of implementation. The project was most relevant for the participating wa-
ter districts, as it allowed them to set up a centralised water system for the first time or to further ex-
pand their existing system and therefore improve the quantity and quality of the water supply.

The project was geared towards the needs of the target group: the inadequate water supply in terms
of quality and quantity has had and still has a serious impact on the quality of life of the Philippine
population, especially outside large cities such as Manila. Consequently, the core problem was cor-
rectly identified.

Above all, particularly disadvantaged or vulnerable people should benefit from the improvement to the
water supply. These people usually live in poorer urban peripheral areas and shanty towns located far
from the city centre, where they have hardly any access to the central water supply. In essence, the
intended water supply and beneficial health effects should benefit both women and men equally.
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Nevertheless, added value was particularly expected for women, who in the Philippines are still tradi-
tionally tasked with domestic duties, including obtaining drinking water,.

Given the active and intensive role of women in agriculture, the project could have been supple-
mented with measures to improve the irrigation infrastructure. A complementary measure to
strengthen institutional capacities — particularly in the water districts where there should be a specific
focus on financial monitoring — would have completed the project.

Appropriateness of design

At outcome level, the programme objective was to sustainably expand the water supply for the popu-
lation living in densely populated urban areas and extended, more rural areas in up to seven provin-
cial towns. It was precise regarding geographical limitations and the number of potential partner dis-
tricts. At impact level, the overarching development objective of the project was to contribute to reduc-
ing the health risks that unsafe drinking water poses to the population in the programme area. How-
ever, the waterborne diseases against which this should be measured were not specified in detail.
Moreover, there had been no collection of baseline data for either the originally planned or the actu-
ally supported water districts that, from today’s perspective, would enable conclusions to be drawn
about the health situation prior to the project.

All the consumer groups (private households, particularly the poorer sections of the population, trade
and industry, public administration) in the supply area of the programme locations were defined as the
target group. The number of households to be reached was estimated at around 2,000 households
per water district, making a total of around 190,000 households.

In terms of the measures, the project included improving and expanding or building new water supply
facilities in up to seven provincial towns. The planned measures of projects included the construction
of deep wells, pumping stations with chlorine dosing systems, water reservoirs, feeder and distribution
pipelines and house connections. The respective water districts were involved in developing the
measures, which entailed the use of satellite images and Geographic Information Systems. The pro-
gramme design and the measures were adapted to the circumstances of the towns involved in the
programme as well as the interests and operational requirements of the water districts. The design
generally appears to be appropriate.

The project approach of expanding the water supply (overarching development objective) to help re-
duce the health risks that unsafe drinking water posed to the population seems logical. The expansion
of the water infrastructure improves the quantity and quality of the water supply for households. By
installing house connections, residents no longer have to use potentially unclean rainwater, surface
water or water from shallow wells, which also saves considerable time in some cases. According to
the water districts, the common, decentralised standpipes also pose health risks. This contrasts with
the fact that the number of cases of water-related ilinesses was very low before the project. Although
no concrete baseline was defined, the project appraisal report states in relation to urban areas: “The
incidence of diarrhoeal diseases is very low”. During the evaluation, this view was confirmed across
all water districts, which, prior to the project, had considered the health hazard posed by contami-
nated drinking water to be irrelevant. Ultimately, the project had greater potential to improve the gen-
eral living conditions of the population — and less to improve their health situation.

The project’s focus on urban water supply was appropriate in view of the Philippines’ high degree of
urbanisation, the high rates of poverty in urban areas and the great need for investment in urban infra-
structure. However, the measures to improve the water supply within the scope of the project were
not accompanied by improvements in waste water disposal. The poor quality of the freshwater re-
sources, especially in the urban zones, is mainly due to a lack of sewage treatment and solid waste
disposal. At the time of the appraisal, only 3% of the sewage generated? was collected and treated.
According to the project appraisal report, the limited available funds and financial resources of the lo-
cal government units (LGUs) meant that it was not possible to implement meaningful investment
measures for waste water disposal. According to LWUA, the water districts prioritised the financing of

2 Source: Project proposal (2006)
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water supply systems. The protection of drinking water against harmful substances was secondary
and has only gained importance in recent years with the progress in the drinking water infrastructure.
From today’s perspective, however, relevant questions concerning waste water disposal should also
be taken into account in the programme appraisal.

At the time the FC loan was provided, alternative sources of funds were made available to the inter-
ested water districts under terms that were misrepresented. This reduced their interest in the German
loan and made it necessary to change water districts. This had significant consequences for the origi-
nal time schedule. From today’s perspective, it is no longer possible to ascertain how much was al-
ready known about the Philippine government’s plans to provide the water districts with loan funds
with particularly attractive terms at the time the project was designed.

Response to changes/adaptability

By selecting LWUA as the executing agency, the project’s design proved to be adaptable to the
changing framework conditions. Due to significant delays in the project, six of the seven water districts
originally planned had found other financing or had withdrawn from the programme for other reasons
by the start of the implementation. In the end, eight water districts, six of which were located on Lu-
zon, the largest and most populous island in the Philippines, plus two water districts on neighbouring
islands participated in the programme. Of the latter, one water district dropped out for political rea-
sons. Ultimately, eight water districts were taken into account. LWUA's close ties with the water dis-
tricts and its long-standing knowledge of the challenges of financing water infrastructure at local level
enabled rapid adjustment to the changing framework conditions in the project, even though LWUA it-
self contributed to the delays through cumbersome processes.

Summary of the rating:

The project was highly relevant. Firstly, it was based on the development policies and sector priorities
of the Philippines and the German development cooperation (DC) and secondly, the needs of the
population — including vulnerable households— as well as the needs of LWUA and the water districts
were adequately taken into account. In addition, the design proved to be sufficiently adaptable to
changing framework conditions.

Relevance: successful

Coherence
Internal coherence

The project was implemented as a bilateral project and a continuation of the Water Supply in Provin-
cial Towns | & Il programme (BMZ no. 1994 66 525). At the end of this third phase, the German-Phil-
ippine focus area on water came to an end, as the Philippines are no longer a partner country of the
German DC. The last Technical Cooperation (TC) project for the focus area had already been com-
pleted in 2010.

The TC measures focused on water management, improving the institutional framework conditions
and developing suitable technical and institutional solutions, while the FC measures aimed to build
and expand water infrastructure. As a result, both instruments worked together in a meaningful way in
terms of concept, but there was actually no overlap at the project locations.

The project is in line with the international Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), which provide the
framework for Germany’s DC activities. In this way, the project contributes directly to achieving the
sustainability goals of “clean water and sanitation” (SDG 6) and in the Philippines, it also contributes
to “good health and well-being” (SDG 3).

External coherence

Evaluation according to OECD DAC criteria | 5



IKFW

LWUA, the executing agency, is a solidly functioning institution in the Philippine water sector. It does
not carry out any measures itself but supports projects by providing engineering expertise during their
implementation and completion. This role was supported and used in the evaluated project. The water
districts are financially and administratively independent public enterprises operating according to
commercial and full cost-covering principles. They own their localities, infrastructure and land, the lat-
ter forming part of their own respective contributions to the project.

Various multilateral donors and a range of funds were and still are active in the water sector in the
Philippines; these especially include the Asian Development Bank (ADB) and the World Bank. At the
time of project preparation, Germany, the USA and Japan were the largest bilateral donors. France
and Denmark have also already worked with LWUA. There was a donor coordination phase during
which KfW participated on behalf of Germany. However, this was mainly used for the exchange of in-
formation and joint programmes have remained a rarity.

LWUA passed the loan on to local water districts, which then pay for the organisation of the water
supply and the operation of the financed infrastructure. The individually financed water networks are
independent units and are operated independently by the respective water districts. Nevertheless,
there is an intensive exchange of information among all the water districts by means of the associa-
tion of local water districts.

The parallel or competing offer of government loans for similar purposes had a negative effect. This
reduced demand for FC financing funds.

Summary of the rating:
Internal coherence between the project and the other BMZ-financed measures was ensured by the
design of the programme; however, synergies with other donors could have been better used for ex-

ternal coherence.

