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PREFACE TO THE FINAL REPORT

The 1995 field study for the evaluationof UNICEF’s regionalWES programmein
CentralAmericaturnedout to be — for the Teammembers— avery rewardingprocess
of interactionbetweenthe EvaluationTeamand a greatnumberof representativesof
UNICEF andits partnersin the sevencountries,aswell aswith representativesof com-
munities.

During the field study, the EvaluationTeam produceddraft workingpaperson each
CountryProgrammeandon theSubregionalComponentof theProgramme.Thesepapers
weresharedwith the respectiveresponsibleofficer in the region’sUNICEF countriesas
well aswith the involved officersattheGuatemalaArea Office. Thecommentsreceived
by theTeamwereaccommodatedin revisedversionsoftheworking papers.

Thecomplexfield study of theUNICEF Programmewould not haveworkedout aswell
as it did, had it not beenfor the generousco-operationand assistancefrom, first of all,
theGuatemalaArea Office andall the UNICEF countryoffices.Many others,from cen-
tral governmentofficials and NGO representativesto local governmentrepresentatives,
field workers,community leadersandcommunitymembershavesharedwith us theirex-
perienceandtheir time andtherebycontributedto thisevaluationstudy.

The Draft Reportof September1995hasbeenstudiedby UNICEF, SDC and Sida.The
Team has receivedwritten commentsfrom UNICEF, the Embassyof Swedenin
Guatemalaand Sida.Thesecommentshavebeencarefullyconsideredby the Team.We
havebenefitedfrom thecommentsin the final editingandappreciatetheefforts put in by
the readers.Theresponsibilityfor the text and its conclusionsandrecommendationsrests
solelywith the independentEvaluationTeam.however.

Stockholm,January1996

JanValdelin
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The evaluationstudy of UNICEF’s Programmefor Water and Sanitationin Central
Americawascarriedout by an internationalindependentEvaluationTeamconsistingof
Jan Valdelin (Ph.D., businessadministration;Team leader),CharlottaAdelstâl (M.A.,
economicsand socialanthropology),Ron Sawyer(B.A., psychologyand education),
RosaN~flez(medicalsurgeon,M.A., publichealth),Xiomaradel Torres(civil engineer)
and Daniel Gubler(M. Sc., civil engineering;Perreten& Milleret SA). Thestudy was
commissionedby the SwedishInternationalDevelopmentCo-operationAgencyandthe
Swiss DevelopmentCo-operation.It startedin June1995 and thefield study was con-
cludedin September1995. It is thefirst externalevaluationstudyof the Programme
whereall participatingcountrieshavebeenvisited by theEvaluationTeam.Theassess-
mentof pastperformancecoverstheperiodfrom 1991 to 1995.

The UNICEF Programmehas beensupportedby Swedenand Switzerlandby approxi-
mately USD 17 million and USD 2 million, respectively.The Programmeconsistsof
sevenWaterand EnvironmentalSanitationcountryprogrammes,onespecialprogramme
for formerconflict areasin El Salvadorand a SubregionalComponent.The evaluation
study is focusedon theProgrammeasa whole.

Theoverall objectivesof theProgrammeare to improvewomen’sandchildren’shealth
andto reducetheburdenof womenin watercollection.

TheProgrammewas found to be relevantto theproblemsof the targetgroups.Given the
projectedfuturedevelopmentsin theCentralAmericanregion. it hasbeenconcludedthat
theProgrammewill remainrelevantalso in the future.

It hasnot beenpossibleto assessthe impactof theProgrammein termsof theoverall ob-
jectivesdueto thelack of impactdata.

Theassessmentof pastperformancein termsofoutputshasled theTeamto concludethat
the Programmehasbeensuccessfulin termsof servicedelivery. The best results are
foundin waterdelivery, followed by sanitationinfrastructure,while the leastsuccessful
parthasbeenthe healthand hygieneeducationoutputs.Previousevaluationshavebeen
less impressedas resultswereslow to start in 1992and haveimprovedconsiderablyin
1994.

In termsof achievementsin theareasof capacitybuilding, institutionaldevelopmentand
empowerment,the resultsareless impressive.Thesefindings are in line with previous
reviewsandevaluations.Theremay be room for improvementin theseareas,given the
wealthofexperienceandknowledgethat hasbeengatheredin theProgramme.

TheEvaluationTeamrecommendscontinuedsupportto the Progra?n~ne.It further rec-
ommendsthat suchsupportshouldincludeall sevencountriesaswell asa subregional
component.The Teamalso recommendsthatmeasuresbe takento improvethe balance
betweenwaterandsanitation in the servicedeliveryarea aswell asto improvethe capac-
i~’buildingandempowermentcomponenisofthe Progra~nme.Futureplanningand,nan-
agementofthe Programmeshouldalso be improvedby increasedemphasison participa-
tor’s’ planning andimplementation.

I



Further,theTeamhasprovidedthe following specificrecommendations.

An appropriateindicatorsvste!nfor progressmonitoringshouldbe developed

The Team recomnmnendsthat tile newprogra~nmnephasebe basedon integratedcommu-
nit-v-basedplanninganddesignedwithin a planningmnodellike theLogicalFramework
Approachor similar concepts,wherebya srrict managementandmonitoringsystemis
establishedfor the implemnentation.An aim shouldbe to link the differentparts of the
progra~nmnein a systematic~t’ayso that the tm~fledprojectdocumentreflectsthe objectives
ofeachpart.

The Teammirecommendsthat UNICEFdevelopa mechanismto makethe choiceofcoun-
terpartsstrategically. We also recommendthat the niethodsfor capacitybuilding in the
counterpartinstitutionSbe improved.

Horizontalexchangesandopportunitiesfor cross-fertilisationbetweencountriesandpro-
jectsshouldbe moreactive1~’promoted.

The centreof tile Programmneshouldbe mncvedoutwardanddownwards:an Advisory
Board composedof resourcepersonsfrom the region — but externalto UNICEF —

shouldbe convenedat regular intervalsto reviewprogressamid it’ork programs.

The Team recommnendsthat UNICEFchangeits staffingpolicyfor tile Programnmnewith
tue aim ofhavingmnorebalancedresourcesin termsoftile differentProgrammecomnpo-
mients.

Tile Teamrecom,nendsthat UNICEFfor tile nextprogramnmningphasedevelopa strict/v
appliedpolicyfor costrecovery.

The Teamrecommendsthatstrategicandc~tal~ticmneansof usingthe limitedfundsare
soughtfor maximumimnpact. This impliesth~ztUNICEF shouldstrive to get to know the
sectorevenbetterbyparticipatorymneansandby creatinga large constituency.

II



EVALUATION OF UNICEF’s PROGRAMME FOR WATER AND
SANITATION IN CENTRAL AMERICA

This is the Final Report of an Evaluationof UNICEF’s Programmefor Water and
Sanitationin CentralAmerica1.TheTermsof Reference(ToR) for theevaluationare
found in Annex 1. In the introductorysectionsomefeaturesof theCentral American
contextareindicatedbeforea descriptionof theProgrammeis given.In sectiontwo, the
evaluationstudy is presented,while sectionsthreeand four presentthefindingsof the
study. Sectionfive containstheEvaluationTeam’sconclusions.Thereportis concluded
by a sectionon lessonslearnedfollowed by a list ofrecomnmnendationsin the final section.

I PROGRAMME CONTEXT

In order to presenttheevaluationstudy in its regionalandprogrammecontextthis section
first presentsa selectednumberofdataon the regionandthecountriesin CentralAmerica.
From therethe presentationmoveson to thewaterandenvironmentalsanitationsectorin
CentralAmerica,beforetheevaluatedprogrammeis described.

1.1 Central America

Poverty,unemployment,economicrecession,lackof accessto health service,migration
relatedto job-seekingandwar, high infant mortality rates,high incidenceandprevalence
ratesof djarrhoealandwaterbornediseasesare somefactsthat characterisethe Central
Americancountries2,with someexceptionfor Belize,CostaRicaand Panama.In addi-
tion, high inflation, higher investmentin themilitary sectorthan in healthcare,uneven
distribution of wealthasshownby land ownershipconcentratedto less than 20% of the
population,andan indigenouspopulationliving in extremepoverty are conditionspre-
vailing in theCentralAmericanregionwhereabout31 million peoplelive.

A diversity ofethnic groupsarefound in the region.Theindigenousinhabitantsandthe
African Caribbeanof CentralAmericaareoften marginalisedanddiscriminatedagainst.A
majorityof themareliving in the rural areas.In Guatemala60%of thepopulationarein-
digenous,while in theothercountriesthe indigenouspeopleare in minority. Theindige-
nousareas,togetherwith the refugeeand immigrant communities,are the most poorly
servedwith basicservices.During the eighties,povertyhasbeenincreasingandasmany
as65%of the total populationareconsideredpoor, themajorityof which is living in rural
areas.

Table 1 presentsasummaryof thesevencountries’socto-economicsituationby a selec-
tive list ofcommonindicators.

I The Programmename haschangedsince its inception In this report it is labelledaccordingto the Termsof

Referencefor the evaluationstudy Similarly. the acronymfor Waterand Sanitation(WATSAN) wasorigi-
nally used,oniy to be replacedby WES. for Waterand EnvironmentaiSanitation,which is the presentlabel
usedfor the ProgrammeIt is usedin this report,except for thoseinstanceswheretheTeam onginally labelled
documentsby the WATSAN acronymsuchas for examplethequestionnairesto the responsibleofficers

2 Central Amencain this report includesthe sevencountriesbetweenMexico andColombia Central Amencais
called a region In UNICEF’s organisationCentral Amencaforms part of the regioncalled the Americasand
the CaribbeanThis meansthatCentral Amencafor UNICEF forms a sub-regionandhencethe Subregional
Component of the WES programme



Table 1: Socio-economicindicators_b~’ countries in Central America
(~o-economicindicators Belize CostaRica El Salvado Guatemala Honduras Nicaragua Panama

GNP percapita(USD) 1991 2 180 I 870 I 090 940 590 400 1 250
Annual growth rate 1980-91 2 5 0 7 -0 3 -1 8 -0 5 -4 4 - I 8
Annual rate of inflation 1992 3 3 18 6 10 0 10 4 8 4 23 i 4 4
Educationexp (% of GDP 1990) 6 0 4 6 1.8 I 4 4 6
Healthexp (% of GDP 1990) 2 2 5 6 2 6 2.1 2 9 6 7 -

Military exp (% of GDP 90-91) - 0 5 2 9 I I 6 9 9 0 2 5
Annual population growth rate I 9 2 2 2 2 2 8 2 8 3 3 1 8
Peoplein absolutepoverty (%) - 29 5 I 71 37 20 42
Calonesupply (% of reg) 88-90 114 120 102 101 9 i 100 100
Life expectancy(years)1992 68 0 76 0 65 2 64 0 65 2 65 4 72 5
Infant mortality rate 1992 23 14 46 49 61 53 21
Under-five mortality rate 1992 26 16 60 75 80 75 28

~~ess to healthser~ices(%) 85-9i 95 97 60 50 66 - 80
Adult literacy(% +15) - 93 75 56 75 - 90
Enrolmentall levels (% age6-23) - 56 5 I 41 50 53 62
Mean ~‘earsof schooling(+25) 4 6
Source UNDP. Human De~elopmentReport. 1994

5 7 I 4 2 4 I 4 0 4 5 6 8

Accordingto demographicprojections,future populationgrowthwill neitherbe in theru-
ral nor in the settledurban areas.ThegrowtLi in theseareaswill be steady,but thepen-
urban areaswill experiencethe fastestpopulationgrowth. Theurban-ruralpopulation
distributionof theCentralAmericancountriesandthepresentmigrationtrendsare illus-
trated in Table 2.

Table 2: Population by countries in Central America
URBAN RURAL

1991 1994 Change 1991 1994 Change.___________

Belize1 104 000 98 000~ -58% 76000 107 000 408%

Costa Rica 1 500 000 I 560 000 4 0 % 1 507 000 I 560 000 3 5 %
El Sal’.ador 2 330 0002 2 940 000 26 2% 2 840 0002 2 430 000 - 144 91-
Guatemala 3 645 000 3 974 000 90%~ 5 822 000 6 348 00Oj 9.0 %
Honduras 2022336 2268 824I 122%j 2869918 3049 007 62%

• Nicaragua

Panama’

2 439 898

I 285 000

2 707 386 II0%i

I 381 000~ 7591-~

I 559 333

I 098000]

I 702 035

I 177 000~

92 %

72%

Source Questionnaire6. WATSAN Officer (Cf section 2 for a referenceto the study questionnaires)
I) SourceRRAS-CA
2) Datafrom 1990

The sevenCentralAmericancountriessharea commonhistory datingback to colonial
times. Guatemala,Honduras,El Salvador,Nicaraguaand CostaRicawere united in a
Central American Federationfrom 1823 to 1838. The current decadehas seen a
favourabledevelopmentof thesocio-politicalclimate,currentlywith electedgovernments
in all countries.

After almost threedecadesof wars thegovernmentsof the sevencountriesare making
remarkableefforts to achievelasting peace.In 1987, the CentralAmerican presidents
signedthe Esquipulastreaty, a historical agreementthat aimsto establisha “firm and
lastingpeacein CentralAmerica”. Fouryearslateranotherfundamentalagreementwas
signedasthe Tegucigalpa Protocol, which institutedSistemade la Integración Cen-
troaméricana(SICA), groupingthesix Spanish-speakingcountries.27 inter-govemmen-

2



tal agencieswerestructuredundertheumbrellaof SICA. Presidentialsummitshaveperi-
odically takenplaceunderthe CentralAmnericanParhiamnent(PARLACEN), createdin
1991.andgroupingso far El Salvador,Guatemala,Honduras,NicaraguaandPanama.A
SocialIntegm-ationTreaty wassignedin 1995that institutionalisedtheRegional~ommis-
siomifor SocialAffaims(CRAS). Internationalagenciessuchas the United Nations,the
World Bank,andothers,havebeenpolitically andfinanciallypresentto promotepoverty
alleviationandpeacein the areaandto supporttheAlliancefor a SustainableDevelopment
in the region.

Justlike NAFTA in North AmericaandtheAndeanPactin SouthAmericademonstrate,
integrationefforts are madein CentralAmericaasshownby thesedevelopments.A re-
gional approachto socialdevelopmentis beingpromoted,basedon theunderlyingideaof
interdependencyin termsof socialproblems,but alsoin termsofjoint solutionsby joint
actionsbenefitingfrom opportunitiesderiving from economiesof scale.Many of thenew
opportunitiesfor the countriesand for UNICEF are a result of the integrationprocess,
that alsoposesnewchallenges(cf. section5).