Coherence: successful

Effectiveness
Achieving (intended) targets and contribution to achieving targets

At outcome level, the programme objective was to sustainably expand the water supply for the popu-
lation living in densely populated urban areas and extended, more rural areas. The achievement of
this objective at outcome level and according to the defined indicators can be summarised as follows:
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Indicator Status during Target value acc. to Actual value at EPE
PA PA/EPE

The connection rate, including for poor  13-58% (see Gradual increase 17-90% (see be-

households?, has gradually increased below) low), achieved

in accordance with the programme of

work

Unaccounted for water, especially in n/a 10% reduction Partially achieved

systems with values above 30%, has
been reduced by at least 10% two
years after completion of the work

The revenues of the water districts n/a 100% covering of the Partially achieved
cover the expenditure for the opera- costs
tion, maintenance and debt service

The figures specified in the tables in this chapter and relating to the water supply situation at the time
of the evaluation refer to different years, depending on the data availability in the districts. Neverthe-
less, they all reflect the situation after the project was completed. The water districts submitted their
latest available figures for the evaluation, but in some cases no data were available (marked as not
available/n.a. in the tables). The lack of data was particularly evident in the key financial data. Alt-
hough all districts collect technical and financial figures on a monthly basis and send them electroni-
cally to LWUA, it was difficult for them to prepare the data for the evaluation and provide the re-
quested key data. The validation of the data received, for example by comparing the figures with one
another (e.g. degree of connected population vs. degree of connected households) or by comparison
with the information from the final inspection, sometimes revealed contradictions. A solid, logical cor-
relation cannot always be identified, to say the least. The figures were also validated verbally during
the discussions with the water districts. The representatives of LWUA engaged by offering their tech-
nical and financial expert opinion. The different institutional capacities and the role of LWUA as a con-
sultant to the water districts became clear here.

Connection rate:

As a result of the project, around 15,200 households or 45,000 people have additionally been sup-
plied with water. This has led to an increase in connection rates (proportion of the population) in all
districts. In some cases, the connection rate has doubled or tripled (Binalonan, Mabitac) (see the fol-
lowing table). This means that the indicator has been achieved overall. In the case of the Aparri dis-
trict, the connection rate (measured by the connected houses) decreased. Due to the increasing
amount of unaccounted for water (see paragraph below), the pipeline pressure had no longer reached
the level required to supply households located further away so a number of these households termi-
nated their water connections.

Orani Mabitac | Infanta Binalonan | Balaoan | Aparri Victorias

Proportion of popu- | 58% 13% 35% 32% 16% 56% 32%
lation connected —
prior to project*

3 There was no separate record of the poor households that had been taken into account, but these were connected in a non-
discriminatory manner.
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Proportion of popu- | 90% 46% 50% 65% 27% 66% 44%
lation connected —
at evaluation

Change 55% 250% 42% 100% 69% 18% 38%

House connection 42% 17% n/a n/a n/a 10% n/a
rate prior to project

House connection 65% 47% 59% n/a n/a 8% n/a
rate at evaluation

Change 55% 176% - n/a n/a -20% -

Source: key data submitted by the water districts at the time of the FC evaluation

Unaccounted for water:

According to the indicator, unaccounted for water (non-revenue water) was supposed to decrease by
at least 10%, especially in water districts with more than 30% total losses. This was only the case in
three out of eight districts. As a result, the indicator was only partially achieved. However, these three
are the districts for which the indicator was particularly important. In addition, the target was not only
achieved there but was significantly exceeded. The remaining four districts indicated the opposite
trend. Unaccounted for water rose considerably in Binalonan and Aparri. The main reason for this was
cracks in the water pipes, some of which were still outdated. They had not been able to withstand the
increased pressure in the extended water network. The districts, LWUA and KfW were aware of this
high risk before the loan and project were implemented. However, since large sections of the popula-
tion had not yet been connected, the priority was to lay more pipelines rather than renew existing
ones. The water districts had promised LWUA/KfW they would renew the old lines at a later date us-
ing funds to be subsequently acquired. Indeed, in the years following the project’'s completion, they
did seek additional grants or loan funds. However, only Aparri achieved this recently with the help of
LWUA. Both the water district administration and LWUA anticipate a reduction in unaccounted for wa-
ter to almost zero following this new investment.

In Binalonan, there have been reports of political pressure to tolerate unlawful connections despite
persistently high levels of unaccounted for water. In the Balaoan water district, the losses can be
partly attributed to accidental damage during routine road works. In Victorias, a water loss reduction
programme is being implemented, despite or precisely because of the lack of cost recovery (see para-
graph below).

Target achieved Target not achieved

Mabitac | Orani Infanta Binalonan | Balaoan Aparri Victorias
Unaccounted for 20% 46% 34% 24% 17% 19% 20%
water prior to pro-
ject
Unaccounted for 11% 25% 22% 47% 22% 40% 27%
water during evalu-
ation
Change -45% -45% -35% +96% +29% +110% +35%

Unaccounted for water in the water districts before and after the project (source: water districts)
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At the time of the final inspection, the districts involved achieved full cost coverage. The adherence of
LWUA and the water districts to this principle was assessed as a positive feature in a sectoral and re-
gional context in the final report. The situation now appears to be more complex. In Balaoan, the
COVID-19 pandemic had an impact on household solvency, collection rate and cost coverage. In
Aparri, income fell as a result of the drastic levels of unaccounted for water (see above). In Mabitac,
long-awaited salary increases for administrative staff had a negative impact on the cost coverage.

Covering of the costs:

Target achieved Target not achieved
Orani Infanta | Binalo- Victo- Mabitac | Balaoan | Aparri
nan rias

Covering of the costs 100% n/a n/a 121% n/a n/a n/a
prior to project
Covering of the costs 100% 119% 114% 123% 39% 94% 68%
after project
Change 0% - +1.6% - - - -

Unaccounted for water in the water districts before and after the project

The target group for the improved water supply comprised all consumer groups (private households
particularly the poorer sections of the population, trade and industry, public administration) in the sup-
ply area of the programme locations. In the past, the pressure in the pipelines had usually only
reached as far as the central districts of the towns. Peripheral neighbourhoods only received enough
water at night when demand fell in the centre. Thanks to the expansion of the networks, the situation
has improved considerably for the affected households.

The originally planned outputs had to be adapted to the needs of the new participating districts after
the envisaged water districts withdrew, although the needs continued to involve the same sectors to a
large extent: the building of deep wells, pumping stations, water reservoirs, laying feeder and distribu-
tion pipelines and house connections. Households, businesses, administration, etc. benefit accord-
ingly from the improved water supply.

The outputs provided and the capacities created are being used, as the site visits during the evalua-
tion showed, and all the water districts surveyed and visited were very grateful. The infrastructure cre-
ated is operated by the water districts or the companies commissioned by them. The water is pro-
vided to the residents by the public system. For technical reasons, the water pressure and conse-
quently the quality of supply can vary depending on the district, decreasing as the distance from the
water reservoirs/pumping stations becomes greater. However, vulnerable settlements can also be lo-
cated at a short distance from the central infrastructure, as asserted by the water districts and con-
firmed during the site visits. Even though it could not be confirmed during the evaluation that when the
project was designed, it focused on the particularly vulnerable sections of the population, it was clear
that they had benefited from the improved supply. This was confirmed by all the water districts and
was assessed using spot checks during the evaluation mission.
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The interaction between the project-executing agency LWUA, participating water districts, the interna-
tional implementation consultant and local construction companies formed a coherent strategy that
led to the overwhelming achievement of the project objectives, albeit with severe delays. The alterna-
tive sources of funds mentioned in the section on “Relevance” and offered by the Philippine govern-
ment concurrently with the FC loan and billed as being particularly attractive had significant conse-
quences for the original time schedule, as many water districts migrated and had to be replaced.

Quality of implementation

LWUA competently and reliably supported the water districts in the preparation of design and tender-
ing services, the invitation to tender for services as well as during the supervision of works and ac-
ceptance of the infrastructure. As far as possible, it has supported the water districts in their tasks as
operators and in the acquisition of additional funds. The support is tailored to the needs of the water
districts and is particularly intensive in the smaller water districts, some of which do not have their own
engineering capacities. The involvement of LWUA therefore ensured the quality of the implementation
to a considerable extent, even if its lengthy procedures led to severe delays in some cases.

Unintended consequences (positive or negative)

After the project was completed, the Orani water district decided to enter into a Public Private Partner-
ship (PPP) with a private water operator on the basis of the expanded network. At the time of the
evaluation, the water district and LWUA gave a positive assessment. The key advantages for the wa-
ter district administration were the fixed price to be paid for drinking water, the private operator’s man-
agement capacities and the outsourcing of customer service. However, this model also entailed dis-
advantages for the district administration. Superfluous staff were dismissed and the administration
lost some of its autonomy. Due to a lack of transparency on the part of the operator, the water district
administration was unable to provide up-to-date information on the covering of the costs for the evalu-
ation. Summary of the rating:

Realisation of the objective at outcome level, i.e. the sustained expansion of the water supply, was
achieved. This has also been demonstrated by the complete or partial achievement of the three target
indicators. In particular, the most important indicator for target achievement (connection rate for the
population) was clearly achieved. The connection rates in the water districts have generally risen con-
tinuously, and unaccounted for water in the public networks is steadily being reduced. Apart from
some temporary exceptions, the costs are fully covered by tariff income.