L2 Sector context in Central America

The waterand environmentalsanitationsectorin CentralAmerica demonstratesmany
commondenominatorsbetweencountries.In this sectionsomebasicinformationregard-
ing the coverageof services, investments,institutions and priorities is presented.
Coveragedataon waterandsanitationsufferfrom lack of reliability. In Table 3 below.
coveragedataprovidedby theWES officers to the EvaluationTeamarepresented3.

Table 3: Coverage of water and sanitation in Central America 1994
COVERAGE % WATER SANITATION

Rural Urban

89 94

96 99

65 91
61 I 96

65 70
38 332

68 99

Rural Urban

Belize’ 72 95

Costa Rica 89 99

El Sal~ador 46 85
Honduras 67 92

• Guatemala 49 90
Nicaragua 28 80

Panama’ 66 96

I) Figuresfrom RRAS-CA
2) Figures on urbansanitation only include households‘.~ithsewersystem Households‘.~ithlatrines are esti-
matedto makeup approximately4591-

In termsofwaterandsanitationservicecoveragetheCentral Amencancountneshavede-
velopeddifferently. CostaRica,and to a certaindegreeBelize aswell, arecloseto full
coveragein waterandsanitationin urbanandrural areas.Nicaragua,Honduras,El Sal-
vador,GuatemalaandPanamaindicateawide urban-ruralgapof services.Thecoverage
figuresof Nicaraguaare the lowest in the region.However,the coveragedefinitionsvary
betweencountries,which must be consideredwhencomparisonsare made.Coverage
datado not considerusageratesor the technicalfunctioningof thephysicalsanitationand
waterinfrastructure.Table4 presentsthecriteria usedfor thedefinitionsof coveragein
table3 in threeofthecountries

RRAS-CA standsfor Red Regionalde Aguay Saneamientoen Centroaménca.cf below

3



Table 4: Criteria for coverage definition

SourceQuestionnaire6, WATSAN Officer - _____________________________________________
Althoughcoveragemayhaveincreasedlately, suchdatatell little abouttheabsolutesizeof
theunservedorunderservedpopulation4.A positive trendin investmentmaybe counter-
actedby populationgrowthor migration.Accordingto UNICEF, the numberofunserved
peoplehasbeenestimatedasshownin Table 5. In spiteof considerableimprovementof
coveragethe numberof unservedis still substantial In the caseof rural water theun-
servedpopulationhasevenincreased.

Table 5: Number of unserved people in Central America 1980 and 1994
(millions) 1980 1994
Urban people without water supply I 7 I 6

Rural people without water supply. 8 0 8 2
Urban people without sanitation 3 3 2 I

Rural peoplewithout sanitation 8 4 7 3
Source UNICEF. Estadisticas de CoberturadeAgua y San’~ amiento en Centroaménca. 1980-1994

Total sectorinvestments(1991-1995)by country,basedon dataprovidedby the WES
officers, are summarisedin Table 6 below.Thestatisticscapturethepublic investments
madein thesector,andonly rarelyarecontributionsfrom individualsor communitiesin-
cluded.

Table 6: Sector investments_by count~’in Central America 1991-95
(USD 000) 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 Subtotal(91-93) Total

Belize 2 304 2 460 3 398 1 470 13 881 8 162 23 513

Costa Rica1 8790 8728 8 717 124 636 72 371 26235 123 242

El Salvador 34 280 26 770 20 900 34 270 32 500 81 950 148 720

Guatemala 38 550 61 700 61 100 NA NA 161 350 —

Honduras 44 100 32 800 38 000 N A N A 114 900 —

Nicaragua 13 844 10 860 22 590 373 8 104 47 294 84 771

I Total 141 868 143 318 i54 705J_ — — 439 891 —

1) Figures representthe investmentmade by ICAA, resfonsiblefor approximately70% of investmentsin the
sector
Source Questionnaire4, WATSAN officer Note no datafrom Panama isasavailable

The investmentdatafrom GuatemalaandHonduraswere availableonly for theperiod

4Unservedreferesto thepopulation without acceesswhile underservedrefersto the populationwith inade-
quateaccessto services

in Rica
Sanitation an adequate system for disposal of humanexcretain each household
Water householdconnection

El Sn/i odor

I Sanitationrural. accessto a latrine in every household
Sanitationurban assessto a sewerage,septictank or latrine
Water rural access to a minimum of 20 Iitreslpersonlday at a distance of 150 melers
Waterurban accessto a minimum of 100 litres/person/dayat adistanceof 100meters

Honduras
Sanitationrural/urban accessto a latrine or homeconnection.
Water rural/urban home connection or easy access
No definition wasprovided from Belize.Guatemala.Nicaraguaor Panama
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1991-1993.As a consequence,total investmentin the regioncanonly be displayedfor
the shortertime period(cf. subtotal 1991 - 1993).

The following country by country accountof sectorinvestmentsshowstheinstitutional
set-upsandthe relativecontributionto thesectorof respectiveagents.Theperiodin focus
is 1991-1995,unlessotherwiseindicated.Therearecertainlimitations in the information
given. Investmentsmadeby governmentinstitutionsmaybe financedfrom both internal
andexternalresourcesanddo not provideinformationon therespectivegovernments’
potentialto finance improvedsectorservicesthroughthestatebudget.Theinvestments
madethroughSocial InvestmentFundsor DevelopmentBanksaretreatedasgovernment
contributionsastheyareloans,asopposedto investmentsmadefrom grantsby interna-
tional donors.

In Belize the largestsectorinvestoris the governmentwith 23% of the total, out of
which 71% was spentin the rural areas.TheNational WaterandSewerageAuthority,
(WASA), a semi-governmentalbody acting as aprivate company,is thesecondlargest
investorcontributing20%of total investment,yet WASA actsonly in theurbanareas.In
1995a loan from the CaribbeanDevelopmentBank,a socialsecurityloanand an“unde-
fined” loan accountedfor 69%, of which mostwas spentin urbanareas.In 1994 andso
far in 1995, 13%of total investmentsaredirectedto the rural areas.

Thelargestinvestorsin CostaRica arethe developmentbanks.accountingfor approx-
imately 40% of total investments.The governmentaccountsfor 26%. The Social
InvestmentFundhascontributedaround 16% to thesectorin 1991-94.“Others”, defined
asa combinationof communitiesandthegovernment,contributed16%.

In El Salvador most investmentsin waterand sanitationare madeby Admninistración
NacionaldeAcueductosV Alcantarillo (ANDA) accountingfor approximately68% of to-
tal investments.A marginalamountis spenton the UNICEF targetgroup,sinceANDA
hasserved2.5%only of the rural inhabitantsThe secondlargestcontributoris the Social
InvestmentFund, 24%, with an increasingpresencein both water and sanitation.The
contributionof theSocial InvestmentFundhasbeenmoreor lessequalto theamount in-
vestedby ANDA in 1994and 1995 andone canexpectthat the rural areais receivingin-
creasingattention.The Ministry of Health, the Ministry of Natural Resourcesand the
EuropeanUnion aretheotherinvestorsandhavecontributedwith smalleramountsover
theyears.

The contributionsto the sector in Honduras (1989 - 1993) are as follows: Servicio
AutonomoNacionaldeAcueductosv Alcamitarillados(SANAA) 66%; SecretarIade Salud
Páblica 17%; Division Municipal de Aguasde SanPedroSula(DIMA) 9%; the Social
InvestmentFund 8%. SANAA, beingthe largestinvestor,spendsapproximately28% in
therural areas.TheUNICEF contributionto the total SANAA investment(1990-93)is
1.3%.

Thelargestinvestorin Nicaraguais the groupof “internationaldonors”,accountingfor
38%of total investments.Thegovernmenthascontributed32%.TheSocial Investment
Fund,developmentbanksand “other loans” haveeachinvestedapproximately10% of
total investment.

By relatingthe investmentsmadein waterand sanitationto thepopulation,wearriveat
investmentpercapita.Theway the targetgroupof UNICEF is affectedis dependingon
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the distributionof the overall expenditurebetweenrural andurbanareas.Unfortunately
theavailableinvestmentdatadoesnot permit an urban-ruralsplit (exceptfor Belize).The
investmentper capitais given in Table 7 below.

Table 7: Sector investments per capita in Central America 1991 and 1994
‘ (USD) Sanitation

1991 1994

Water
1991 1994

Total
1991 1994

Belize. rural 6.35 3,57 13,22 5,98 19,57 9,55
Costa Rica 0.15 0.33 ~.77 7,58 2,92 7,91

El Salvador 1.54 2.64 :5,09 3,75 6.62 6.39

Guatemala
1 4,07 5,92

Honduras1 9,01 6.17

Nicaragua 0.10 0,76 3.36 5,90 3.46 6,66

I) Estimatedper capitaInvestmentfor 1994 is basedon investmentdatafrom 1993 No water-sanitationsplit
“as a~aiIabIe
Source Questionnaires4 and6. WATSAN officer Note no data from Panama ~vasavailable

How coverageis affectedby the levelof investmentis relatedto thechoiceof technology
andits attachedcost. Accordingto the UNICEFWES strategypapertheestimatedaver-
ageinvestmentcostin Africa to servepeoplewith sanitationandwater is 30 USD per
capita.The reportedaveragecost(USD) per beneficiaryby the UNICEF WES officers
for different technologiesareshown in Table8.

Table 8: Investment cost per beneficiary in Central America (USD)
Family dugwell, fitted with hand pump 11.35
Drilled well, fitted with hand pump 27.00

Gravity-fed water systems 78.20

Mini aqueducts 33.40

Latrine (LASF) 26.70

Source Questionnaire 1. WATSANOfficer

The data in Table 8 indicate that the averagecost for UNICEF in Central America
(including LASF latrine) would be considerablyhigher than theaveragecost in Africa.
This mayhavea numberof explanationssuchasnaturalconditionsor technologychoice.

1.2.1 SECTORINSTITUTIONS

The institutional set-upfor the supplyof water and sanitationin the CentralAmerican
countrieshasbeencharacterisedby lacking or weakpolicy frameworktogetherwith a
largenumberof institutions— whenthereis not a “monopoly” situation— with atleasta
minor role in thesector,but without any clearleadershipin termsof planning andco-or-
dination.This often leadsto duplication of functions, lackof co-ordination,different
methods,standardsandpolicies, all resulting in a lackof integrationof thesector.The
leadinginstitutionsoften havea mix of functionsvestedin thesameunit: regulatory,
planningandoperating.Policieson cost recoveryand tariffs wereoften not clearor not
implemented.A spectacularcommontrait betweenthecountrieshasbeenthestrongpri-
ority given to urbansuppliesat thecost ofrural supplies.

Themostcommoninstitutional arrangementsin theCentralAmericancountriesmaybe
foundin two categories.Thefirst oneis amodel whereanationalurban utility is respon-
siblefor urbanareas,while another— mostof the time theMinistry of Health— is re-
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sponsiblefor rural areas.In this model thenationalpriority for urbanareasis reflectedin
the importanceof theurbanutility, oftencombinedwith a relatively effectiveway ofcater-
ing for thepriority areas.In theothermodel onefinds a comprehensiveutility responsible
for the sectorin all areas.Sometimesthis utility is undertheMinistry of Health.In these
two models,a commondenominatoris that the responsibilityfor the rural areasoften is
vestedwith theMinistry of Health.Apart from the nationalsectorinstitutions,regional
institutionsexist alsoin theWES sector,themain onesbeingthe following:

TheRegionalWaterandSanitationNetworkfor CentralAmerica(RRAS-CA) ini-
tially launchedby theUNDPIWorId Bank Waterand SanitationProgramme,but
now managedby UNICEFwith theSwissDevelopmentCo-operation(SDC)5and
theSwedishInternationalDevelopmentAuthority (SIDA)6 support.RRAS-CA fo-
cuseson donorco-ordination,advocacyfor sectorreformandinstitutional strength-
eningin the fourcountrieswith the lowestcoveragerates(Guatemala,Honduras,
El Salvador,andNicaragua).RRAS-CA is basedin Hondurassince 1994.

ComnitéCoordinadorRegionalde Instituclomiesde AguaPotablede Centroamnérica,
Panamav RepáblicaDomninicana(CAPRE) createdin 1979andprimarily working
with theurbanwaterandsanitationutilities.

1.2.2SECTORPRIORITIESAND KEY ISSUES

Of thetotal spendingin the sectorin Belize (rural). approximately25% wasdedicatedto
sanitationduring 1991-1995.On theaverage,Costa Rica spent94%in water activities.
Thetrend in El Salvadorhasbeenan increasingattentionto sanitation:In 1991, more
or less77% of the investmentsin the sectorin El Salvadorwentto water,but looking at
investmentsin 1994, the distribution betweenwater and sanitationwasmore or less
equal,and in 1995, 70% is plannedto be spenton sanitation.A partial explanationis a
major latrine constructionproject by theSocial InvestmentFund,butalsothat ANDA has
increasedits shareon sanitation.In Honduras 25% of SANAA’s investments(1989-
1993)werespenton sanitation.In Nicaraguasanitationexpenditureaccountedfor 11%
oftotal investmentduring theperiod199l-l995~.

To theabovesummaryof the recentwaterandsanitationSectorprioritiesof governments
in CentralAmericaa few indicationsof thekey problemsandcausesof thepresentsitua-
tion shouldbe added.As a generalcharacteristicof the region,althoughto varying de-
grees,theexistingsectorpoliciesand thedominantsectoractorstendto neglectthe rural
areasand thepoorerstrataof theurbanpopulation.Themajority of theunservedandun-
derservedpopulationis madeup ofthe rural poorandthepen-urbanpoor. In orderto in-
creasecoverageof water andsanitationin the region, andtherebycreateimpact on the
healthstatusof thepopulation,further investmentsmustbe targetedto therural andthe
pen-urbanpoor.

Sectorreformswith the purposeofcreatingapolicy frameworkandasectororganisation
enablingsustainabledevelopmentofwatersupplyand sanitationaresharedrequirements

~ COSUDEin Spanish
6On July 1st, 1995. the previouslyexisting Swedishdevelopmentco-operationagencieswere mergedinto a

new unit namedthe Sv~ed:shInternational Dei~elopmnen: Co.operat:on Agency with the acronymSida Here
the acronymSIDA is used to designate the authority before July 1995

7Questionnaire4, WATSAN officer
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in all countriesof the region.Any long-termprogrammeaimedat areducedrateof water-
relateddiseasesanda reducedburdenof womenhasto take thissectorcontextinto con-
siderationin orderto becomerelevantto the problemsof theneedy.

1.3 Programme history

TheUNICEF Waterand EnvironmentalSanitationProgramme(theWES Programme),
and its SubregionalComponentunder review here, compriseall sevencountriesin
CentralAmerica. TheGuatemalaArea Office (GAO) overseesUNICEFprogrammesin
Guatemala,Belize, El Salvador,CostaRicaarid Panama;in Guatemala,theCountryPro-
grammesareundera ProgrammeCo-ordinator,and in theotherfourcountries,thereis a
UNICEF DelegateRepresentative.In Hondurasand Nicaragua,UNICEF has “fully
fledged” CountryOffices.

In 1987 theSwedishInternationalDevelopn~entAuthority beganregionaldevelopment
co-operationwith Central Americaby signingan agreementwith UNICEF to supportthe
UN agency’sregionalprogrammeon water and sanitation Theagreementcoveredthe
yearsof 1987-1991. TheSIDA objectivewasto supportthepeaceprocessin the region.

UNICEF requestedcontinuedsupport to a similar five-year programme(1991-1996).
TheProgrammeproposal“includedsupportto CountryProgrammesin eachof theseven
countries”8 as well as asupport to a “subregionalcomponent”.An appraisalof thepro-
grammeproposalwascarriedout in l99l~.T~ieappraisalrecommendeda numberof im-
provementsof the proposal.The Swedishgovernmentdecidedto supportthe newpro-
grammewith SEK10 15 million per year, totalling SEK 75 million, without changesin
theproposal.At theexchangeratesprevailingin 1992, theSwedishcontributionwases-
timatedat more than 56% of thecostsfor full Programmeexecution11.Thenewagree-
ment betweenUNICEF and SIDA was signedin September1991 under the heading
“CentralAmericaSubregionalProgramme’WaterandSanitation”.Theproject document
referredto in theagreementis called“A waterandenvironmentalsanitationproject pro-
posalfor CentralAmericaandPanama”12.

In 1992 UNICEF forwardedarequestto SIDA for support to atwo-yearprogrammefor
waterandenvironmentalsanitationin formerconflict areasin El Salvador.Theproposal
for “Water Supply and SanitationProjectfor FormerConflict Area Communitiesof El
Salvador1993-94” wasworkedout by UNICEF El SalvadorandtheGAO. TheSwedish

8 Termsof Reference
Lewin et al. 1991 Cf Annex 2. Documents reviewed

10 SEK stands for Swedish Kronor Before 1992 the SEK~vasfixed to the ECUand Its rate to the US dollar (USD)

waschanging but averaging about I USD= 5 5 SEK in the fall of 1992 the SEK started floating in relation to
all currencies This resulted in a devaluation of the SEK to the dollar by about 25%or more At the time of
writing the rateis around I USD= 7 SEK

II Proposal to the Govern,nenr of Sv~zizerland for support of Subregional Component of Water. Sanitation and

Environmental Education program?ne. Central Americc. /993-94. UNICEF. GuatemalaArea Office. 1992 The
remainingfinancial needwasoriginally plannedto be met by other donors Later Switzerland joined Sweden
andtherestof the budgetis financedby UNICEF’s GeneralResources

12 This “projectdocument”is acollection of eight docurnientsone programmefor eachcountry plus onefor the

SubregionalComponent In the latter documentthe overall programmeis presentedas a whole, which would
imply that the Subregionaldocumentis also the overall projectdocument In the opening“explanatory note”
of the Subregionalproposal it is statedthat “this documentoutlinesthe generalcontext,goals and strategies
of the entire programme” The Subregionalprogrammeis also presentedandthe note addsthat “Eachof the
sevencountry programmesaredescribedin separateacompanyingdocuments”
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go~ernmentdecidedto supportthis programmeduring 1992/93-1993/94with SEK 14.8
million13. The new agreementwas regardedby SIDA as an extensionof the on-going
five-yearagreementwith UNICEF.

In 1993. the regional Programmewas reviewedby independentconsultants14recom-
mendingcontinuedsupportto the Programme.In April 1994, thesupportto the former
conflict areasin El Salvadorwas evaluatedby independentconsultants’5,who proposed
that the supportshouldbe extendedto 199616.

Switzerlandstartedto supporttheSubregionalComponentin 1993. In 1992 theSwedish
supportto the SubregionalComponentbudgetedfor 1996 hadbeenusedfor financeof
theSubregionalComponent.Theagreementbetweenthegovernmentof Switzerlandand
UNICEF of 1993 committedUSD 927 000 during 1993 and 1994 to the Subregional
Componentof thefive-yearProgramme.Swedishfundsto theSubregionalComponent
were thereforereleasedto the CountryProgrammes.For 1995-1996theSwissgovern-
ment hascontributedanotherUSD 959 000 to theSubregionalComponent.

During the fall of 1994, SIDA had receiveda requestfrom UNICEF for additionalfund-
ing of the regional Programme17.Theproposalwascostedat USD 4.5 million for the
years 1994-96.After discussionswith SIDA, the timing waschangedto be 1995-1996.
Theadditional funding wasintendedpartly for theon-going five-yearProgramme,partly
for the specialprogrammeto formerconflict areasin El Salvador.SIDA decidedto sup-
port the requestwith SEK 32 million, out of which SEK 28 million werefor the five year
Programmeand the remainingSEK 4 million for thespecialprogrammein El Salvador.
This decisionwas financedcompletelyfrom thebudgetline for DevelopmentCo-opera-
tion with CentralAmerica, i.e. therewasno funding from the item for Democracyand
HumanRights. The main justification in the Swedishdecisionmemo for additional
funding werethat newactorsin the sector, i e. mainly theSocial InvestmentFunds,had
implied a changedrole for UNICEF, wherebymore funds could be usedfor feasibility
studies,hygieneeducationandsimilar software18.The total Swedishfinancial support to
the two programmesmaybe summarisedas shownin Table9.

--- —----~---.-. Programme ~—.-

General
Special 14 8

Joint 32.0

Table 9: Swedish financial support to the UNICEF WES Programme
Ye~iriii ~prpemenr SFK miIIinj~

1991 750
1993
l99S

Total funding 1991-96
Source ResDectiveaereements

Joint 121 8

To this Swedishcontribution should be addedthe Swiss support to the Subregional
Component,totalling USD 1.9 million for theyears1993-1996.

13 Thesefundswere allocatedfrom the SIDA budgetline for “democracy,humanrightsand humanitarianassis-

tance”
14 Medina,Vargas& Winblad, 1993
IS Winblad & Garcia. 1994
16 Theagreementfor 1993.94hadalreadybeenextendedto coveralso 1995. without additional funds, due to

late start of the programme
I 7 Reorientation and additional funding for the Waer, Sanizanon and Environmental Education Pro grainme in

theseven countries of Central America, UNICEF GuatemalaAreaOffice, 1995
18 It wasalsonoted thatexpectedfundsfrom Denmarkhadnot beenforthcoming Pleaseci below regardingthe

needfor co-ordinationcausedby the increasingamountsof funds
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Without any ambitionofcoveringall Swedishor Swisssupportto waterandsanitationin
theCentralAmericanregion, it shouldbe addedthat bothcountriesaresupportingrelated
programmessuchas the RegionalWaterand SanitationNetworkfor Central America,
(RRAS-CA). Swedenis also supportingthe regionalprogrammefor quality control of
water. called MASICAIPROAGUA. Both countriessupportbilateral programmesin
Nicaragua,andSwitzerlandsupportsawaterandsanitationprogrammein Honduras.

1,4 Programme description

As furthercontextualbackgroundto theevaluationstudy, theSwedishandSwisssupport
to theabove-mentionedprogrammesis describedin termsof objectives,strategies,coun-
terpartsandcosts.Theobjectivesandstrategiesarerelatedto threedifferentareas,i.e. the
Country Programmes,the SubregionalComponentand the specialprogrammefor ex-
conflict areasin El Salvador.Moreover,thereis a new set of objectivesfor theperiod
startingin 1995,after the reorientationandadditional funding.This multitudeof objec-
tivesmakesit a rathercomplextaskto penetrateall objectivesandtherelatedstrategies.
This sectionis a bnefpresentationof a largenumberof programmedocuments.

1.4.1 OBJECTIVESAND STRATEGIES

The sectionis divided into the threemain programmes,i.e. the main Programmeof sup-
port to theCountryProgrammes,the supportto theSubregionalComponentand thespe-
cial programmefor El Salvador.

The 1995-1996funding is basedon an agreernentfor additionalfunding. As theevalua-
tion startedin mid-1995,it is too earlyto evaluatein relationto the 1995-96funding. But
no newobjectiveshavebeenagreedupon: the 1995 agreementamendmentbetweenSwe-
denandUNICEF for additionalfunding to the regionalProgrammerefersto the Extended
Project Document19.No specific accountof objectivesor strategiesis given in the
amendment.The partly reformulatedobjectivesof the ExtendedProject Documnentare
specifiedon CountryProgrammelevel, wherealsoexpectedoutcomesof the additional
supportaregiven in mostcases.But the UNICEF proposalitself includesnew strategies
to be pursued(cf. section5 below).

CountryProgrammes
The 1991 agreementbetweenSwedenandUNICEF statesthefollowing main objectives
(quotedfrom the agreement)for the supportto the regionalProgramme,within thejoint
commitmentto “improve thestandardof living for thepeoplein ruralandurbanfnngear-
eas”:

(1) to reducetheincidenceof water-bornediseasesandtherebycontributeto sub-
stantialimprovementsin thehealthof mothersandchildren;

(2) to reducetheburdenof womenandchildren in their daily choreof collecting
water;

(3) to promoteandstrengthencommunityorganisationandits confidenceto work in

19 Proposal to the Government of Swedenfor Reorientation amid additional funding for the Water. Sanitation and

Environmental Education Pro gramnme in the seven countries in Central America. period 1995.96, UNICEF.
GuatemalaAreaOffice, January1995
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organisedgroups:
(4) to demonstratea model for providingwaterandenvironmentalsanitationin pen-

urbanslumareas:and
(5) to increasefaniily incomesby reducingthecostof water.

In the ProgrammeDocument20,theoverall goal is statedasto “improve the healthsitua-
tion andwell beingofchildrenandwomenin thesevencountriesofCentralAmerica” and
includesobjectives1 and2 above(it namesinfant andchild mortality andmorbidity as
indicators).Thus, the main objectivesin the agreementcontain threeitems that are not
foundin theProjectDocument,i.e. objectives3-5 above.Theoverall goalsin theProject
Documentaresupplementedby the following “main objectivesof theprogramme”:

• providingimprovedwatersuppliesto unservedandunderservedcommunitiesin
making it continuous,ofbetterquality, in greaterquantityandmoreaccessible;

• improving sanitarypracticesamongthepopulationas well asa greaterawarenessof
how to protecttheenvironmentthroughsystematichealth,hygieneandenviron-
mentaleducation;

• providing improvedlow-cost andappropriatemethodsfor thesafedisposalof hu-
manwaste;

• protectingthe environmentby drainageand watershedmanagement,tree planing
andenvironmentaleducation;and

• improving the technicalandoperationcapacitiesofgovernmentto respondmoreef-
fectively and efficiently to the waterand sanitationneedsof thepoorestgroupsof
the population,aswell asenhancingtheir capacitiesto efficiently useinternaland
externalresourcesto ensurebettercoverageof unservedgroups.

Undertheseoverall ProgrammeobjectiveseachCountryProgrammeaswell asthe Sub-
regionalComponentalsohavetheir own objectives,leading to amulti-level setof objec-
tives for eightcomponentsof theoverall ProgrammeIn the 1991 agreementit wasstated
that the Programmestrategyis basedon:

• improvedwater supply with emphasison technologyappropriateto the physical
and socio-economicconditionsprevailing.Specialconsiderationto the local com-
munitiesability to operateandmaintainthe improvedsystems:

• support to environmentalsanitation,e g. constructionof latrines affordableto the
households;

• developmentofsustainablesystems/methodsfor maintenanceandoperationinclud-
ing costrecovery;

• humanresourcesdevelopmentandhealthlhygieneeducation;
• participationby thebeneficiaries;
• supportto existing institutions responsiblefor communitymobilisation:and
• support to governmentinstitutions responsiblefor water supply, environmental

sanitationandhygieneeducation.

Theagreementgoeson by statingthat “the specificdetailson programmedesign,compo-
nents, inputs and budgetsare mentionedin the ProjectDocument” (cf. above).In the
ProjectDocumentthereis an elaboratesectionon “guidelinesandstrategies”for thena-
tional programmes.A brief way to summanisethe national strategiesis to mentionthe

20 As was mentionedpreviously we hererefer to the Subregionalproject proposal,containingan overall pre-

sentationof the programme Wwer Sanitation and Env,ron,nental Education. Central American i°rogramnmne,
Subregional 1991-95, UNICEF Guatemala Area Office, Preliminary Proposal, May 1991
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main componentsof theCountry Programmeapproach,i.e. watersupply,environmental
sanitationandhealtheducationandtraining,complementedby programmnesupportinter-
ventionsin the areasof”social mobilisation andadvocacy,institutional developmentap-
propriatetechnology,co-ordination,women’:;participationand monitoringand evalua-
tion”. As a generalcharacteristicfor all Country Programmesit maybe said that the
Programmeusesthe following approaches:

(1) institutionaldevelopment;
(2) healtheducation;
(3) socialmobilisationandadvocacy;
(4) appropriatetechnology;and
(5) programmesupport.

The SubregionalComponent
The SubregionalComponenthad its objectivesset in the 1991 proposal.Under the
overall programmeobjectivetheSubregionalComponent“will supportandcomplement
the sevenCountry Programmesby” anumberof activities.In short theseactivitieswere
listed as:

• strengtheninginstitutionalcapacityof CentralAmericangovernments;
• supporting existing mechanisms for intel-countryco-ordinationofprogrammes;
• increasingaccessandorientationon alternativetechnologiesandsectorexperiences:
• assistingthecountriesin establishingsystemsfor sectordatageneration;and
• promotinginter-agencyco-ordination.

In the 1992proposalto thegovernmentof Switzerland.overall objectivesof the Subre-
gional Componentare statedin a slightly differentway: “to strengthenthewaterandsani-
tation sectoragenciesandprogrammesof eachof thesevencountriesof CentralAmerica
therebymaximisingresultsin” the two overall objectivesof theProgrammeasa whole.
Thespecific objectivesfor the SubregionalComponentare stateddifferently, i.e. more
preciselyandclearly in the 1992proposalthan in the 1991 document21.Thespecificob-
jectivesarethree:

(1) strengtheningandcomplementingtheperformanceofthe parallelprogrammesin
all sevencountriesby technicalassistance,subregionalexchangeandsubregional
co-ordination;

(2) mobilising largescaleresources(channelcompensatoryprogrammesinto the
WES sector);and

(3) developmentanddisseminationofefficient subregionalmodel approaches.