Effectiveness: moderately successful

Efficiency
Production efficiency

The total costs of the implemented measures accounted for 35% of the initially anticipated total costs.
The construction of the infrastructure accounted for 78% of the costs (1/3 of which went to the Orani
water district), while the implementation consultant accounted for 22%.

The per capita costs of the project were relatively high owing to the fact that several water districts
were involved and as a result of the small-scale measures. This fragmentation can be attributed to
LWUA'’s desire to also include small water districts with low financial support requirements and is
therefore understandable.

The entire implementation phase was marked by significant delays. According to the programme ap-
praisal report, the project was scheduled to run for three years from mid-2007 to mid-2010. In fact, the
loan agreement was not signed until June 2009 and the implementation consultant was not commis-
sioned until 2011. The project ended in 2019, i.e. after a term of ten rather than three years.
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Lengthy bureaucratic approval processes, state-subsidised loans that seemed more attractive to the
water districts and the water districts’ dwindling interest in the delayed financing by LWUA partly led to
the stagnation of the project. Demand from the water districts for the loan under Financial Coopera-
tion was unexpectedly sluggish. The main reason given by LWUA and the water districts visited dur-
ing the evaluation was a local loan offered concurrently. The terms of this loan appeared to be more
attractive to the water districts than those of the FC loan — even if this impression later proved to be
untenable. Further delays arose due to (a) selecting new water districts and new projects to replace
the water districts that had dropped out in the meantime, (b) the need to revise some feasibility stud-
ies, (c) the longer time for detailed engineering and (d) the fact that many of the invitations to tender
for supply and service contracts had to be repeated. Various contracts could only be awarded after
the third invitation to tender. In 2015, at the request of KfW, the project was restricted to the remaining
water districts that had already been selected by that time in order to avoid further delays even though
not all loan funds had been exhausted.

The management costs of the implementation consultant were within the usual range. However, in
this special case, the additional costs of the project-executing agency LWUA must be taken into ac-
count.

Allocation efficiency

Unlike in the previous phase, the project was not supplemented by a complementary measure, which,
however, could have further improved the results. Training courses, particularly in accounting and
controlling, would have offered a good and much-needed supplement to the financed infrastructure.
Two LWUA engineers reported on instructive training on the water sector that they had completed
years ago as part of an exchange programme in Germany.With regard to the protracted approval pro-
cedures involving LWUA and the water districts, the question arises as to whether awarding a loan to
LWUA for it to be forwarded to the water districts was the most sensible procedure and whether direct
cooperation with the water districts would have been more efficient. In addition, LWUA calculated a
markup for the onward transfer of the loan funds. However, without LWUA, a significant success fac-
tor that lies in the technical support of the water districts and the monitoring of project implementation
would have been lost.

Although a reduction in unaccounted for water can also be achieved through non-technical measures
such as stringent measures against illegal house connections and awareness-raising measures for
the population, the expansion of the supply infrastructure was the only alternative for the intended ex-
pansion of the supply.

Since project completion, there has been a decrease in cost recovery in some districts. A key reason
for this is the fact that many water districts had difficulty in implementing long-needed tariff increases
owing to political factors. The LGUs are weak overall and can only provide investment funds to the
water districts in rare cases. They therefore occasionally try to influence the water districts’ activities,
for example by calling for tariff reductions during election campaigns or by influencing the choice of
the next districts to be connected to the water network. This underlying political pressure prevented
the water districts from making the overdue tariff adjustments to the improved supply. By strategically
involving LWUA or other national stakeholders in the LGUs, some districts have been able to boost
their revenues and cover the costs in the future. This will enable them to independently implement in-
vestment measures and use their own resources to expand the supply.

Summary of the rating:
Due to the mainly institutional delays of around a decade in terms of project implementation and the
adverse impact of competing funding offers, considerable compromises have had to be made in terms

of efficiency.

Efficiency: moderately unsuccessful
Overarching developmental impact
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At impact level, the overarching development objective of the programme was to contribute to reduc-
ing the health risks that waterborne diseases pose to the population in the programme locations.
However, even though the general water supply situation in the country is improving, this is offset by
the escalating risk of waterborne diseases such as diarrhoea, ascaris and worm diseases as well as
cholera owing to the increasing population, urbanisation and environmental pollution caused by waste
water and solid waste, and the greater severity of the weather events.

Overarching (intended) developmental changes

The Philippines’ Human Development Index has shown a positive, albeit slowly progressing trend
over decades. However, the trend seems to have reversed, with a decline in the HDI since 2020.

Contribution to overarching (intended) developmental changes

No indicators were defined to measure the achievement of the impact objectives. Instead, it was
pointed out that achievement of the outcome objective (sustainable expansion of the water supply)
would automatically lead to the achievement of the impact objective. From the perspective of the eval-
uation, this hypothesis is only true under certain conditions so it must be checked (a) whether the im-
proved water supply creates any risks due to increases in waste water. This is particularly relevant in
view of the lack of investments in waste water disposal in the project areas.

In addition, (b) the actual health risk at the start of the project plays a role. Health impacts are plausi-
ble if the population is provided with a water supply that is adequate in terms of quality and quantity
for the first time. As a result, these impacts theoretically occurred among those water district residents
who had been connected to the water supply for the first time (usually the most vulnerable) or whose
supply was switched from water kiosks to house connections. There will have been less of an impact
for those who were already connected and who had merely been supplied with drinking water for a
longer period as a result of the project, although it is possible that even these households have to ob-
tain their supply through alternative means at times. Moreover, there is greater potential for impact if
there are substantial waterborne health risks in the project region. However, statistics from surveyed
doctors and subjective assessments by users during the preliminary phases indicated that cases of
waterborne diseases were rare (or had rarely been reported) before the project was implemented.
Representatives of the water districts visited and a community health care centre confirmed this dur-
ing the evaluation of this phase.

Consequently, the measure probably achieved its intended developmental objective to a lesser ex-
tent, as it is likely that the health risk had already been low before the project (if the assertions by the
water districts can be trusted as they are based on the assumption that, in the case of typical diar-
rhoeal diseases, those affected seek medical advice in spite of the anticipated costs, and the physi-
cians report the cases to the competent health authorities and the authorities are accordingly notified).

The water districts emphasised that particularly vulnerable population groups in their catchment areas
benefited from the built/rehabilitated infrastructure as planned when the projects were designed. The
evaluation team made an unannounced visit to a fishing village and surveyed a group of women and
children they encountered. The women reported they were totally satisfied with the extended water
supply. In addition, a stop was made in a recognisably poor neighbourhood where the residents evi-
dently continued to use decentralised standpipes. One interviewed woman and her neighbour af-
firmed that they were connected to the public water supply but would continue to use the water from
the standpipes for cleaning and for watering the vegetables they grew.

The following particularly contributed to the achievement of the intended development policy objec-
tives: the proximity of the water districts to the target group, the fact that the project was directly
aimed at this target group, and the choice of simple measures adapted to local capacities and provid-
ing the essential resource required by the target group — clean drinking water.
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Increased awareness among the residents in the water districts and the water districts’ management
of the precious water and appreciation of the water infrastructure may have also contributed to
achieving the intended development policy objectives.

As part of the project, standard infrastructure measures to expand the water supply in residential ar-
eas were carried out. These were not innovative in character, but were designed to be simple and
low-maintenance. The intensive exchange between the water districts and LWUA during the course of
the project implementation led to a sustainable transfer of expertise and positive effects to strengthen
the capacity of local structures.

For the target group, it is more likely that the project resulted in generally reducing the cost of the wa-
ter supply in terms of both time and money and improving the quality of the service rather than chang-
ing the health situation in a specific way.

Contribution to overarching (unintended) developmental changes

The Philippines is one of the countries most affected by the effects of climate change in the world.
The increase in climate events means that climate change adaptation measures have become more
urgent. Sustainable water management and securing the water supply are essential components
here.

The expansion of the water supply has had beneficial effects, especially for disadvantaged groups. In
the context of the project, it seems plausible that small and microenterprises, including those man-
aged by women, can more easily carry out their commercial activities and enhance their income op-
portunities. For those households that had previously met their drinking water needs by purchasing
relatively expensive packaged water, connection to the water districts’ supply network has had the ef-
fect of reducing poverty. In addition, there are potentially positive side effects for hygiene as a result
of the greater availability of water in households.

In the programme locations, the prevailing division of labour between the sexes means that women
hold responsibility for the household even when they are engaged in outside employment. Therefore,
the improvement in water supply theoretically has a positive effect on women’s quality of life. In addi-
tion, there are indirect, positive changes to the gender relations and social position of women due to
the reduction in their workload and the resulting possibility of taking up alternative activities. Further-
more, the position of women is strengthened by involving them in decision-making processes through
women representatives during implementation: in the water districts’ supervisory bodies, women’s
groups are represented by one member in accordance with the statutes.