Theabove-mentionedfive approachesfor the CountryProgrammesare alsothe areasof
interventionfor theSubregionalComponent,supplementedby an inter-agencycollabora-
tive programmefor technicalsupportand monitoringandevaluationof thesubregional
programme.For theSubregionalComponenttherearefurtheraddedthe specialactivities
to supportandcomplementtheCountryProgr~mmes:

• strengtheningthe institutionalcapacityof Central Americangovernmentsin plan-
ning, operationandstandardisationofinnovative,alternativeWATSAN systems;

• supporting existing mechanismsfor inter-countryco-ordinationin waterandsanita-

21 They remainthe samein the 1995 proposalto the governmentof Switzerland
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tion programmes:
• increasingaccessandorientationon alternativetechnologiesandsectorexperiences

with servicesfor poorfamilies throughoutthe regionin thecontextof structuralad-
j ustment:

• assistingthecountriesto setup information,monitoring andevaluationsystemsthat
generateup-to-datedataon the WATSAN sector,especiallyidentifying themost
vulnerablegroups:and

• promoting inter-agencyco-ordination,makingoptimal useof the compensatory
programmesandthe decentralisationof services,particularlybenefitingfrom the
social investmentsfunds22.

The 1992 proposalfor the SubregionalComponentis much more specific in termsof
main strategiesandgoeson to list expectedoutcomesfor the five years.Themain strate-
giesare basedon CentralAmericangovernmentcounterpartsandthe main international
agenciesandfinancialinstitutionsfor the WES sector.

Specialprogra,nmnein El Salvador
For thespecialsupportto formerconflict areasofEl Salvador,the 1993agreementstates
that the Swedishcontribution“shall be utilised in accordancewith the ProjectDocu-
ment”23.Thenthe agreementrefersto a main strategyto be followed in a joint effort by
UNICEF anda groupof non-governmentalorganisations.In the ProjectDocument,the
following overall objectivesarestated:

• to contributeto the improvementof thehealth andwell-being of thepopulationof
some of the poorestformer conflict communitieslocated in 44 municipalities
through the provision of potable water supply. adequate sanitation facilities andim-
proved hygiene and environmental protection knowledge and practices;

• to strengthen communities’ organisationalcapacitiesandfacilitatetheir participation
in theeffecti~epreparation,executionandoperationof watersupplyandsanitation
projects;

• to reducethe work loadof women andchildrenof project communitiesin thepro-
\rision of water for their families, thereby contributing to a more productive utilisa-

tion of their time andenergy:and
• to contributeto the reconstructionandreconciliationprocessin the targetmunici-

palitiesthroughtheprovisionofconcretesolutionsto their immediatewatersupply
andsanitationneeds.

As maybe seenfrom theabovequotation,thespecialprogrammein El Salvadorincluded
the objectiveof strengtheningcommunityorganisation,i.e. the item from the 1991
agreementthat is not to be found in theregionalProjectDocument.Further,we note the
objectiveto contributeto the reconstructionandreconciliationprocess.Thespecialpro-
grammefor NGOs in El Salvadoradoptedstrategicguidelinesof morethan adozenspe-
cific items for the four majorproject components(watersupply,sanitation,healtheduca-
tion and training,programmesupport).Among the more importantoneswe may select
the following for abrief summary:

• participation of the existing organisations and community leaders;
• projectexecutionthroughNGOsconsideringthe requirementsofthepeaceconsoli-

22 From the 1991 proposal
23 water Supply and Sanitation Project for former conflict a,ea communities of El Salvador /993-94. UNICEF.

Guatemala Area Office, December 1992
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dation process:
• concentrationto thepoorestrural communitiesof the44 targetmunicipalities;
• appropriate,low cost/high impact and self-sustainable interventions;
• focuson strengtheningthe skills of womenas initiators, leadersandmanagers
• avoid environmental degradation; and
• integrateall watersupplyand sanitationactivities with healthand hygieneeduca-

tion.

1.4.2 UNICEF PARTNERS

Due to the lackof a singlecounterpartthat canassumeaccountabilityfor all thecompo-
nents in the WES strategy,a diversity of counterpartsare found in eachCountry
ProgrammeandtheSubregionalComponent.It is not uncommonto find that threediffer-
entcounterpartsareengagedin eitherwater, sanitationor healthandhygieneeducation.

UNICEF representativesat all levelscollaboratewith governmentauthoritiesand min-
istries,intergovernmentalinstitutions,autonomousunits andnationalnon-governmental
organisations.Thenumberof partners24in eachprogrammevariesandsodo the agree-
mentsand typesof relationshipsbetweenUNICEF and its partners.Thepartners,asthe
EvaluationTeamhasdefinedthem,arepresentedin table 10 (cf. the list of acronyms).

24 It is proposedto replacethe term counterpartby partner in English in order to emphasisethe co-operative

role relationsbetweenUNICEF and the participatingorganisations
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Table 10: UNICEF partners in Central America
Governme NGO Private Inter-governmental Regional Partner Sporadic
nt

Belize:
RWSSP X X
WASA X X
PHB X X
HECOPAB X X
Costa Rica:
MoH (DSB) X X

r
ICAA X X
Ministry of Education X X

National University X
El SaI%ador:

H~s~s
x 4 : >~

CPAS X
CODECOSTA X
FUNSALPRODESE x 1 X
SocorroLuterano X I X
PRO-VIDA X X-________

Honduras:
L’EBD(SANAA) X :~ X
CHF X X

National Unix ersltv I X X

Guatemala:
\ISPAS IX L
SRH lx

:FO\AP,s,~ x
CO1NAP X X
EMPAGUA X X

COIVIEES X X
Nicaragua: I
DAR(INAA) X I
lN1FO’~1 X IX
Panama:
MINSA X I Lx

I TECHO foundation X X

Subregional:
PARLACEN

1
x X

RRAS-CA

ERIS J X
X X

X
FEMICA X X
CEMAT X X

CAPRE x X

CRRH Ix X

RUTA-Sociai X X
Source Evaluationfield study

At the regionallevel, theUNICEF WES Programmehasmainly beeninteractingandcol-
laboratingwith the following regionalandinternationalinstitutions:

PARLACEN: Underan agreementwith thePARLACEN for the developmentof the
Trifinio areabetweenHonduras,GuatemalaandEl Salvador,theSubregionalCompo-
nenthasbeenassistingin thedevelopmentof aMunicipal Planningmethodology.
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RRAS-CA’ UNICEF hascollaboratedclosely with RRAS-CA sinceits inceptionin
1991 and is presentlyresponsiblefor managingthe network from its offices in
Tegucigalpa.RRAS-CA hasdevelopedati extensivecomputeniseddatabaseof sector
institutionsandprofessionalsin the region:.

RUTA-Social(RegionalUnit for TechnicalAssistance):Basedin Honduras,RUTA-
Social is expectedto play a centralrole in project identification anddevelopmentof
socialdevelopmentprojects(e.g. socialdevelopmentfunds) for donorclient institu-
tions which includeWorld Bank, Inter-A’~nenicanDevelopmentBank,Pan-American
HealthOrganisationandSDC.Theregionalwaterandsanitationspecialistat RUTA-
Social maintainsclosetieswith RRAS-CA andtheSubregionalComponent.

CAPRE: Designatedby SICA (Sistemade Ia InteraciónCentroamenicana)asthemain
regionalauthority for the water sector in Central America (mainly servingurban
WATSAN). AlthoughCAPREis a memberof RRAS-CA they feel that thereis a du-
plication of functionsin that RRAS-CA hasgonebeyondits original functionwhich
hadbeenunderstoodto be “to co-ordinate heinternationalagencies”.

IRC: AlthoughIRC hasbeencontractedperiodicallyto assistwith training (cf. section
4.2.1), a more long term contractualagreementcould orient their supportmore to-
wardsthe institutionaldevelopmentlevel as well. It is theTeam’sunderstandingthat a
global relationshipbetweenUNICEF andIRC is underconsideration,but the specific
delineationof that understandingis notclear.

1.4.3 PROGRAMMEFUNDING

The Programmebudgetis basedon supplementaryfundsfrom SwedenandSwitzerland.
In accordancewith theagreementswith the donors6 % of the total financehasbeenre-
tainedby UNICEF New York Headquartersto recoveradministrativecosts.In addition,
UNICEF contributes from GeneralResources.The total contributionsby country,
SubregionalComponentandby yearfrom Swedenand Switzerlandare shownin Table
11 below.The 1995agreementon additionalfunding is not included

Table 11: Finance (USD) from Swedcnand_Switzerland 1991-1994
i991 1992 1993 1994 Total 91-94 Still available Totai 91-96

Belize 20 000 220 100 22 300 8(1300 342 700 172 200 514 900
CostaRica 122 700 20 700 5~l00 198 000 56 400 254 400
El Salvador 55 000 484 300 290 400 15~500 987 200 457 700 I 444 900
El Salvador cx 176 600 790100 966 700 I Iii 300 2 078 000
Honduras 570 900 275 900 l3 500 979 300 763 000 I 742 300

Guatemala I 763 500 442 000 4r~5~J) 1 619 000 I 035 400 2 654 400
Nicaragua 668 600 754 300 39~600 I 822 500 323 400 2 145 900

Panama 143 700 63 300 61600 268 600 75 400 344 000
Subregional I

Sida 508 600 181 000 18 800 708 400 338 000 I 046 400*
SDC 297 100 509600 806 700 67 800

* 262 500 of the fundswere distributedto theCentralArnencanCountryProgrammes

Source Third progressreport to Sweden,1994 andSecondprogressreport to Switzerland. 1994

874 500

Thefollowing table 12 showstheaveragepercentagefunded by eachfinancingparticipant
in therespectiveWES Programmesfor theperiodunderreview:
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Table 12: Percentageof funding of the Programme in 1991-94
SIDA UNICEFGR National funds Other donors

CostaRica 40 60
Beiize 7 I 29
Honduras 88 12
El Sal’.ador(ex-conflict andregular) 85 15
Guatemala.rural 28 72
Guatemala, urban 10 5 I 5 88

Nicaragua 72 28
Panama 55 10
SourceQuestionnaire3. WATSAN Officer

15 20

As the table shows,the sourcesof financingof theWES Programmesdiffer betweenthe
countries,aswell as theshareof Swedishsupport.Someof the Programmeshaveover
the last years been able to attractincreasinggovernmentalfunds.The SIDA funds in
Guatemala,for example,havea small shareof theurbanactivities.This is dueto a major
contribution from the World Bank and the governmentof Guatemalain 1995. In
Guatemalarural thecontributionfrom the governmentis considerable.

1.5 The Programme’s relative role in the region

At current exchangeratesthe total contribution from Sweden and Switzerland corre-
spondsto theequivalentof aboutroughly USD 18 million over five years,i.e. USD 3.6
million per year.Thetotal investmentsin the sectorin thesevencountriesaveragedUSD
98 million per year during 199 l~l99325.

It may be concluded that the UNICEF Programme in financial terms represents a rela-
uvely small share of the total investmentsin the sectorandan evensmallershareof the
actual investmentsneeds.In 1993. the latest year for which full investment data are avail-
able,the UNICEF total WES Programmebudgetequalledabout2% of the total sectorin-
vestments.

In 1994, UNICEF total expenditurein WES amountedto 15% of totalUNICEF expendi-
ture on programmes.includingemergencyexpenditure.In 1994, the total UNICEF ex-
pendituresin the WES sectorin the Americasand the Caribbeanwereabout USD 6.6
million26, representinga bit more than8% of the total WES expenditures(excluding
emergencies).We notethat theCentral Americanregional programmeon theaverageover
six yearswill utilise aroundUSD 3 million per yearof supplementaryfunds,i.e. almost
half of the total in theAmericasandtheCaribbean,and4%of theglobal expenditureof
supplementaryfunds in the WES sector in almost 100 countries,i.e. 1% of total
UNICEF global expenditure.

25 Data in this sectionare basedon UNICEF NYHQ information communicatedto the Team Any discrepancy

with Table 6 in this reportmay be due to the fact that Panamais not includedin the table
26 World Bank lending for rural WES during 1990-1993averagedless than the UNICEF annualaverageexpendi-

t u re
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2 EVALUATION: OBJECTIVES AND APPROACH

The evaluationof UNICEF’s WES Programmein CentralAmerica is presentedin this
section: scopeand focus,methodologyand implementationof thestudy aswell as its
limitations.

2.1 Scope and focus of the evaluation

Theevaluationhasbeenguidedby theToR(cf. Annex 1) from the InfrastructureDivision
of SIDA. The Programmeagreementfor the on-goingsupportwill expireat theend of
1996and this evaluationis partof thepreparationsfor a possiblenewagreementfor the
nextCountryProgrammephaseof UNICEF :1997-2001for mostcountries).

The purpose of the evaluation is to asses programme performance by SIDA’s established
evaluationcriteria (relevance,goal attainment,cost-effectiveness,sustainabilityand
lessonslearned).In this respectthe evaluationis a strict expostevaluationof pastper-
formance.But thepurposeof the study includesthe considerationof alternativeor sup-
plementarychannelsfor future fundsto the water sectorin CentralAmericaand in this
sensethe evaluationstudy is also forward looking. This latteraspecthasincreasedthe
importanceof theevaluationprocessas such.

TheToR statethat theevaluationshouldcover the presentagreementperiod, given as
July 1991 to December 1996. and include the support to former conflict areasin El Sal-
vador.This meansthat theevaluationshould coverthe full period and scopeof theEx-
tended Project Document(cf. 1.4.1).As far as theexpostevaluation is concerned, past
performancecan only be assessed up to the time of the study. i.e. for all practical pur-
posesup to the end of 1994, the end of the last reportingperiod.Other aspectsof the
evaluation, can of course cover the period up to the date of the evaluation mission. In
termsof the scope and focus of the evaluation the following assessmentsareemphasised
in theToR:

• assessmentof pastperformance;
• assessmentof particularaspectsof the Programme;
• organisationalaspectsincludingprocedaresfor reportingandfollow-up:
• lessonslearned;and
• possiblefutureSwedishsupportto thesector.

Takentogether,the differentaspectsto assessbesidepastperformanceadd up to more
than 25 items. The most importantonesare explicitly statedas: UNICEF’s role in the
Programme,institutionaldevelopmentincludingcapacitybuilding andempowermentat
different levels,financialaspectsof theProgrammeandregionalfocus.

2.2 Methodology and implementation

SIDA andSDC havecommissionedtheevaluation.TheSIDA contractto carry out the
studywasawarded,upontendering,to ICS InterconsultSwedenAB (ICS) andincluded
five of theTeammembers.SDC is participatingby the appointmentand financeof one
SwissTeammember,contractedbetweenSDC andPerreten& Milleret SA.
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TheindependentEvaluationTeamconsistsof JanValdelin (PhD., businessadministra-
tion: Teamleader).CharlottaAdelstál(M.A., economicsandsocialanthropology),Ron
Sawyer(B.A., psychologyandeducation),RosaNtThez(medicalsurgeon,M.A., public
health).Xiomaradel Torres(civil engineer)andDanielGubler(M. Sc., civil engineering;
Perreten& MilleretSA).

The Stockholm-based(Valdelin andAdelstâl)Team’swork on theevaluationstartedin
mid-June,1995, with astart-upmeetingin Stockholmandconsultationswith therespon-
sibleofficersat SIDA (Ingvar Andersson,Headof theWater Section,InfrastructureDi-
vision andBengt Johansson,SeniorProgrammeOfficer, WaterSection).

Tile preparatorystageof theevaluationwork wasa deskstudyof availabledocuments.
The Stockholm-basedpart of the Team also designedthe study. The resultof the
preparatorystagewasan inceptionreport27,presentingthemethodologyof thestudyand
planning dates for implementation.It was discussed with SIDA and distributed to
UNICEF and the Team members. During the preparatory stage four sets of interview
guidesfor the Teamaswell aselevensetsofquestionnairesto the differentactorsin the
Programme were produced. Six of the questionnaires were distributed to the UNICEF
WESofficers with the assistance of the subregional team at the GAO. The remaining
questionnaires were presented to the respective respondents during the field visits. All in
all. the preparatory stage lasted from mid-June to mid-July 1995.

As indicated in the preceding section on the Programme, its complexity offers a great
challenge to evaluators. In spite of the apparent simplicity of the ToR, where theobjectof
study is presented as one Programme, there is a real difficulty deriving from the fact that
the evaluationmust assesssevenCountry Programmes,one specialprogrammein El
Salvadorandone SubregionalComponent.This meansthat theevaluationmustcreatean
analyticalunity out of nineprogrammes.Thedesignof the study reflects this movement
from a generaloverviewof one Programmedown to detailedviews of the nine pro-
grammes,only to try to moveup againto a position of assessingthe totality of onePro-
grammewith all theselevelsin mind.

The Teamhas useda participatoryapproachto the evaluationstudy. First, within the
Teamitself eachTeammemberhadfull responsibilityfor independentimportanttasks.
After threedays of meetings in GuatemalaCity, theTeamsplit into sub-teamsresponsible
for essentialpartsof thestudy. The leadershipstyle of theTeamhasbeenbasedon de-
centralisation,full participationof eachmemberand freediscussions.Second,theeval-
uation hasconsciouslybeendesignedin sucha way that a full andcompleteparticipation
of UNICEF representatives,UNICEF partnerrepresentativesandcommunitieshasbeen
encouragedat all stages.

Theactualfield study partof theevaluationstudy lastedfor sevenweeksandwasdivided
into threephases.TheTeam’swork scheduleduring the field study is illustrated in the
tablebelow.

27 inception Report, Evaluaiion of UNICEEs progranune for itater and sanitation in Central America, Belize

and Panama, ICS. July 14, 1995
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Phase
5/8 -

II
20/8

(2 ‘.~eeks)
Subregional/Synthesis

CostaRica
CostaRica

Phase III
2i/8 - 1/9

(2 weeks)
Analysis, Workshop, Report

Table 13: Evaluation work schedule 17/7 - 1/9 1995

Subregional/Synthesis

Phase I
17/7 - 4/8

(3 weeks)
Daniel Gubler

RosaNiinez
Xiomara del Torres
Ron Sa’.~yer

Jan Valdelin

Chariotta Adelst~l

Panama/Guatemala

Panama/Guatemala
Honduras/Nicaragua
Honduras/Nicaragua

El Salvador/Belize

El Salvador/Beiize

PhaseOne (3 weeks)startedin GuatemalaCity on July 16 with the full Teamgettingto-
getherto startthecountry field visits. Thepurposeof the first phasewasto visit all coun-
trieswheretheProgrammeis implemented,which hasnot beendonein any previousex-
ternal evaluationof theProgramme.A draft country report for eachcountrywaspro-
duced,wherea majoraspectwas to point out key issuesand focusfor the final phaseof
thestudy.Theseworking paperswereusedinternally by theTeamin orderto guidethe
continuedwork. With the purposeof increasingthe dialoguewith UNICEF the draft
countryreportswerealsocirculatedto the respectivecountry WES officers andthesub-
regional teamfor commentsandcorrections.This turnedout to be a very useful method
of havingan on-goingdiscussionbetweentheTeam.the UNICEF staffandthecounter-
parts.

The objectivesof PhaseTwowere: to produceasynthesisreportbasedon the countryre-
ports and the replies to the questionnairesfrom the different actors,and to study the
SubregionalComponentof the Programmeandpresenta working paper.Thestudyde-
sign for PhaseThree,for which thedetailshadbeenleft pending,was settleduponafter
phasetwo. The possibility for further field trips in order to study specificcaseswascon-
sidered,but deemedless importantthanto concentrateefforts in Guatemalacity for the
analysisof thenine reportsleadingto theoutlineandwrite-upof thedraft main report.

During thedebriefingof the PhaseOnetheTeamhad proposedto the subregionalteam
andto theSwedishEmbassyin Guatemalato arrangea workshopat theend of theeval-
uation,wherethe UNICEF WES officers andrepresentativesof counterpartsaswell as
the relevantembassiescould interactwith theTeamanddiscusstheTeam’stentativecon-
clusions28.This proposalwas well receivedand UNICEF offered to arrangethe work-
shopin AntiguaGuatemaladuring August 30-31. This constitutedalsothedebriefingto
UNICEF andthe embassies.On September1, 1995, theTeamhad its final sessionto-
getheranddiscussedtheresultsof the workshopand implications for thedraft final re-
port. The final editingof the presentFinal Reportwasdone in the ICS offices in Stock-
holm.

28Looking back at it, the participatory evaluation workshop would have been much more useful earlier
on during the evaluation process,rather than at the end This arrangement would have helped to have
built greater confidence,support and consensusthroughout the evaluation process— and relieved con-
siderable pressureand negotiation during the later stagesof the evaluation
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2.3 Limitations of the study

This evaluationstudy hasbeencarefullypreparedby theelaborationoftheToR in consul-
tations betweenSIDA, SDC and UNICEF. The EvaluationTeamhasbeenselectedby
competitivebiddingandrepresentsa combinationof differentprofessional,regionaland
internationalexperience.This experiencecoversevaluationsin generaland thevarious
themesof this particularevaluation.SIDA andSDC haveallocatedsubstantialresources
at thedisposalof theEvaluationTeamin termsof financeandexperttime inputs.

The EvaluationTeamhasgenerateddataby severalindependentmethods:documentsre-
view, questionnairesto UNICEFandcounterparts,interviewsin all sevencountrieswith
UNICEF and counterparts,visits to projectsitesand interviewswith communitymem-
bers29,aswell as the commentsfrom UNICEF on the draft country reports,the draft
subregional report andduring theworkshop,wherealsocounterpartswererepresented.

In spiteof the above-mentionedfactors that creategoodconditionsfor the study, the
Teamis awareof importantlimitations to thestudy andwhat it may achieve.TheToR
present a very broad scope for an intricate multi-level Programmein sevencountries.In
light of this combination, the available resources still put severe constraints on the evalua-
tion. The field visits lasted less than a week, week-ends included, in each country. The
numberof peoplemet haveput sharplimits to the time availablefor eachinterview.
Although the available documentation has been massive, there are still voids in the avail-
abledatacustomisedfor theneedsof theevaluation— andtheTeam’stime to penetrate
thedocumentshashadits limits as well. TheProgramme’splanninghasnot establisheda
systemof objectivesand indicatorsthat could be easilymeasuredand leadto quick as-
sessmentof performance.Thesurveymaterialhasonly partly beenansweredby somere-
spondents.

TheTeam’sanalysis,conclusionsand recommendationsarebasedon what we actually
read, saw and generated as data The Team cannot take into account what we did not
read, see or had pointed out to us.

29 A total of more than two hundred named people in Annex 2
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3 ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAMME PLANNING

This sectionassessesto what extent the Programmeis designedto addressa priority
problem,whethertheproblemstill exists today,andif the objectivescanbe reachedwith
theplannedactivities. An analysisof thecontext is provided,to assesshow externalcon-
straintsaffectingtheProgrammehavebeentakeninto consideration.A verification ofthe
conformity of the Programmedesignwith theprinciplesof SIDA, SDC and UNICEF is
alsocarriedout.

The relevanceof the Programmeis assessedhere,trying to answerthe question: “Are
theydoing the right things?”

3.1 Problem analysis

As discussedin section1, one of the
majorfactorsof the low quality of life
of the poorin CentralAmericais the
insufficient coveragewith drinking
water supply and excretadisposal
facilities. In spite of the considerable
improvement of the coverage
percentagesin the last fifteen years,
the number of unser~’edis still
substantial (see table 5 in section 1.2).

Today, as in 1991, the need to
improve cot’erage in drinking it’ater
supplyandexcretadisposalfacilities
deservespriority.

Theunservedarepredominantlyrural
(and pen-urbanpoor); they are also
affected by the other curses of
poverty:poorhousing,pooraccessto
healthservices,lack of incomeoppor-
tunities, etc. The most frequent
diseasesareacuterespiratorydiseases
and diarrhoea. In many cases,the
population,althoughconsciousof the
link betweenhygiene and disease,
fails to adopttheappropriatepractices.

(goalattainmentandcosteffectiveness)will then

Box I — Agua, Fuentede Paz:
Prionty to the poorest in Guatemala

The departmentsof Huehuetenango,Quiche,Totonicapanand
Alta Verapaz, in Guatemala, areamongthe least developed of
CentralAmerica, with healthand social indicatorsbelowaver-
age(niral watersupply coveragearound30%). Thepopulation
(66 to 97% indigenous)hasbeenconsiderablyaffected by the
decade-longarmedconflict. This is where,in 1992, the pro-
grammeAgua, FuentedePazwas launched, with the following
objeciives

•Extensionof thewatersupply and sanitationcoverageof the
niral ~,oorin theex-conflictareas;
developmentof collaborationbetweenvariousstakeholders

(communities,municipalities,privatesector,NGOs);
•stanclardisation of methodologiesand strategiesfor a unified
appro~ch;
•strengthening of the capacity of the Water ResourcesSecre-
tariat (SRH).

Four institutions promoteAgua, Fuentede Paz.SRH, the Na-
tional Fund for Peace(FONAPAZ). the Ministry of Health,
and UNICEF. The costs are sharedby FONAPAZ (39%),
UNICEF (SIDA funds: 14%), the Municipalities (13%), the
communities(30%), the Ministry of Healthand SRH(3%).

Projectswill only be initiated upon requests by organised
communities,and will alwaysintegratedrinking watersupply,
sanitation(constructionof modellatrinestostimulateinterest)
and,at thesuggestionof UNICEF, healtheducation.

(Sources FONAPA.Z et al., 1994: Programma‘Agua, Fuente
de Pac’, Informe Anual, 1993; Evaluation Team field enquiries
in Guatemala).

Thequestion: “Are theydoing it well?”
be dealtwith in the following section.

Thereareampleindications(e.g. FIS in El Salvador)that theconstructionof sanitation
facilities, while recordedasextensionof coverage,may not be followed by theuseof
thesefacilities.

Today, asin 1991, investmentprogrammesmustbe supplementedwith hygieneeduca-
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tiomi ui ordem to obtciimi a significanthealthimpact.

The sector organisation (cf. section 1) is not geared to address the problems of the poor:

• thereis no incentivefor urbanutilities to investfor small consumersin theperi-ur-
banareas30

• the WES sectorreceivesinsufficient resourcesfrom the medically orientedMin-
istriesof Health;and

• within UNICEF itself, the integrationofWES,healthandnutrition is insufficient.

Thereis a needto promotesectorreformsso that theproblemsofthe unservedare better
addressed.

New prospectsare providedby thedecentralisationefforts currentlycarriedout in differ-
entcountries.Themunicipalitiesarerecentlybeinggiven financialmeansfor social in-
vestments, however, often without having the necessarymanagerialcapability.

While considerably more investments come from other sources (World Bank, 1DB, and
severalbilateraldonors),no organisatlonotherthanUNICEF is involved to thatextentin
the promotionofWES to the underprivileged However, the relevanceof theProgramme
must be qualified according to the regionaldisparities:Honduras,El Salvador Nicaragua,
and Guatemalahave eachbetween I
and 3.2 million peoplewithout access
to clean drinking waterandlorsanitation
facilities; considerable investment with
externalsupportis still requiredin these
countries.Costa Rica, on the other
hand, reports full urban coverage
already now, and close to 90% rural
coverage;in Belizeapproximately90%
of the population are reported to have
sanitationfacilities in both urban and
rural areas;and in Panama,with an
average per-capita income of USD4
91031, the requiredinvestmentscould
be fundedfrom local resources,were
they equally distributed. In these three
countries,the externalsupport could
now focus on the “software side” (environmentalhealth education,community
organisationand sectorreforms).The uncommonpopulationstructureof Belize (new
needsbroughtby immigration)mustreceiveparticularattentionin planning.

The rural project in Guatemalafocuseson the problemsdiscussedhere(Box I), but the
rural projectin Panama,also respondingto the sameproblemanalysis,hasbeenscaled
down (Box 2), while in Belize, UNICEF intendsto phaseout the rural water supply
component(Box 3).

30 Although in Honduras.UEBD (Unidad Ejecutora de Barrios en Desarrollo. DevelopmentDistricts Execution

Unit) has begun in 1995 to be institutionalisedwithin the formal structureof SANAA, the waterandsewage
agency

~ UNDP, 1994, 1-tunian Developnieni Index of the Central American Isth~nus (quoted in an internal UNICEF
GAOdocument)

Box 2 — Priority shift in Panama

TheUNICEF WES Programmefor Panamawasdesignedwith
a rural and an urbanlow-incomecommunitycomponents.The
rural componentprovided support to the constructionof water
supplysystemsfor indigenouscommunitiesin remoteareasof
Chiriqui province. The devaluationof the Swedishcurrency
forcedUNICEF to reducethe Programmescope,and in 1994
the provisionof building materialsto rural communitieswas
discontinued, bringing the component to a virtual halt
(althoughsomeeducationalandinstitutional supportaregoing
on). The decisionwas basedon effectivenessconsiderations
(usethescarceresourceswherethe impactwould begreater).

A coherentand well balancedpolicy requiresthat UNICEF be
presentalso in rural areas, in spite of the presenceof other~
donors.
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3.2 Policy principles

In order to assessthe planningof the
UNICEF WES Programmein Central
America in relation to relevantpolicy
principles a brief analysis of the
consistencyoftheprogrammeprinciples
with the policies of SIDA, SDC and
UNICEF is presented.