Summary of the rating:

The project had positive effects at impact level. However, the improved water supply contributed in
particular to the general living conditions, but not necessarily to an improved health situation.

Overarching developmental impact: moderately successful

Sustainability
Capacities of participants and stakeholders

LWUA is currently a solidly functioning system that adapts to the individual needs of the water dis-
tricts: the water districts with sufficient financial and staff resources enjoy great scope for action while
weak water districts receive extensive support from LWUA. In the past, the participating water districts
steadily expanded their networks, often using their own resources. Various water districts run market-
ing campaigns to acquire new customers. The employees appear well-trained and highly motivated.
In addition, the covering of the costs and the socio-economic affordability of the tariffs for the target
group are good.

Evaluation according to OECD DAC criteria | 13



IKFW

The systems financed by the programme are largely of good quality and in impressive operating con-
dition a good three years after completion. The plants visited as part of the evaluation (water reser-
voirs, pumping stations) are operated and maintained with a high degree of ownership and commit-
ment. In isolated cases, minor defects such as signs of external corrosion on pipe sections could be
detected, but these did not endanger operation as a whole.

Contribution to supporting sustainable capacities

Significant risks that could compromise the impacts of the project are the discharges of solid waste
and waste water, which could jeopardise the quality of the water provided, and the usual weather
events that could destroy part of the water infrastructure built. The households themselves cannot ad-
equately protect themselves in this regard. However, the project has increased institutional resilience
particularly because water districts, which are generating profits thanks to the improved water supply,
have the financial capacities required to maintain the quality of their water supply and to respond in-
dependently to disruptions in the supply (one water district reported damage to the infrastructure dur-
ing road construction work, which, however, could be quickly repaired by its own staff using its own
machinery and its own vehicles).

Thanks to the difficult-to-measure but credible (not explicitly intended) secondary economic effects for
the vulnerable residents of the water districts, they are better able to respond to any health impacts
caused by contaminated water (bridge the gap caused by loss of earning, financing of medicines or
treatment costs).

Durability of impacts over time

Despite the unaccounted for water recorded in some water districts and the associated financial
losses, it can be assumed that the water districts’ performance is more or less stable, especially since
the affected water districts are working with the support of LWUA to solve the problem and LWUA
acts as a buffer in the case of weak water districts. However, the increasingly extreme weather events
in the Philippines and the associated risk of damage to the water infrastructure (particularly electro-
mechanical systems such as pumping stations) pose a risk to stability in the context of the project.

Assuming there is no change to the involvement of the water districts and the maintenance budget
remains more or less stable, it can be assumed that the project will have lasting positive effects, espe-
cially since the gains from the improved supply situation in most water districts will enable new invest-
ments in infrastructure and even greater long-term impacts on the population.

The infrastructure provided is simple and robust at all locations. A lot of Philippine plant components
were used, which makes it easier to procure spare parts. The operating water districts are able to en-
sure adequate operation. The technical and financial risks that there will be insufficient use of the in-
frastructure are low.

Summary of the rating:

The financed infrastructure is operated and maintained with a high degree of ownership and commit-
ment and is in an impressive condition. Its sustainability is rated as good.

Sustainability: Successful

Overall rating:

In the overall assessment, the project is rated as moderately successful. Due to the considerable de-
lays during project implementation, efficiency is rated as moderately unsuccessful. In addition, the ob-
jectives have only partially been achieved in terms of quantity as well as quality, given the greatly re-
duced scope of the project. This also applies to the presumably low contribution of the project at im-
pact level, especially the contribution to improving the health situation. On the other hand, the
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sustainability of the project is good and supported by the generally stable economic situation of the
water districts.

Contributions to the 2030 Agenda

The project is in line with the international Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), which provide the
framework for Germany’s DC activities. In theory, the project contributes directly to achieving the sus-
tainability objective of “clean water and sanitation” in the Philippines, as well as indirectly to other
SDGs such as the conditions involving income and nutrition (Millennium Development Goal (MDG) 1),
gender equality for women (MDG 3), health (MDGs 4, 5 and 6), sustainable use of natural resources
(MDG 7) and the creation of development partnerships (MDG 8).

The project experienced and benefited from the interaction between the national specialised authority
LWUA and administrative units in the form of the water districts, which are active locally and in close
proximity to the citizens, whereby LWUA not only provided the loans but, like the German FC, also
transferred technical expertise and ensured follow-up. However, the preparation of the project does
not appear to have been largely based on the donor landscape. It can be assumed that the project
has had impacts at different levels, albeit to a very limited extent in some cases. These include pro-
tecting natural resources, ensuring uninterrupted access to clean drinking water, supporting and se-
curing employment, alleviating poverty and strengthening women’s role in society by reducing factors
that hinder their development. The general living conditions of the poorer population appear to have
improved. At least, this is what the contact persons in the water districts emphasised, stating poorer
households had better access to basic services and employment opportunities and were recognised
as a section of the local population that had benefited from the project impacts in a non-discriminatory
manner.

The improvement in the water supply had a direct impact on the quality of life, particularly for the
poorer population who had not yet been connected to the public water supply or whose pipes had
been subject to irregular water flow until then. Newly gained access to clean drinking water can poten-
tially help to tap into new employment opportunities.

With the expansion of the water supply, larger groups of vulnerable citizens were reached and their
quality of life and resilience improved as a result.

Project-specific strengths and weaknesses as well as cross-project conclusions and
lessons learned

The project had the following strengths and weaknesses in particular:
Strengths:

- The sustainable use of the financed water infrastructure by the water districts participating in
the project is rated particularly positively. Three and a half years after completion of the last
sub-project, the infrastructure (water reservoirs and pumping stations) inspected as part of the
evaluation in five of the eight participating water districts is in an impressive condition. Water
district employees, including the staff responsible for the operation and maintenance of the
systems, are well-trained and highly motivated. Even though, largely for political reasons, not
all the water districts increased water tariffs after expanding the infrastructure, most of them
cover operating costs, if not full costs. The expansion of the infrastructure has enabled an in-
crease in the house connection rate and income and therefore generated savings. Several
water districts used these savings to finance their own administrative buildings and/or the fur-
ther expansion of the infrastructure. All the inspected water districts were grateful for Ger-
many'’s financing and considered it to be a game changer.

- The project-executing agency LWUA keeps an eye on the technical and financial output of all
the water districts and intervenes in a supportive manner, especially in the case of water
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districts in receipt of a loan if there are risks for loan repayment. This has had a positive sec-
ondary effect on the further technical and financial development of the water districts partici-
pating in this project. They continue to have LWUA at their side, including in the mobilisation
of further local or foreign funds.

Weaknesses:

The poor efficiency in the project and resource implementation seems particularly critical. The
loan agreement was not signed until June 2009 after a two-year delay and the entire imple-
mentation phase of the project was marked by significant delays. The programme design en-
visaged that seven water districts, which had been selected in a previous feasibility study,
would initially be taken into account on a first come, first served basis and that further water
districts could be included in the programme if necessary. However, six of the original seven
water districts had already left the programme by the time the contract was signed. The main
reason for this was that, at the time, LWUA had offered the water districts another loan fi-
nanced by the Philippine government. This loan had more favourable terms and many water
districts preferred it to the German loan. As a result, new water districts had to be selected
and feasibility studies revised. During implementation, there were further delays due to ex-
tended times for detailed engineering and necessary repetitions of invitations to tender for
supply and service contracts. Construction work did not start until the beginning of 2014. The
originally offered loan amounting to EUR 10.2 million was far from exhausted.

Conclusions and lessons learned:

Creating a list of locations at the time of the project appraisal and including it in the financing
agreement does not guarantee quick and efficient implementation of the project. As an alter-
native, it is advisable to select the locations during the inception phase. This reduces the risks
that a lot of time will pass before implementation, that needs will change, or that alternative
sources of financing will be found.

The provision of water infrastructure does not necessarily lead to the adjustment of the tariff
structure, which is, however, necessary to achieve the objective of full cost coverage. Water
projects could be made conditional on a socially acceptable, graduated increase in tariff. Spe-
cific advisory services in conjunction with the project implementation are suitable in this re-
spect. Here, it is essential that the advisory services are practical and that the focus remains
on the project in question and includes an actual increase in tariff at the end of it.

Highlighting vulnerable population groups when defining the objectives should be accompa-
nied by identifying, naming and locating the individual groups and supported by sound proce-
dures for subsequently measuring the actual beneficiaries (baseline) and differentiating the
project target indicators, where applicable.
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Evaluation approach and methods

Methodology of the ex post evaluation

The ex post evaluation follows the methodology of a rapid appraisal, which is a data-supported quali-
tative contribution analysis and constitutes an expert judgement. This approach ascribes impacts to
the project through plausibility considerations which are based on a careful analysis of documents,
data, facts and impressions. This also includes — when possible — the use of digital data sources and
the use of modern technologies (e.g. satellite data, online surveys, geocoding). The reasons for any
contradicting information are investigated and attempts are made to clarify such issues and base the
evaluation on statements that can be confirmed by several sources of information wherever possible
(triangulation).

Documents:

Project appraisal report, final project report, evaluation of preliminary phases, the water districts’ com-
pleted questionnaires, report by a consultant from LWUA, the project-executing agency.

Data sources and analysis tools:

Project documents from KfW’s internal archive, questionnaires specifically created for evaluation and
sent to water districts, consultant report received from LWUA; in-person interviews with water districts,
LWUA, its consultant and a World Bank employee within LWUA, discussions held at KfW with former
project managers and Technical Experts as well as with the Financial Cooperation Evaluation Depart-
ment PM

Interview partners:

Managerial and operational employees working for LWUA, the project-executing agency, in Manila
and at seven out of eight local water districts, on-site interviews with selected members of vulnerable
groups (including from the fishing community); project manager of the Asian Development Bank se-
conded to the LWUA.

The analysis of impacts is based on assumed causal relationships, documented in the results matrix
developed during the project appraisal and, if necessary, updated during the ex post evaluation. The
evaluation report sets out arguments as to why the influencing factors in question were identified for
the experienced effects and why the project under investigation was likely to make the contribution
that it did (contribution analysis). The context of the development measure and its influence on results
is taken into account. The conclusions are reported in relation to the availability and quality of the
data. An evaluation concept is the frame of reference for the evaluation.

On average, the methods offer a balanced cost-benefit ratio for project evaluations that maintains a
balance between the knowledge gained and the evaluation costs, and allows an assessment of the
effectiveness of FC projects across all project evaluations. The individual ex post evaluation therefore
does not meet the requirements of a scientific assessment in line with a clear causal analysis.

The following aspects limit the evaluation:
Time constraints, large distances between the project locations (which is why not all eight could be

visited), LWUA staff turnover, limited availability of solid financial figures at water district level and
data on the situation at impact level.
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A six-point scale is used to evaluate the project according to OECD DAC criteria. The scale is as follows:

Methods used to evaluate project success

very successful: result clearly exceeds expectations
successful: result is fully in line with expectations and has no significant shortcomings
moderately successful: falls short of expectations but the positive results dominate

moderately unsuccessful: significantly below expectations, with negative results dominating despite
discernible positive results

unsuccessful: despite some positive partial results, the negative results clearly dominate

highly unsuccessful: the project has no impact or the situation has actually worsened

The overall rating on the six-point scale is compiled from a weighting of all six individual criteria as appropriate to
the project in question. Rating levels 1-3 of the overall rating denote a “successful” project while rating levels 4-6
denote an “unsuccessful” project. It should be noted that a project can generally be considered developmentally
“successful” only if the achievement of the project objective (“effectiveness”), the impact on the overall objective
(“impact”) and the sustainability are rated at least “moderately successful” (level 3).

Publication details

Contact:

FZE

Evaluation Department of KfW Development Bank
FZ-Evaluierung@kfw.de

The use of maps is intended for information purposes only and does not imply recognition of borders and regions
under international law. KfW does not assume any responsibility for the provided map data being current, correct
or complete. Any and all liability for damages resulting directly or indirectly from use is excluded.

KfW Group

Palmengartenstralle 5-9
60325 Frankfurt am Main, Germany
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During project appraisal:

to sustainably expand the water supply for the population living in densely populated ur-
ban areas and, as an extension, more rural areas in up to seven provincial towns.

During EPE (if target modified)

The residents in the supply area are con-
tinuously and sustainably supplied with
120 l/cd by the water districts in accord-
ance with Philippine and LWUA drinking
water standards (comparable to EU or
WHO standards)

This indicator does not only depend on the re-
sults of the project, as the built infrastructure
alone does not guarantee a supply of 120 I/d

120 I/cd

n/a

n/a See main section

The connection rate, including for poor
households, has %radually increased in
accordance with the programme of work

The project did not plan to provide any con-
nections, so this indicator is not directly linked
to the project

Gradual increase

Different, 15-60%

Different, 27-75% See main section

the expenditure for the operation, mainte-
nance and debt service

only be differentiated if no further investments
were made up to the time of the final inspec-
tion or the FC evaluation, in particular no tech-
nical assistance in the area of cost/financial
mana?ement. In addition, full cost coverage
was already determined in the ap_{)ralsal_ re-
port. NB: Interestingly, however, it deteriorated
|nI stogne districts after the project was com-
pleted.

Unaccounted for water, especially in sys- | Differentiating the contribution of the measures | -10% Different, some- Unaccounted for See main section
tems with values above 30%, has been is only possible if no further investments were times over 30% water in three out of

reduced by at least 10% two years after made up to the time of the final inspection or seven water dis-

completion of the work the FC evaluation. tricts

The revenues of the water districts cover | Here too, the contribution of the measures can | 2100% Full cost coverage Full cost coverage See main section

in four of seven wa-
ter districts
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During project appraisal: The overarching development objective of the projlec_t was to contribute to reducing the health
risks that unsafe drinking water poses to the population in the programme area.

Remarks: Due to the complex interdependencies between impacts, the appraisal report did not
indicate achievement of a development objective indicator.

During EPE (if target modified):

Indicator 1 (PA)

Indicator 2 (PA)

NEW: Indicator 3

NEW: Indicator 4
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higher construction costs.

Risk Relevant OECD-DAC
criterion
Deviation from implementation schedule (moderate). This risk has been confirmed [Efficiency
very clearly.
Cost variance (moderate). This risk materialised because the delays resulted in Efficiency

Restructuring of LWUA influences programme implementation (moderate). The re-
structuring delayed the start of project implementation, but was then completed
and not the reason for the further delays.

Effectiveness, efficiency

LWUA does not provide the required resources (low). This risk assessment has
been confirmed. LWUA'’s reporting and documentation was insufficient due to too
many demands on the staff. In particular, evidence of the use of funds for the dis-
position fund was submitted late. On the other hand, the close cooperation be-
tween LWUA and the water districts as well as the technical and in-house consult-
ing of the water districts by LWUA was positive.

Effectiveness, efficiency

Legal problems of the water districts (high): However, this risk has not material-
ised.

Effectiveness, efficiency

Water district cannot make their own contribution (moderate). Has not material-
ised.

Effectiveness, efficiency

Soil salinity due to increased groundwater extraction in programme cities close to
the coast (moderate): no soil salinity occurred at the time of the final inspection; the
quality of untreated water continues to be monitored continuously (according to wa-
ter districts, also at the time of the evaluation).

Sustainability

No reduction in unaccounted for water: This risk assessment has been confirmed
for several water districts.

Effectiveness
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During the appraisal, measures were planned for the drinking water supply systems of the chosen water
districts. A Programme Management Office (PMO) within LWUA implemented the programme. It was
supported by a consulting consortium selected in international competitive bidding.

The programme design included the following measures:

Annex 3: Project measures and their results

Nr. | Standort | Durchgefiihrte MaRnahmen
(Provinz)
1 Aparr e 300 m? Trinkwasserresenoir

(Cagayan Provinz) | « Chlordosierungsanlage

# 3 Druckerhéhungspumpstationen

« atwa 6 km Wasserverteilungslertungen
» etwa B00 Hausanschlisse

2 Baao + 2 Tiefbrunnen
(Camarines Sur * 2 Pumpstationen
Provinz) + Chlordosierungsanlage

s [Erweiterung der Stromversorgung

= etwa 355 Hausanschlisse

3 | Balacan = Pumpstation

(La Union Provinz) | « etwa 16 km Wasservertellungsleitungen
= gtwa 625 Hausanschlisse

4 Infanta + 2 Tiefbrunnen

(Quezon Provinz) | « 250 m® Trinkwasserreservoir

* 3 Pumpstationen

+ maobiler Notstromgenearator

* Erweiterung der Stromversorgung

= etwa 34 km Wasserverteilungsleitungen
» etwa 1.870 Hausanschlisse
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Mabitac ¢ 1 Tiefbrunnen

(Laguna Provinz) = 1 Pumpstation

« Chlordosierungsanlage

» agtwa o km Wasserverteilungsleitungen
= etwa 630 Hausanschllsse

Orani = 2 Tiefbrunnen .