3.2.1 SIDA

SIDA’s Water Strategywasspelledout in the 1980’s32. The 1991 amendmentfrom
SIDA presentsguide-lineson environmentalhygiene33.Bothdocumentswerevalid at the
startof the UNICEF WES Programme.A ccmparisonof the SIDA WaterStrategyand
the UNICEF sector strategy demonstrates great similarities. We have found that the
UNICEFWES Programmedesignin CentralAmerica is verymuch in line with theSIDA
WaterStrategy.Among the majoritems of this strategy, the following deserve to be men-
tioned in this context:

Targetgroups:SIDA targetspoorergroupsin ruralpopulations,particularly in less devel-
opedareasandincludingpen-urbanareas.Womenand childrenaretargeteddue to their
positionin wateruse.

Strategy:improvedwatersupply, improvedhealthandimprovedhygienethroughbetter
access to water, community based approach, health and hygiene education and sanitation
programmes. Co-operation with a country should include national capacity building and
local level participation.In the amendmenton environmentalhygiene,the needfor in-
creasedemphasison sanitationand healtheducationhasbeenstressedat theexpenseof
watersupply. This emphasishasbeenclearlydemonstratedin theUNICEF “Programme
Document”.

Problemidentificationandplanning. the amendmenton environmentalhygienestresses

the needfor local problemanalysisandparticipationanalysisleadingto documentswith
clearly defined objectives and “realistic targets and activities in sufficient detail to guide
implementorsandevaluators”.The original ‘ProgrammeDocument” for theWES pro-
grammein CentralAmericais not basedon suchcommunitybasedanalysis.Targetsare
moregeneralin natureandon country level. In manycasestheimplementationphasehas
involved local community-basedplanning,however.In other,thecommunitieshavenot
beeninvolved in problemanalysisor participationanalysis.

Theproblemareain thepolicy principlesbetweentheactualplanningof theWES pro-
grammeand SIDA’s strategyis foundto be ri theProgrammeplans.Theoriginal plans
on nationallevel arenot ascommunity-basedasSIDA’s guide-lineswould imply. The
furtherplanningduring the implementationphaseshaveoften led to improvementsin this

32 Water Strategy — Water Supply Progranunes for Rura! Areas, SIDA, Secondedition. 1987

~ SIDA guide.lines on env,ron,nenial h~gzene.SIDA, 1991

Box 3 — Phasingout rural water supply component in Belize

The country has recently (September1995)completeda situa-
tion analysis Given that the country is closeto attain univer-
sal water supply, activities of the current Water Supply and
San:tation Programme (implemented through the National Wa-
ter andSewageAuthority) will be refocusedon environmental
sanitation/educationworking throughtheMinistry of Health.
The Country Programme1997-2001strategic framework will
then include three integrated components: education,
health/nutritionand child protection.
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respect.Still. thereis room for improvementin the nextprogrammingperiod,probably
by linking community-based approaches to the municipal plans.

3.2.2 SDC

The sectorpolicy of SDC is spelledout in two documents34andhasthe following objec-
tives:

• promotionof accessto drinkingwater;
• promotionof low-costandenvironmentallysoundsanitation;
• developmentofmunicipalwastemanagementschemes;
• promotionof improvedhygienebehaviour;and
• training andfollow-up within the frameofWES Programmes.

SDCproposesa setof five strategies;the following chartsummarises the strategies and
theEvaluationTeam’sassessmentof theextentto which thesestrategiesareappliedin the
programme(focusingon theSubregionalComponentfundedby SDC, andwith an inter-
pretationappropriatefor this essentially“software-oriented”component).

SDC Strategies and their features UNICEF WES Programme design

1. Social field:
“Moti’.ation and participation of all in-
~olsed’

Community-basedmanagement”

“~Vomenparticipation”

Promotion of decenralisationof project identification to the
Municipality lesel ~et Municipalities not actually insolsedso
tar
Municipal Plan35supplv-drisen.ssithout co-ordination s~iihde-

mandby community36
Genderissuesareaddressed

2. Institutional field:
“Optimum allocationof iasks’ Support to decentralisationand regional integration

Strengtheningof institutions” ~ capacitybuilding support ai municipal level
3. Economic field:
“Beneficiaries must deri~etangibleadvan-
tagesfrom projects”

“Cost_recovery_and_cost_sharing”

The Programmeshossconcern for ssaterresourcesmanagement
Accelerationof project implementalionis aimedat
Cost recoscry studies

4. Technological field
‘Sustainableinfrastructuresdependon ap-
propriate technology, promotion of local
construction,avoidanceof new risks”

The componentprosides follow-up on technologydeselopment
MAYA handpump,rainwatercatchment.etc (4 out of 20 docu-
ments producedin l993~~areon technology)

5. Rules and Regulations, Skills
and Knowledge
“Sustainability dependson the ability to
solve new problems,the strengtheningof
available knowledgethroughnew compe.
tencc”

Addressedthroughseminarsfor exchangeof experienceandtrain-
ing

Theprojectdesign(for project implementation,cf. section4) is well in tune with the SDC

~ SDC, SDC Sector Policy on Waier Supply and Sanitation, 1994 andCOSUDE. Agua Potable v Saneamiento
Bás,co Linea,nens de COSUDEpara A,nérica Central, 1995

~ Municipal Plans are water and sanitation project identification studies, carried out by the Subregional
Componentin the Trilinio andother areas

36 Correctiveactionhasalreadystartedwith the initiation of Municipal Social DevelopmentPlans
~ UNICEF,List ofDocu,neni Made in 1993
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strategy.

3.2.3 UNICEF SECTORSTRATEGY

UNICEF recently approvednew WES se”tor strategies38,and althoughthe Central
AmericaWES Programmewasdesignedmuchearlier,acheckof its designagainstthe
UNICEF strategiesis made.It is foundthat he programmegenerallyfollows thestrate-
gies,yetthecapacitybuilding andgenderfocusstrategiesare worth a comment.

According to thestrategydocument,programmeapproachesshould be adopted,“that
build capacityatall levelsandin all segmentsofsociety...”This principle is beingapplied
in theUnidadEjecutorade Barrios enDesarollo project in Honduras,i.e. what startedas
apilot projectin thepen-urbanareaseight yearsago is now being institutionalised,and
UNICEF helpedcreatean autonomousfunding basewithin the private sector.Another
exampleis thedevelopmentof a sectormonitoringsystem(MUNIAGUA).

An importantaspectof theUNICEF strategy(paragraph69 and70) is theso-called“cat-
alytic supportto theexpansionof services.”The CentralAmericaProgrammetakesplace
in a context of sharply increasingfunds for the social sectorthroughe.g. the Social
InvestmentFunds,the PeaceFunds,decentralisation.Thus the Programmeprovides
many exampleswheresucha catalytic role could be used.The Municipal Planstrategy,
developedin the SubregionalComponent,haspotential in providingaccessto funds. The
following shouldhoweverbe recognised:

• Municipal Plansshouldonly be undertakenwherethe likelihood to find the invest-

ment in thenearfuture is high, otherwisetheplanswill becomeobsolete.
• Capacitybuilding efforts gearedat themunicipalitiesshouldbe undertakenin paral-

lel with the preparationof the Plans(presently.the Plansarepreparedby UNICEF
consultants with the help of the Rural SanitationTechniciansof theMinistry of
Health,andhandedover to theMayorsoncecompleted).

• The desireto achievefull coveragedoesnot havepriority over the fact that only
projectsrequestedby communities have a chance to be sustainable (Municipal Plans
are preparedfor all communitiesofa Municipio)39.

Paragraph89 of the StrategyDocumentrel’ers to staffing at the level of the UNICEF
countryoffice: “... humanresourcesin field officeswill include attentionto increasingthe
proportionof womenprofessionalsto work on UNICEF-assistedWES programmesto
increasetheir representationfrom its current level of only 10 percent”. In the Team’s
judgementthepresentsituationin CentralAmericaaffectstheprogrammeperformance
(cf. section4).

3.2.4OBJECTIVESANALYSIS AND FEA:SIBILITY OF PROGRAMMEPLANNING

Planningis theprocessof definingthe objectivesof aprogramme,thestrategyto achieve
them,andthe“inputs” required.Participatory planning, involving the executingagency

38 UN EconomicandSocial Council, UNICEFStrat~giesin Water and Enviro,inzental Sanitation,1995

~ Attempts to link Municipal Plansto community-bascdassessmentshave beeninitiated recently. resultswere
not available at the time of the mission
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(UNICEF). thecounterpartsand thedonorsis essentialfor the successof development
projects40.Theeight4’ Country Programmesandthe SubregionalComponenthaveeach
differentobjectives,evenif thegoalsaremoreor lessthesame:to improvethe healthsit-
uation andreduceof theworkloadof women.

Thespecificobjectives(cf. section1.4. 1 for details)havefirst beendescribedin thevan-
ous Project Documents(UNICEF, 1991: “Water, Sanitationand Environmental
EducationCentralAmericanProgramme,[CountryX], 1991-1995”,GuatemalaArea
Office) for the Country Programmes,and in the Proposalsto the Governmentof
Switzerland, of December 1992 (for 1993-1994) and February1995 (for 1995-1996),for
the SubregionalComponent.Thesedocumentshave been draftedessentiallyby
UNICEF, without a thoroughconsultation:

• of theAreaOffice for theCountryProgrammes;
• of thecounterparts(no planningworkshop);and
• of the donors(SIDA hashowevercarriedout an appraisalof UNICEF’s proposal,

the Lewin Report of January 1991. SDChas accepted the UNICEF proposals as
presented).

The initial targets of the 1991 proposal were revised in May 1995.The adjustment of the
original targets was based on the budget accepted by SIDA The new targets are presented
in thePlanof Actions. However,the informationin thedonorreportsis at timesconfus-
ing and manytargetsare not expressedin termsof quantities,especiallyfor the non-con-
sti-uction activities42. It should be mentioned that the uncertain budget, due to devaluation
of the Swedish currency, has obviously been an obstacle to effectively plan the
Programme.SIDA was never willing to take the exchange rate risk.

As the Logical FrameworkApproach43,or similar approach,is not used,no indicator
system is proposed for the measure of the impact and the success of the programme.
Sentinentalsitesand KAP studieshas been undertakenin someof the countrypro-
grammes,howeverit is not obvious to theTeamthat thegenerateddatafrom thestudies
are usedin a constructivemanner.A unified setof physicaltargetsandindicatorsis nec-
essaryto monitor andevaluatethesuccessof theProgramme.

Given thenumberanddiversityof objectivesof theProgramme.it hasnot beenpossible
to assessin detail theextent to which theplannedactivities arerelevantto theobjectives.
Generallyspeaking,thevarious projectsall contributesomewhatto theProgrammegoals.
Somespecific pointsdeserveattention.

(i) Institutionaldevelopmentvs.by-passing

A frequentdilemmaof projectsaiming bothat rapidextensionofcoverageandinstitution
building arisesfrom the low delivery capacityof weak governmentinstitutions.A fre-
quentsolution is to createad-hocProjectManagementUnits, staffedwith someof the
bestmanagersandgiven theauthorityto operateoutsidethebureaucraticgovernmentpro-

40 Cf the 1995 UNICEF strategydocument,paras67, 70, 74, amongothers
41 El Salvador has two programmes(cf section 1 4 I)
42 Cf thechapterson “Project targetsfor 1994” and “Future workplan” in theeight chaptersof theThird

ProgressReport.
The Logical Framework Approach (LFA) has been introduced as the standard planning procedure for SIDA

projects in 1994 (but not before), for SDC projects, it is an optional method
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cedures.This weakensthe line departments,deprivingthem of purposeand support.
Somecasesof by-passingareobservedin thecontextof theCentralAmericanWES pro-
gramme.in Guatemala,for instance,thecreationofthe RuralWaterSupplyManagement
Unit (UNEPAR) certainlycontributesto the successof Agua Fuentede Paz,but by-
passestheEnvironmentalHealthDepartment(DSM)of theMinistry ofHealth, theorigi-
nal agencyin chargeof WES in rural areasand intendedrecipientof UNICEF institu-
tional developmentsupport(1991ProjectDocument).

(ii) Environment

Thereareenormousenvironmentalproblemsin CentralAmericaandthis Programmecan
only addressthosewithin the scopeof enviroamentalhealth.The EvaluationTeamcould
only pay limited attentionto this aspect.Besidestheproblemof excretadisposal,major
problemsare:

1. Depletionof thegroundwaterlevel andreductionof spring yield.
2. Pollution of groundwater (mainly due to theuseof pesticidesand fertilisersin agri-

culture).
3. Waste water collection and treatment.
4. Stormwaterdrainage.
5. Solidwastecollectionandelimination.

The Programme addresses problems number 1, 4 and 5 in this list by:

• tree plantation (Guatemalapen-urbanproject) and watershedprotection in
(Nicaragua);

• Streetdrainage(Guatemalapen-urbanproject);and

• Solidwastecollection youth teams (Panama pen-urban project).

To intensify its environmental concerns in the future the Programme can keep in mind
that:

• the introductionof householdwaterconnectionalwaysbringstheproblemof waste
waterandmostof thetime (alsowhen flush toiletsor water-seallatrinesare intro-
duced)theneedfor sewage,septictanks,or atleastsoakpits;

• interestingincome-generationopportunitiesmayarisefrom solid wastecollection
(andpossiblyrecycling)or public toilets at keyplaces(markets,busterminals);and

• thereis a needfor advocacyfor environmentally-friendlyfarmingtechniquesand
waterresourcesmanagement.

Strengthentheenvironmentalaspectof theProgrammecouldbe donethrough:building
allianceswith otherprogrammesandprojects;andstrengtheningtheProgrammethrough
otheragentsin the United Nationssystem.Activities that arecloselyconnectedto family
concernscould bea suitableentrypoint.
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4 ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAMME IMPLEMENTATION

The assessmentof programmeimplementationbeginswith adescriptionandanalysisof
the basicorganisationalcomponents.This is followed by a considerationof theprincipal
capacitybuilding strategies:institutionaldevelopmentandsupport,humanresourcedevel-
opment(HRD) and communitylevelempowerment.While this sectionlogically follows
theprecedingone,it is not alwayspossibleto clearlydistinguishplanning— asan ongo-
ing iterativeprocess— from implementation.Boxes5 to 9 illustrate someoftheopinions
and lessonslearnedthat were expressedby UNICEF and their counterpartsduring the
EvaluationWorkshopheld in Antigua, Guatemalaon August30-31,1995.

4.1 Organisation of the Programme

In orderto effectively assessthe implementationof the UNICEFProgrammefor Water
andSanitationin CentralAmerica, it is useful to keepin mind that it is essentiallya col-
lection of sevendistinct Country Programmesloosely tied togetherby a Subregional
Component.EachCountryProgrammehasdevelopedan implementationmodel with its
own setof objectives,priorities andcharacteristicswhich correspondto theparticularna-
tional situation.The challengeof the SubregionalComponent,which in somewaysbe-
haveslike a separateprogramme,hasbeento supporttheseinitiatives by facilitatinga
sharedlearningprocessthat canbe of mutual benefit to eachpartner,to provide leader-
ship through the developmentand disseminationof subregionalmodelsandto generate
large-scaleresourcesfor thesector.

4.1.1 ROLE OFTHE SUBREGIONALCOMPONENT

The specificmandateoftheSubregionalComponenthasbeento:

• bring theCountryProgrammestogetherinto ajoint CentralAmericanProgramme;
• co-ordinatein programmaticconcerns,suchas proposalpreparation,fund-raising

anddonorrelations,reportingandorganisationof evaluations:and
• providetechnicalandprogrammesupportto eachof theCountryProgrammes.

The implementationoftheSubregionalComponentis greatly influencedby thepresentre-
gionaladministrativestructureof UNICEF wheretwo of the sevenCountryProgrammes
are autonomous.At presentthereis no managerialstructurein placethat governstheco-
ordinationamongthethreeUNICEFrepresentativesin GuatemalaCity, Tegucigalpaand
Managuaandthe basicmanagementstructureof UNICEF is setup to give countriesau-
tonomy in negotiatingwith thegovernment.Thus, the SubregionalComponent,in spite
of its mandate,cannoteffectively assumesubregionalcommandor coordinationof the
WES Programme.Instead,the SubregionalComponentappearsto functionprimarilyasa
TechnicalSecretariatfor thethreecountry representatives.In otherwords, thereareno
clearlinesof accountabilitywithin theSubregionalComponentstructure.

It is perhapsnot surprisingthen that theSubregionalComponenthasassumedarelatively
laissezfaire managementstyle. In this regard,it is probablymorecorrectto speakabouta
SubregionalComponentstrategythana regional strategy.Although the Subregional
Componentclaims to havefollowed aparticipatoryapproachaiming at building a real
subregionalprogramme,the programmedesigndoesnot reflect aconsensusevenamong
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the UNICEF WES countrycomponents.As a consequencethe countrieshaveno direct
vision for the improvementandbuildingof theoverall subregionalprogramme.Neither
havethe counterpartsnor the donors
activelyparticipatedin theplanningof
theSubregionalComponent.

The Subregional Component has
identified its own priority areas—

with or without dueconsultationwith
its countrypartners.Whereasthemain
strategiesaresupposedto be basedon CentralAmericangovernmentcounterpartsandthe
main internationalagenciesandfinancialinstii:utionsfor theWES sector(cf. section1), in
fact the SubregionalComponent,has tendedto work more closely with regional
institutions.TheSubregionalComponentidentifiesthe following agentsas its principal
counterparts:theCentralAmencanParliameni.,theFederationof Municipal Integrationin
Central America, the Committee for Central America, Panamaand the Dominican
Republic,theRegionalSanitaryEngineeringCollegein Guatemala,the RegionalWater
and Sanitation Network for Central America and the MesoamericanCentre for
AppropnateTechnology.

While someof theSubregionalComponentresourcesgo to eachof the sevencountries
within the region,for reasonsof efficiency andcredibility, the SubregionalComponent
currentlyconcentratesmostof its resourceson the Trffinio areaof Guatemala,Honduras
andEl Salvador,as well ason other areasof Guatemalaand in Nicaragua.

Although the numberof SubregionalComponentactivities underthe five subregional
“projects” (correspondingto the five approachesin section 1.4.1) is considerable,in
terms of resourcesandstaff the highestpriority hasbeenthe preparationof Municipal
WES Plansfor universalcoverageby the year2000.While these“pre-feasibilitystudies”
might seemto fill agap, in termsof potentia] resourceallocation,thereis alsoa signifi-
cantrisk that, if potential donorsare not forthcoming, thedraft plansgeneratedby theex-
ercise might becomeobsolete(cf. section 3.2.3). According to the Subregional
Component,therequiredfundsareavailable. WhereastheMunicipal PlanningModelhas
so far beentoo muchdonordriven, it is encouragingto notethe recentefforts to link it to
a moreparticipatorycommunity-basedplanningmethodology,on theone hand,and to-
wards future integrationinto nationalprogrammes(e.g. Honduras,Guatemala,El Sal-
vadorandNicaragua),on theother.

During the EvaluationWorkshop,theProgrammestaffandcounterpartsclearlyexpressed
the needto broadenthe scopeof the municipal planningprocessto include a broader
rangeof concerns.

An impressiveamountof work hasgoneinto the developmentof the MUNIAGUA soft-
ware programmewhich can be linked to the global WASAM databasedevelopedby
WHO andUNICEF. Althoughversionsof thedatabasehavebeeninstalledat variouslo-
cationsin five of theCentralAmericancouninies, it will be importantto monitor this ac-
tivity closelysincesimilarexperiences elsewhere give reason to doubt the sustainability of
this effort. Another importantactivity of the SubregionalComponenthasbeenthevarious
attemptsto developand disseminatean approachto costanalysis,including the sustain-
ability studyof the pen-urbanwater servicesprovided through the UEBD/SANAA in
Honduras.

Box 5 Voicefrom the Evaluation Workshop
“The Municipal Planning processcreates a dialogue between
the population and the technicians. Together they should dis-
cover their limitations, that is, their joint capacity. It is essen-
tial to promote the methodologies,i.e. municipal andcommu-
nity-bised.This should be doneatthe beginningof the Pro-
gramnie,not half way through.”
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As thesubregionalprogrammewith the highestlevel of financing in UNICEF’s opera-
tions, the WES Programmeis at the centreof acomplexinstitutional powergame.The
Area Representative,for one,would like to keepit asastrategicinstrumentto helpto fa-
cilitate a dynamicregionalprocessof social-politicalintegration.

Finally, duringtheEvaluationWorkshopit wassuggestedthatoneof thedifficulties for
theSubregionalComponentis that at the momentthereis no institution thathasa full
senseof ownership.In this regard,theTeamconcurredwith the suggestionthata subre-
gional boardof directors should be establishedto provide direction.The Subregional
Componenthasalsoproposedto identify counterparts— or partners— at the subre-
gional level thatcaneventuallytakeover thetechnicalfunctionsof theComponent.An
agreementhasbeensignedwith ERIS. Further,UNICEF is a memberof RRAS-CA and
is transferringcertainfunctionsto them. In this regard,theEvaluationTeamstronglyen-
dorsestheideathat a workshopbe organisedto considermechanismsfor “decentralisa-
tion” of theWES Programmeandfor identifying mechanismsfor amore horizontal,col-
legial managementof theSubregionalComponentthanexistsatthemoment.

4.1.2 ORGANISATIONOFTHECOUNTRYPROGRAMMES

In consideringthe implementationof the UNICEF CentralAmericaWES Programme,it
is importantto barein mind that thecountry-levelWES programmeswereinitiated prior
to the funding of the SubregionalComponentandareplannedand managedindepen-
dently. As sucheachCountryProgrammehascharacteristicsthatareuniqueto thepar-
ticular nationalsituation,andwhich will not be addressedin detail within thecontextof
this report.Following is an analysisof severalimportantelementswhich seemto be
commonto all, or atleastmost,of the UNICEF WEScountry strategies.

4.1.3 INVOLVEMENT OF COUNTERPARTORGANISATIONS

The relativesuccessof the WES Programmein CentralAmericahasbeengreatlydeter-
minedby UNICEF’s ability to identify andnegotiatepartnershipswith strong,effective
nationalcounterpartinstitutions.TheProgrammecollaborateswith bothgovernmentinsti-
tutionsandNGOs.The ex-conflictprogrammein El Salvadoris the programmemostly
engagedwith NGOs, while the otherprogrammes’many partnersaregovernmental
agencies.It is possibleto identify severaltypesof counterpartrelationshipsthatUNICEF
haspromoted:

• to supportnew units andcapacitieswithin nationalgovernmentstructures;
• to createpartnershipsbetweenthe governmentandthe privatesector;
• to form allianceswhereUNICEFis oneamongseveralpartners;and
• to involve nationalNGOs.

Thefollowing chartreviewsselectedtypesof organisationsand pointsout themerit and
the risksof acollaborationwith them.Thepoint is to be awareof thepossiblelimitations
presentedby eachpartnership.
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Merits and risks with various partnerships
Organisation Potential Ri.iJc.~
Ministry of’ Health Synergywith otherUNICEF pro-

jects
Have field staff such as sanitation
technicians, health educators

Lack of interestandsupport by top
management (doctors)
Subject to governmentslow proce-
dures
in someareas(El Salvador) not ac-
cepted for political reasons

Urban utilities Professional expertise Under standard structure arenot in-
(ex ANDA, SANAA) Connections to the international

sector networks
terested in providing servicesto
the poor (bui structure can be
adapted as in SANAA/UEBD)

Social Investment Funds Havereadily available funds for
construction
Opento UNICEF support as they
lack expertise

Not concernedwith sustainability

Pen-urban and intersector Closeness to the poçulation and its Weak in staffing andno sustain-
projects or committees organisanons ability guarantee
(COINAP, Guatemala,
Talamanca, Costa Rica)
Municipalities Are in theory the appropriate plan-

ning level for rural community pro-
jects
Municipal Planning in tune with
decentralisation policies

May be heavily pohticised
Have very low technical capability

Political NGOs Good acceptanceby beneficiaries Uncertain future
(El Salvador) Strong motivation Unclearlegal status
International NGOs Experienceof grass-rootap- Uncontrolled decision-making
(CHF, Honduras, CARE. Belize) proaches
Philanthropic NGOs Influence on upper class Motivation unclear (are they just
(TECHO, Panama) offering an enlightened solution to

the problem of illegal settlers”)
Unclear legal status

Co-operatives Beneficiaries are simultaneously Weak in staffing and no sustain-
Guatemala stake-holdersand administrators ability guarantee

Empowermentof community

It is evidentthatUNICEF’s possibility to addressthestructuraldifficulties of thesectoris
limited. However,thethird columnof thechartshowsthat in many instancestheweak-
nesscould partly be compensatedby capacitybuilding, including the promotion of
strategicpartnerships.Whether this is being sufficiently addressedis questionable.
UNICEF’s capacitybuilding role hasbeenlimited and the functionof UNICEF hasbeen
to “add thenecessaryingredients”to getthingsdone,giving thus priority to servicedeliv-
ery ratherthancapacitybuilding. UNICEF is currentlypayingwagesto severalpartners;
e.g.eight positionsat its NGO partnerin El Salvador,consultantsworking with the
Municipal Plansin the Trifinio area.

In spiteof thecentralrole theUNICEF partnersplay in the implementationof theregional
WES Programme,theredoesnot appearto be awell thoughtout strategyfor the identifi-
cation, engagementand involvementwith counterpartinstitutions (cf. section4.1.5).
During theEvaluationWorkshop,with both UNICEFofficials andcounterpartparticipa-
tion, it wasnot possibleto comeup with acoherentlist of criteriafor “counterparteligi-
bility”. It is importantto recognisethat the counterpartorganisationshavetheir own
agenda.Fromtheir perspective,UNICEF is j ust oneof variouspartners— oftenessen-
tial for theexistenceof agivenproject,but, nevertheless,usuallyminor whenit comesto
influencingthe organisation’soverallphilosophyandbehaviour.
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4.1.4STRATEGIC ALLIANCES

UNICEF hasbeenrelatively effective
in promotingmechanismsfor inter-
institutional co-ordinationthat relate
directly at operational levels. For
example, in Honduras and in
Nicaragua UNICEF has had an
important role in the creation of a
“Grupo Colaborativo” in order to:
avoid unnecessaryduplication of
efforts; to resolve differences in
implementationmethodologies;andto
seekstandardisationof technologies
and equipment. Further, similar
functions have been establishedin
Guatemalaand in Panamawith the
supportof UNICEF..

UNICEF hasbeenless successfulin
forging strategic allianceswith national governmentsand bilateral and multilateral
institutionsatthecentralandpolicy levels.Thishigherlevel activist role, which is closely
linked to advocacy,is essentialfor generatingproductivedialogue,reflection and
appropriateactiontowardsreformationof the sector.

The Social InvestmentFunds,which go by variousdifferent names(FIS1EI Salvador,
FHlSfHonduras,FISE/Nicaragua),areallocatingenormousamountsof funds to water
andsanitationprogrammesin the region.TheFIS focus is on quantity ratherthanquality,
andexperienceshowhow limited thesuccessof theseefforts canbe’~.It is thereforedis-
appointingto seehow confinedUNICEF hasbeenin influencingthepolicy framework
andprogrammestrategiesoftheSocial AdjustmentProgrammesin the region.

TheSocial InvestmentFundsaregenerallymoreconcernedwith short termemployment
generationand poverty alleviation than with empowermentand sustainability.
Consequentlytheycansignificantly underminethe developmentallysoundprogramme
strategiesof the UNICEF-supportedcounterpartprogrammes.UNICEF hasdemon-
stratedseveraldistinct behavioursin its relationshipwith the social adjustmentpro-
grammes,e.g.:

• In Guatemala,UNICEF is the holderof governmentfundsaswell as fundsfrom other
sources(World Bank, Japaneseloan).This was introducedbecauseof last year’s
governmentinstability, lack of credibility in local institutionsandprevailingcorrup-
tion.

• In Nicaraguathetacticof theUNICEFcounterparthasbeento try to negotiateaterri-
torial separationof their programmewith theFISE latrineprojectin orderto avoida

44Fonclo de InversiOn socialde El Salvador/Gerenciade promociOn y evaluaciOn. Diagnosticoy recom-
mendaciónes proyecto de letrinas aboneras operaczónes BID I y II, 1995

Box 6 Voicesfrom the Evaluation Workshop — Key sectorand
developmentprinciples that the FiSesdon’t usually follow:
“Community involvement in considerations of technology
choice and costfrom the pre-feasibility phaseof a project will

result in: Sustainability!”
“The communityshouldparticipatein the identificationof ser-
vicelevel criteria andwhatthey arepreparedto pay.”
“One must adapt to the socio-economicsituation, and particu-
larly the cultural aspects,of the community. In our culture,
Water is basically a gift from God. Therefore, there, almostal-
ways, will be a rejection, when the cultural aspectsare ig-
nored.”
“We will continue to strengthen community participation by
presenting appropriate technology options, together with the
social as well as costimplications.”
“It has been demonstrated that costsin UNICEF programmes
aresignificantly lower that thoseof other organisations.”
“Decentralisation requires planning, monitoring and evaluation
at different levels,which implies human developmentat the
different levelsat which the Programmecould play a more dy-
namic (pro-active) role.”
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clashofapproacheswithin specificcommunities.

• In Honduras,UNICEF hascollaboratedin thedevelopmentof trainingmaterialsthat
arebeingusedby the FHIS. Unfortunatelythis hashad the unfortunateeffect of
seemingto endorsethefalseassumptionthat the“right” sanitationmessageis all thatis
requiredto improvethemisguidedsocialadjustment programmes.