{Bataan Provinz) « 1.000 m® Trinkwasserreservoir

= B0 m® Trinkwasserreservoir

* Umbau eines Reservoirs in einen Ausgleichstank
« 2 Pumpstationan

» Chlordosierungsanlagen

» Leckagesuchgerite

» etwa 11,6 km Wasserverteilungsleitungen

= ebtwa 630 Hausanschllsse

Victorias « Rehabilitierung von 3 Brunnen
(Megros Occidental | « Rehabilitierung sines 200 m* Trinkwassemeservoirs
Provinz) « etwa 14,8 km Wasserverteilungsleitungen
+ etwa 1.057 Hausanschlisse
Binalonan = 1 Tieforunnen
(Pangasinan Pro = 1 Pumpstation
vinz) « Chlordosierungsaniage

+ Erweiterung der Stromversorgung
= etwa 20,3 km Wasserverteilungsleitungen
« atwa 780 Hausanschlisse
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In principle, the water supply facilities implemented were in proper operation both during the lo-
cal final inspection in 2018 and during the site visits as part of the evaluation mission in May
2022. The financed infrastructure appears to be adequately maintained. During the final inspec-
tion, recommendations were only made for operation with regard to cooling and cleaning of the
electrical equipment as well as corrosion protection, which were presumably implemented from
the perspective of the evaluation. Even during the evaluation, there were only complaints about
the lack of order on one pumping station’s property; this site was partly used by the water dis-
trict as a warehouse for old equipment.

Annex 4: Recommendations for operation
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Evaluation question

Specification of the question for the present project

Evaluation dimension: Policy and priority focus

Are the obH'ectives of the programme aligned with
the (global, regional and country-specific) policies
and {Jnorj’ues, in particular those of the (develop-
men |6|0“Cy) partners involved and affected and
the BMZ?

Does the project fit within the context in which it took
lace, namely the development strateﬁy and the Philippine
ater Supply Sector Roadmap as well as the Federal Min-
istry for Economic Cooperation and Development’'s (BMZ
focus on water supply and disposal (even if it then ended)?

o
—

Dlata source (or rationale if the question is not relevant/applica-
e

PP, PCR

Do the objectives of the programme take into ac-
count the relevant political and institutional frame-
work conditions (e.g. legislation, administrative ca-
pacity, actual power structures Slncludlng those
related to ethnicity, gender, etc.))?

Are there any specific factors to apply in this regard?

Why were the LGUs not involved?

Evaluation dimension: Focus on needs and ca-
pacities of participants and stakeholders

Are the programme objectives focused on the de-
velopmental needs and capacities of the target
group? Was the core problem identified correctly?

Was the lack of access to financing a decisive bottleneck
for expanding the water infrastructure in the water districts
(some of them were able to finance themselves)?

PP, PCR, further research

PP, sector studies, evaluation of previous phases, country devel-
opment studies

Were the needs and capacities of particularly dis-
advantaged or vulnerable parts of the target grou
taken into account (possible differentiation accord-
ing to age, income, gender, ethnicity, etc.)? How
was the target group selected?

How was action taken to ensure that poor people in partic-
ular benefit from the measures?

PP, further research

Would the programme (from an ex post perspec-
tive) have had other significant gender impact po-
tentials if the concept had been designed differ-
ently? (FC-E-specific question)

Will women play a specific role in the water supplil]_in the
R?Illpl |p)es, and could the project have acted on this spe-
cifically

Evaluation dimension: Appropriateness of design

Was the design of the programme appropriate
and realistic (technically, organisationally and

Was limiting the project to water without including waste
water appropriate? Were interrelationships ignored?

PP, on-site discussions

PP, project-executing agency questionnaire
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financially) and in principle suitable for contrib-
uting to solving the core problem?

Was ?ranting a loan to LWUA with forwarding to the re-
gional water districts the right choice? Would direct coop-
eration with the water districts have been possible?

Is the programme design sufficiently precise and
plausible (transparency and verifiability of the tar-
?et sgl’?stem and the underlying impact assump-
lons

Is the impact matrix plausible? Is the project design suffi-
ciently concrete?

PP, PCR

Please describe the results chain, incl. comple-
mentary measures, if necessary in the form of a
graphical representation. Is this plausible? As well
as specifying the original and, if necessary, ad-
justed target system, taking into account the im-
pact levels (outcome and impact). The (adjusted)
target system can also be displayed graphically.
(FC-E-specific question)

According to the overarchin develcg)ment objective, the
intent was to minimise health hazards posed %/ unsafe
drinking water. This does not necessarily result in the pro-
gramme objective “Expansion of the drinking water sup-

ply”.

As, in order to reduce unsafe drinking water, measures
can only be taken to improve quality, not quantity (chlorin-
ation, etc., instead of reservoir and well expansion).

PP (the project completion report only addresses the programme
objective)

To what extent is the design of the programme
based on a holistic approach to sustainable devel-
opment (interplay of the social, environmental and
economic dimensions of sustainability)?

Were all three dimensions of sustainability taken into ac-
count in the design? E.g. economic sectors of the water
districts dependent on water?

On-site discussions

For projects within the scope of DC programmes:
is the programme, based on its design, suitable
for achieving the objectives of the DC pro-
Eramme’? To what extent is the impact level of the

C module meaningfully linked to the DC pro-
gramme (e.g. outcome impact or output out-
come)? (FC-E-specific question)

Has the programme been adapted in the course
of its implementation due to changed framework
conditions (risks and potential)?

Was reducing the number of water districts and the budget
{.he gorrect response to the delayed project implementa-
ion?

PP vs PCR

Has the programme been adapted in the course
of its implementation due to changed framework
conditions (risks and potential)?
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Coherence

IKFW

Evaluation question

Evaluation dimension: Internal co-

Specification of the question for the Data source (or rationale if the question is not Rat- Weighting | Reason for weighting
present project relevant/applicable) ing (-/o/l+)

herence (division of tasks and syn- 0
ergies within German development
cooperation):
To what extent is the programme To what extent does the project build | PP, PCR
designed in a complementary and | on previous phases | and II? How
collaborative manner within the did the project benefit from the water
German development cooperation ]E’rojEGCtS unc_ierCthe Federal MigisDtry

. C or Economic Cooperation and De-
(e.g. integration into DC pro- o velopment (BMZ) priority area (be-
gramme, country/sector strategy)? fore it expired)?
Do the instruments of the German How were the project partners PP, PCR, GIZ
development cooperation dovetail | (LWUA and the participating water
in a conceptually meaningful way, districts) able to benefit from Ger-
and are synergies put to use? man TC in the water sector?
Is the programme consistent with Are there any special aspects to PP, PCR
international norms and standards | consider here? E.g. discrimination
to which the against the migrants named in the
German development cooperation PP?
is committed (e.g. human rights,
Paris Climate Agreement, etc.)?

0

Evaluation dimension: External co-
herence (complementarity and co-
ordination with actors external to
German DC):

To what extent does the pro-
gramme complement and support
the partner’s own efforts (subsidiar-
ity principle)?

Did the project build on what they
themselves financed?

Did the partners make their own con-
tribution?
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Is the design of the programme and
its implementation coordinated with
the activities of other donors?

Was the project coordinated with the
numerous donors ADB, JICA, World
Bank, etc. and if so, how?

On-site discussions, questionnaire

Was the programme designed to
use the existing systems and struc-
tures (of partners/other donors/in-
ternational organisations) for the
implementation of its activities and
to what extent are these used?

Have other donors in the participat-
ing water districts already financed
water infrastructure? If yes, was this
taken into account in the design of
the individual investments? Did the
project set any requirements for
LWUA / water districts in this re-
gard?

On-site discussions, questionnaire

Are common systems (of part-
ners/other donors/international or-
ganisations) used for monitor-
ing/evaluation, learning and
accountability?

(are such systems even available?)

On-site discussions, questionnaire

IKFW

Evaluation question

Specification of the question for the
present project

Data source (or rationale if the question is not
relevant/applicable)

Rat-
ing

Weighting ( -
[o/+)

Reason for weighting

Are the objectives of the pro-
gramme aligned with the (global,
regional and country-specific) poli-
cies and priorities, in particular
those of the (development policy)
partners involved and affected and
the BMZ?

Project documentation, on-site discussions

Do the objectives of the programme
take into account the relevant politi-
cal and institutional framework con-
ditions (e.g. legislation, administra-
tive capacity, actual power
structures (including those related
to ethnicity, gender, etc.))?

Project documentation, on-site discussions
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Evaluation dimension: Focus on
needs and capacities of partici-
pants and stakeholders

Are the programme objectives fo-
cused on the developmental needs
and capacities of the target group?
Was the core problem identified
correctly?

IKFFW

Project documentation, on-site discussions

Were the needs and capacities of
particularly disadvantaged or vul-
nerable parts of the target group
taken into account (possible differ-
entiation according to age, income,
gender, ethnicity, etc.)? How was
the target group selected?

Project documentation, on-site discussions

Would the programme (from an ex
post perspective) have had other
significant gender impact potentials
if the concept had been designed
differently? (FC-E-specific ques-
tion)

Project documentation, on-site discussions

Evaluation dimension: Appropriate-
ness of design

Was the design of the programme
appropriate and realistic (techni-
cally, organisationally and finan-
cially) and in principle suitable for
contributing to solving the core
problem?

Project documentation, on-site discussions

Is the programme design suffi-
ciently precise and plausible (trans-
parency and verifiability of the

Project documentation, on-site discussions
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target system and the underlying
impact assumptions)?

Please describe the results chain,
incl. complementary measures, if
necessary in the form of a graphical
representation. Is this plausible? As
well as specifying the original and,
if necessary, adjusted target sys-
tem, taking into account the impact
levels (outcome and impact). The
(adjusted) target system can also
be displayed graphically. (FC-E-
specific question)

Project documentation, on-site discussions

To what extent is the design of the
programme based on a holistic ap-
proach to sustainable development
(interplay of the social, environmen-
tal and economic dimensions of
sustainability)?

Project documentation, on-site discussions

For projects within the scope of DC
programmes: is the programme,
based on its design, suitable for
achieving the objectives of the DC
programme? To what extent is the
impact level of the FC module
meaningfully linked to the DC pro-
gramme (e.g. outcome impact or
output outcome)? (FC-E-specific
question)

Project documentation, on-site discussions

Other evaluation question 1

Other evaluation question 2

IKFW
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Has the programme been adapted
in the course of its implementation
due to changed framework condi-
tions (risks and potential)?

Project documentation, on-site discussions

Coherence

IKFW

Evaluation question Specification of the question for the Data source (or rationale if the question is not Rat- Weighting | Reason for weighting
present project relevant/applicable) ing (-/o0/+)

Evaluation dimension: Internal co-
herence (division of tasks and syn- o
ergies within German development
cooperation):
To what extent is the programme To what extent does the project build | PP, PCR
designed in a complementary and | on previous phases | and 1I? How
collaborative manner within the did the project benefit from the water
German development cooperation ]E’rojEGCtS unqerCthe Federal MigisDtry

. A ] or Economic Cooperation and De-
(e.g. integration into DC pro " velopment (BMZ) priority area (be-
gramme, country/sector strategy)? fore it expired)?
Do the instruments of the German How were the project partners PP, PCR, GIZ
development cooperation dovetail (LWUA and the participating water
in a conceptually meaningful way districts) able to benefit from Ger-
and are synergies put to use? man TC in the water sector?
Is the programme consistent with Are there any special aspects to PP, PCR
international norms and standards | consider here? E.g. discrimination
to which the against the migrants named in the
German development cooperation PP?
is committed (e.g. human rights,
Paris Climate Agreement, etc.)?

3 0

Evaluation dimension: External co-
herence (complementarity and
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coordination with actors external to
German DC):

To what extent does the pro-
gramme complement and support
the partner’s own efforts (subsidiar-
ity principle)?

Did the project build on what they
themselves financed?

Did the partners make their own con-
tribution?

IKFFW

Is the design of the programme and
its implementation coordinated with
the activities of other donors?

Was the project coordinated with the
numerous donors ADB, JICA, World
Bank, etc. and if so, how?

On-site discussions, questionnaire

Was the programme designed to
use the existing systems and struc-
tures (of partners/other donors/in-
ternational organisations) for the
implementation of its activities and
to what extent are these used?

Have other donors in the participat-
ing water districts already financed
water infrastructure? If yes, was this
taken into account in the design of
the individual investments? Did the
project set any requirements for
LWUA / water districts in this re-
gard?

On-site discussions, questionnaire

Are common systems (of part-
ners/other donors/international or-
ganisations) used for monitor-
ing/evaluation, learning and
accountability?

(are such systems even available?)

Effectiveness

Evaluation question

Evaluation dimension: Achievement
of (intended) targets

Specification of the question for the pre-
sent project

Data source (or rationale if the question is
not relevant/applicable)

Rat- Weighting ( | Reason for
ing -lol+) weighting
3 0 Level of target

achievement / out-
comes

Annexes | 15



Were the (if necessary, adjusted)
objectives of the programme (incl.
capacity development measures)
achieved?

Table of indicators: Comparison of
actual/target

IKFW

Level of target
achievement at in-
frastructure level

To what extent were the outputs of
the programme delivered as
planned (or adapted to new devel-
opments)? (Learning/help question)

PP, PCR

Are the outputs provided and the
capacities created used?

Is the water infrastructure that was built
used for the water supply in all water
districts?

PCR, discussions with operators

To what extent is equal access to
the outputs provided and the ca-
pacities created guaranteed (e.g.
non-discriminatory, physically ac-
cessible, financially affordable,
qualitatively, socially and culturally
acceptable)?

Discrimination against migrants, from
the poorest, remote neighbourhoods,
etc.?

PCR, on-site discussions

To what extent did the programme
contribute to achieving the objec-
tives?

Did the project lead to an improvement
in the water supply?

PCR, on-site discussions with project man-
ager and TE

To what extent did the programme
contribute to achieving the objec-
tives at the level of the intended
beneficiaries?

Has the water availability for house-
holds (especially the poor) increased?
Have the beneficiaries ever been inter-
viewed?

PCR, discussions with beneficiaries, studies
on the water districts
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Did the programme contribute to
the achievement of objectives at
the level of the particularly disad-
vantaged or vulnerable groups in-
volved and affected (potential differ-
entiation according to age, income,
gender, ethnicity, etc.)?

How high is the proportion of poor
households in the participating water
districts, and are poorer households
connected in a non-discriminatory man-
ner? Or are there prohibitive connection
fees or similar conditions?

PCR, on-site discussions

Were there measures that specifi-
cally addressed gender impact po-
tential (e.g. through the involvement
of women in project committees,
water committees, use of social
workers for women, etc.)? (FC-E-
specific question)

Not relevant

Which project-internal factors (tech-
nical, organisational or financial)
were decisive for the achievement
or non-achievement of the intended
objectives of the programme?
(Learning/help question)

What aspects of project design allowed
the objectives to be achieved despite
the significant delays? Did the close fol-
low-up from KfW play a role?

PCR, meetings with project manager and TE

Which external factors were deci-
sive for the achievement or non-
achievement of the intended objec-
tives of the programme (also taking
into account the risks anticipated
beforehand)? (Learning/help ques-
tion)

IKFW

Quality is crucial for
sustainability

How is the quality of the manage-
ment and implementation of the
programme (e.g. project-executing
agency, consultant, taking into ac-
count ethnicity and gender in

Did LWUA’s management/support and
the independence of the water districts
pay off? Did all water districts contribute
to the design of their investments?
Were the support costs for LWUA high?

PCR, on-site discussions
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decision-making committees) eval-
uated with regard to the achieve-
ment of objectives?

How is the quality of the manage-
ment, implementation and participa-
tion in the programme by the part-
ners/sponsors evaluated?

(Covered by previous question)

Were gender results and relevant
risks in/through the project (gender-
based violence, e.g. in the context
of infrastructure or empowerment
projects) regularly monitored or oth-
erwise taken into account during
implementation? Have correspond-
ing measures (e.g. as part of a CM)
been implemented in a timely man-
ner? (FC-E-specific question)

Not relevant

Evaluation dimension: Unintended
consequences (positive or nega-
tive)

Can unintended positive/negative
direct impacts (social, economic,
ecological and, where applicable,
those affecting vulnerable groups)
be seen (or are they foreseeable)?

Which ones have occurred? For exam-
ple: Women'’s situation further devel-
oped thanks to improved water situa-
tion; hygiene situation in schools
improved?

On-site discussions, questionnaire

IKFW

What potential/risks arise from the
positive/negative unintended effects
and how should they be evaluated?

(depending on whether such unin-
tended effects have occurred)

How did the programme respond to
the potential/risks of the posi-
tive/negative unintended effects?

(depending on whether such unin-
tended effects have occurred)
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IKFW

Efficiency
Evaluation question Specification of the question for the pre- | Data source (or rationale if the question is Rat- Weighting (- | Reason for
sent project not relevant/applicable) ing /ol+) weighting
4 0

How are the inputs (financial and
material resources) of the pro-
gramme distributed (e.g. by instru-
ments, sectors, sub-measures, also
taking into account the cost contri-
butions of the partners/executing
agency/other participants and af-
fected parties, etc.)? (Learning and
help question)

Did the structure of LWUA as the pro-
ject-executing agency and the water dis-
tricts as additional borrowers cause
greater costs, higher management
costs, etc.?

What consequences did the small-scale
nature of the loans/measures have?

PCR, on-site discussions

To what extent were the inputs of
the programme used sparingly in
relation to the outputs produced
(products, capital goods and ser-
vices) (if possible in a comparison
with data from other evaluations of
a region, sector, etc.)? For exam-
ple, comparison of specific costs.

(Would alternative measures have been
conceivable at all or was the procedure
“without alternatives”?)

If necessary, as a complementary
perspective: To what extent could
the outputs of the programme have
been increased by an alternative
use of inputs (if possible in a com-
parison with data from other evalu-
ations of a region, sector, etc.)?

Not relevant

Were the outputs produced on time
and within the planned period?

What were the reasons for the signifi-
cant delay in implementation?
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Were the coordination and man-
agement costs reasonable (e.g. im-
plementation consultant’s cost com-
ponent)? (FC-E-specific question)

Evaluation dimension: Allocation ef-

IKFW

ficiency 0
In what other ways and at what Was co-financing with other donors On-site discussions
costs could the effects achieved available as an option?
(outcome/impact) have been at-
tained? (Learning/help question)
To what extent could the effects Not relevant
achieved have been attained in a
more cost-effective manner, com-
pared with an alternatively de-
signed programme?
If necessary, as a complementary Did the delay cause higher specific PCR
perspective: To what extent could costs (e.g. due to feasibility studies, etc.
the positive effects have been in- having to be repeated/updated after a
creased with the resources availa- | 10n9 ime)?
ble, compared to an alternatively
designed programme?
Impact
Evaluation question Specification of the question for the pre- | Data source (or rationale if the question is Weighting (- | Reason for
sent project not relevant/applicable) [ol+) weighting
Evaluation dimension: Overarching
developmental changes (intended) 0

Is it possible to identify overarching
developmental changes to which
the programme should contribute?

Has the target group’s health risk from un-
safe drinking water decreased (overarching
development objective)?

Impact studies, if available, other water
district or LWUA studies, on-site dis-

cussions

Annexes | 20




(Or if foreseeable, please be as
specific as possible in terms of
time.)

Is it possible to identify overarching
developmental changes (social,
economic, environmental and their
interactions) at the level of the in-
tended beneficiaries? (Or if fore-
seeable, please be as specific as
possible in terms of time).

Has the health situation of the beneficiaries
improved/deteriorated?

Impact studies, if available, other water
district or LWUA studies, on-site dis-
cussions

To what extent can overarching de-
velopmental changes be identified
at the level of particularly disadvan-
taged or vulnerable parts of the tar-
get group to which the programme
should contribute? (Or, if foreseea-
ble, please be as specific as possi-
ble in terms of time).

Has the health situation of households in
general and the poorest households in par-
ticular improved?

Impact studies, if available, other water
district or LWUA studies, on-site dis-
cussions

IKFW

To what extent did the programme
actually contribute to the identified
or foreseeable overarching devel-
opmental changes (also taking into
account the political stability) to
which the programme should con-
tribute?

Can the project’s contribution be demon-
strated/quantified in terms of (potential) im-
provement in the health situation?

Impact studies, if available, other water
district or LWUA studies, on-site dis-
cussions

To what extent did the programme
achieve its intended (possibly ad-
justed) developmental objectives?
In other words, are the project im-
pacts sufficiently tangible not only
at outcome level, but also at impact

Has the health situation of the 260,000 peo-
ple who benefit actually improved? Were
they achieved in all water districts or did they
depend on the investment (e.g. rehabilitation
vs new construction)

PCR, on-site discussions, question-
naire, possibly impact studies
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level? (e.g. drinking water sup-
ply/health effects)

Did the programme contribute to
achieving its (possibly adjusted) de-
velopmental objectives at the level
of the intended beneficiaries?

Has an improvement in the health situation
of the households been determined, or can it
be, as a result of the project?

PCR, on-site discussions, question-
naire, possibly impact studies

Has the programme contributed to
overarching developmental
changes or changes in life situa-
tions at the level of particularly dis-
advantaged or vulnerable parts of
the target group (potential differenti-
ation according to age, income,
gender, ethnicity, etc.) to which the
programme was intended to con-
tribute?

Has an improvement in the health situation
of the people in the poorest households
been determined, or can it be, as a result of
the project?

PCR, on-site discussions, question-
naire, possibly impact studies

Which project-internal factors (tech-
nical, organisational or financial)
were decisive for the achievement
or non-achievement of the intended
developmental objectives of the
programme? (Learning/help ques-
tion)

What effects did the delays and the resulting
reductions in funds have on target achieve-
ment?

PCR, on-site discussions

Which external factors were deci-
sive for the achievement or non-
achievement of the intended devel-
opmental objectives of the pro-
gramme? (Learning/help question)

Does the project have a broad-
based impact?

- To what extent has the pro-
gramme led to structural or
institutional changes (e.g.in
organisations, systems and

Did the project have a particularly broad im-
pact due to the inclusion of eight water dis-
tricts?

PCR, on-site discussions

IKFW
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regulations)? (Structure for-
mation)

- Was the programme exem-
plary and/or broadly effec-
tive and is it reproducible?
(Model character)

Were there imitator projects that used
knowledge/structures from the evaluated
project?

How would the development have
gone without the programme?
(Learning and help question)

Would people have had other ways of ac-
cessing clean water? Would the problem
have been quantity or quality or both?

On-site discussions

IKFW

To what extent can unintended
overarching developmental
changes (also taking into account
political stability) be identified (or, if
foreseeable, please be as specific
as possible in terms of time)?

Not relevant

Did the programme noticeably or
foreseeably contribute to unin-
tended (positive and/or negative)
overarching developmental im-
pacts?

Was waste water disposal more in the back-
ground because the focus is always on wa-
ter?

On-site discussions

Did the programme noticeably (or
foreseeably) contribute to unin-
tended (positive or negative) over-
arching developmental changes at
the level of particularly disadvan-
taged or vulnerable groups (within
or outside the target group) (do no
harm, e.g. no strengthening of ine-
quality (gender/ethnicity))?

To what extent did unintended effects occur
at all?
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Sustainability

IKFW

Evaluation question Specification of the question for the Data source (or rationale if the question is Rating Weighting ( | Reason for
present project not relevant/applicable) -lo/+) weighting
2 0
Are the target group, executing Did sustainability play a role in the se- PCR, on-site discussions, questionnaire,
agencies and partners institution- lection of the water districts, or was operating books, maintenance plans
ally, personally and financially able | &very candidate accepted? Are all wa-
and willing (ownership) to maintain ter districts still covering costs? Have
o their capacities/know-how developed
the positive effects of the pro- further?
gramme 0\{er time (after the end of Is preventive and systematic mainte-
the promotion)? nance of the infrastructure carried out
by the operators?
Does the target group handle the infra-
structure with care, if relevant? Does
the target group handle water as a re-
source in a responsible manner?
To what extent do the target group, | Are LWUA and the water districts On-site discussions, questionnaire
executing agencies and partners aware of possible risks? What do they
demonstrate resilience to future (preventively) do about it?
risks that could jeopardise the im-
pact of the programme?
2 0

Did the programme contribute to
the target group, executing agen-
cies and partners being institution-
ally, personally and financially able
and willing (ownership) to maintain
the positive effects of the pro-
gramme over time and, where nec-
essary, to curb negative effects?

How did the management and support
provided by LWUA affect the water dis-
tricts’ capacity building (accompanying
conception, design, award of contracts,
etc.)?

What added value did KfW have?

PCR, on-site discussions, questionnaire
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Did the programme contribute to
strengthening the resilience of the
target group, executing agencies
and partners to risks that could
jeopardise the effects of the pro-
gramme?

Was clarification carried out with regard
to the risks, or was KfW’s role limited to
financing? Was clarification carried out
by LWUA? (The creation/rehabilitation
of the infrastructure itself can already
make a significant contribution to resili-
ence)

On-site discussions, questionnaire

Did the programme contribute to
strengthening the resilience of par-
ticularly disadvantaged groups to
risks that could jeopardise the ef-
fects of the programme?

Have special social tariffs been intro-
duced for low-income households, if
applicable?

IKFW

How stable is the context of the
programme (e.g. social justice, eco-
nomic performance, political stabil-
ity, environmental balance)?
(Learning/help question)

Are there any risks in this regard? Has
the security situation in selected water
districts deteriorated (theft, terrorist mi-
litia as in the south, but also heavy rain
events, etc.)?

On-site discussions, questionnaire, studies
about the country

To what extent is the durability of
the positive effects of the pro-
gramme influenced by the context?
(Learning/help question)

Can/should the water infrastructure be
protected against possible risks as a
precaution?

On-site discussions

To what extent are the positive and,
where applicable, the negative ef-
fects of the programme likely to be
long-lasting?

Are there any signs of negative devel-
opments?

On-site discussions
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