• In El Salvador,on theotherhand,UNICEF, in additionto providingtechnicalassis-
tance,will co-ordinatetheimplementationof theFIS project. In doing sotheirobjec-
tive is to demonstrateto thefunding agency(1DB) that hygieneeducationis important
and that impactcanbe obtainedif a clear strategyis developed.It also seeksto
demonstratethat communityinvolvementand participationarecrucialfor thesuccess
of the project.

Theaboveexampleshelp to illustrate thepresentlackofregionalconsensuson theappro-
priate criteria for enteringinto partnershiprelations,aswell asthe importanceof ap-
proachingpartnershipsfrom an integratedstrategicperspective.

4.1.5ADVOCACY

TheWaterandEnvironmentalSanitationsectionof UNICEF hasidentifiedAdvocacyas
being amongthemainprinciplesthat will be usedto guideUNICEFstrategyformulation,
particularlyatcountry level.

“highlighting theneedsandrights ofchildrenand thepoorandbuildingpolit-
ical andpubliccommitmentto theadoptionofappropriatepoliciesandaccel-
eratedaction“45.

Advocacyin theCentralAmericanWES Programmeis beingexercised,asin mostother

UNICEF WES Programmes,by: selectingbeneficiariesamongunderprivilegedgroups,
supportingthe governmentauthoritiesand NGOs in areaswhere they areweak (e.g.
healthand hygieneeducation),providing examplesandmoving otherstake-holdersto
work for the improvementof the living conditionsof thepoor. Yet, anotherway is the
choice of partnerscommittedto the
samegoal asUNICEF. However,the
Programmehasbeen less active at
high-level interventions with
governments.

The Central American countries are
going through a process of
institutionalreform,and UNICEF has
not adequatelyassumedthe very
importantstrategicrole that it could
potentially play as an advocatefor
morerationalandequitablesanitation
and water policies, funding
mechanismsand institutional arrangements.As the most significantProgrammethat

Box 7 Voices from the Evaluation Workshop — Advocacy
“Increise advocacyat the policy and decisionmaking level for
the developmentof appropriate sectorpolicies.”
“The s~ateshouldassumepart of theresponsibility,given that
it continuesto raisetaxes.”
“There should bea tariff policy. If the samerateis chargedto
every one, it would not be fair to thosepersons who have a
low income.”
“The social,economicandjudicial structures of somecountries
limits the natural developmentof local organisations?’
“Advocacy is an important criteria for the identification of gov-
ernmeifl counterpartagencies,but the primary criteria for
NGOsis socialmobilisation.”

45UNICEF, Waterfront, 1995.7
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UNICEF hasin CentralAmerica, the SwedishandSwiss fundedWES Programmeis
certainlyperceivedby UNICEF asa potentiallyvaluableinstrumentfor advocatingchild
rights andregionalintegration.Yet, therehasbeenno clearanalysisof how advocacycan
play arole in improving thestrengthandeffectivenessof theWES Programmeitself and
theultimateimpacton thechildrenwhoarethemain targetgroupof UNICEF.

4.2 Institutional developmentand support

Ratherthanbeingstrategic,theUNICEF approachto institutionaldevelopmentandca-
pacity building canbestbe describedassubsidiary— providingtimely supportto sup-
plementand fill in institutional programminggapsasneedsariseand — catalytic —

stimulatingdevelopmentin newareas.Given thegenerallyad hoc andunplannednature
of this support,moreoften thannot the approachcouldbe describedas “pick agood
horseandhangon for the ride”.

Even thoughthecapacitybuilding role of theProgrammehasbeenweak,theresultsfrom
an activity analysis46clearly indicateUNICEF’s successin involving their counterparts.
The analysiscoveredall stagesin theprojectcycle, from identificationof theprojectto
possibleextensionof theservice.The responsibilityfor all activitiesbut “buying material”
were sharedbetweenUNICEF andcounterparts.TheWES programmesareby no means
just implementingagents.

Among theprincipal tools usedby theUNICEF programmeoffices to supportand de-
velop thecapacityof nationalcounterpartinstitutionsare:

• specialtechnicalstudies,suchasthedevelopmentof costanalysisproceduresand
systemsto monitorproject investment;

• designing,testingandpromotingdevelopmentandinstitutionalmodelssuchas the
MunicipalPlanningconcept;

• the developmentof databasesandmonitoringsystems,suchas MUNIAGUA;
• training workshops,in both hardwareandsoftwaresubjects;
• thedevelopmentof trainingguidesandmaterials;
• supplementary funding; and
• managementsupport.

Areasof particularconcern,involving the useof various tools, havebeenthedevelop-
ment of low-cost technologies(e.g. the LASF latrine, the Rowerand Camisahand
pumps,andsmallborerotary drilling); participatoryenvironmentalsanitationeducation
andmonitoring; genderawareness;costingsystemand financial models;andmunicipal
andparticipatoryplanning.Althoughall of thesesupportsareusefulandhavegradually
beensystematisedand repeatedoncetheireffectivenesshasbeenassessed,theUNICEF
CentralAmericainstitutionaldevelopmentprocessseemsto lack acoherentstrategicvi-
sion ofthesortsofinstitutionsthataremostdesirableaswell asasystematicplanof how
to get there.Having saidthis it is encouragingto notethat therehasrecentlybeenaseffort
to synthesisethemoresuccessfulexperiencessuchasthe “TegucigalpaModel” in order
to isolatethekey componentsandto developandteststrategiesfor replication.

46Quesuonnaires9 and 10 were filled out by the WATSAN Officer and their counterparts
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4.2.1HUMAN RESOURCEDEVELOPMENT

Humanresourcedevelopmentthrough
training and the systematicexchange
of experiencesand information have
beenaprimarystrategyto increasethe
UNICEF Central America WES
Programmecapacity.

In the Appraisal of the Proposalin -

1991 oneof thecriticismspointedout was that the softwarecomponentwasconsideredto
be the weaknessof theProgramme.Efforts havebeenmadeto strengthenthis component
at countrylevel. TheTeamexperiencedthat thequality of theenvironmentalsanitation
educationvariesagreatdeal.Forexample:

• Theprogrammein El Salvadorhasdevelopeda genderfocusedsanitaryeducation
strategybasedon householdvisits. Threecoremodulespromotepersonalhygiene
habits, usageof theLASF latrine and treatmentandstorageof drinking water. An
incentive systemincludescommunity-basedmonitoringand aprize for the best
family performance,aswell as asmallincomefor the visitadora.

• In Hondurasthesanitationandhygieneeducationin the communityhasbeencon-
ductedby a teamof social-workstudentsfrom the university which raisesimportant
questionsregardingthe longer term sustainabilityandreplicability of the approach.
Furthermore,the messagesto the community areconventionaland are not inte-
gratedwith the projectplanning.

• In NicaraguaUNICEF workedwith InstitutoNicaraguensedeFornentoMunicipal
in order to support the hygienesanitationpromotion which was missing in the
InstitutoNicaraguensede Acueductosy Alcantarilladosprogramme.Although the
approachhasbeenintegrated,the lack cf effectiveco-ordinationbetweenthe two
organisationssignificantly reducesthe potentialimpactof the educationalcompo-
nent.

• In CostaRicatherewas little sign of awarenessof theneedfor an environmental
sanitationeducationcomponent.

• In Guatemalatheprojectsareintegratedandseemto manageboth thephysicalout-
put andthe“software” aspectof the project.The “basicservices”programmein the
ColoniaEl Mezquital,GuatemalaCity, beginswith acommunityrequestfor sup-
port, generallytowardsthe solutionof a specificproblemandcontinueswith apar-
ticipatory problem-basedmethodology.Sanitaryeducationbeginsparallelwith the
needsassessmentandis consideredto be apermanentlearningprocess.

• In Panamathe “software” componento F theprojectsat communitylevel includes
community participationandsanitaryeducationthroughwomen’sand children’s
groups.

Considerablework hasbeendoneand the trend is clearly in the right direction,yet an
enormousgapstill existsbetweenthebroadly acceptedtheoryandthecurrentpractice
within theprogramme.

Box 8 Voices from the EvaluationWorkshop
“There should not be an imbalancebetweenwater andsanita-

tion. No matterhow good it is to managewater and sanitation
in parallel,seldomis adequateimportancegivento theeduca-
tional aspects.The focuson healthis very importantandsome-
times ii isn’t takeninto account— even in the educational ac-
tivities “
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Although it is not clearly reflectedin the subregionaldocuments,the Subregional
Componentappearsto havedeveloped ___________________________________________
a special relationship with the Box 9 Voice from theEvaluationWorkshop
International Water and Sanitation “The relationship betweenthe countries is directly with the
Centre(IRC) in Hague. They have UNICEF CountryWES Officers.The majority of the countries
playeda key role in definingandguid- (counterparts)areunawareof theWork Planof theSubregional

Component.
ing the contentand directionof the
software componentof the WES
Programme.A specialistfrom the IRC togetherwith theSubregionalComponentand
other regionalresourcepersonshaveorganiseda seriesof workshopsat country-level
(Panama),subregional(rural andpen-urbanfocus)andregionallevels.Themainpurpose
of the workshopswas to contribute to the developmentof gendersensitivesanitary
educationbasedon thechangeof hygienebehaviourand practices;and to incorporate
community-basedmonitoring systems.Theworkshopshavebeenparticularlyuseful in
assistingtheparticipants(UNICEF staff and counterpartsprimarily) to gain first hand
exposureto thestateofthe art in termsof sanitationpromotiontheory47,to documentand
systematisetheirwork, andto developplansfor further improvement.

It is to early to assessthefull impactof the IRC-assistedtraining, it is at leastclearthat
manyof theUNICEF counterpartsarebeginningto addresstheelementsofan integrated
approachto empowerment— communityparticipationwith promotionof a learner-cen-
tred,concept-basedapproachto hygieneandsanitationeducationandgenderorientation
in programmeplanningand management.Thereseemsto exista remarkabledegreeof
consensuswithin theWES Programmein regardsto the basicconceptsandprinciplesof
empowerment,aswell astheelementsthataremostessentialin orderto put it into prac-
tice.

4.2.2EXCHANGE OF KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERIENCES

Thesubregionalprogrammehasexcellentpotentialasa forum for theexchangeof ideas
andexperiences.Eachcountryhasacquiredpositiveexperiencein thedevelopmentof in-
novativeapproachesto theprovisionof low cost sanitationandwater services,aswell as
participatoryhygieneandsanitationpromotion. Yet the SubregionalComponentseemsto
havepaidmuchmoreattentionto developingandpromotingits own modelsthanfacilitat-
ing an exchangeof experiencesbetweenand amongtheotherprogrammes.Although
subregionalmeetingshavebeenheldtwice a year, they havegenerallybeenof a very
shortduration(two or threedays)andof fairly limited impact.Whereinter-countryex-
changeshavetakenplace,it appearsto havebeenmuchmoreincidentalthanstrategic.
For exampletheTECHOfoundationmodelpromotedby UNICEF/Panamawascopied
from the Co-operativeHousingFoundationProgrammein Tegucigalpa,following the
transferof theHondurasWES Officer to Panama— which only servesto illustratethe
enormousvalueofcrossfertilisation.

During theEvaluationWorkshoptherewerenumerousstatementsindicatingthat horizon-
tal exchangeshavenot beentaking placeasthey should.In particularit wasnotedthat
experienceexchangesarenecessary“to providefeedbackfor programmefollow-up, to

g. manyof the definitions and conceptsrelated to sanitationpromotiondirectly reflect thework of
the Working Group on Sanitation Promotion of the Collaborative Council, 1994
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overcomeweaknessesandto mnakenecessaryadjustments”.Furthermoretheparticipants
recommendedthat the SubregionalComponentshoulddo moreto facilitatetheexchange
of experiences:

• within the region,particularly amongkey decision-makingbodies;
• betweencounterpartinstitutions;and
• atcommunitylevels.

It wasalsostronglyemphasisedthat theProgrammeshould intensify thepromotionof
culturallyandsocio-economicallyappropriateresearchon alternativetechnologiesof wa-
ter, sanitation,andtheconservationof wateni~heds,for subsequentdisseminationin the
region.

Theredoesnot seemto be a significantexchangeof experiencebetweenprojectsim-
plementedin the pen-urbanand the rural areas.The UNICEF WES Programmein
Guatemalacan be mentionedasan examplewhere little cross-fertilisationbetweenthe
UNICEFofficers in chargeof therural, theurbanandthe subregionalprogrammeseems
to exist.

Manyof thestrengthsof theprogrammescouldbe sharedbeyondLatin America. Oneof
theWES officersexpressedtheneedto producedocumentsin Englishto be ableto get
theattentionof othercountries.Conversely,UNICEF would do well to stimulatemore
exchangewith otherregions.

4.3 Empowerment

In UNICEF’s MediumTerm Planfor thePeriod1992-95,UNICEFhad definedempow-
ermentasrelatedto womento mean:

“This involvesknowledge,informationandskills, the ability to organiseto
defendtheir interestsand demandthe~rrightful share of developmentre-
sourcesandbenefits;and the capacityto participateeffectivelyin all societal
processesanddecisionsthat establishvalues,control access,allocate re-
sourcesandresponsibilitiesandawardbenefitswithin thefamily, community
andnation.”

Although theIRC-supportedtraininghasclearlybeenbaseduponthis setof values,it has
alsoaddeda moregendersensitiveperspective.Nevertheless,training by itself cannot
havethefull desiredimpactif theotherelementsof thesystemarenot in place.As indi-
catedin earliersections,considerableattentionhasto be focusedon creatingan appropri-
ateenablinginstitutionalandpolicy environmentat local, nationalandregionallevels.

4.3.1 COMMUNITY MANAGEMENTIHYG[ENE AND SANITATION PROMOTION

A variety ofapproachesto communitymanagementandhygieneandsanitationpromotion
haveevolvedwithin the region.Examplesarebriefly identifiedin section4.2.1.Although
theyaregraduallyassumingacommonsetof guidingprincipleswhich arebothdevelop-
mentally soundandorientedtowardscommunityempowerment,in practice,the com-
munity promotionmodelstendto be fairly vertical.
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SincetheWES Programme’sprincipalcounterpartalmostinvariablyhasbeenthe national
waterand sewerageutility, theyhavegenerallydemonstratedpoorcapacityin regardto
social mobilisation,hygieneeducationand often sanitation.Their overall educational
strategyis frequently flawed,principallybecausepromotionandeducationactivitiesare
handledasseparateactivities,ratherthanasoneintegratedcomponent— togetherwith
genderconcerns.Ontheone hand,committeeororganisationalstructuresaredesignedto
suit theneedsof theprogrammesratherthanadaptingtheprogrammesto alreadyexisting
local decisionmaking mechanismsandleadershippatterns.By thesametoken,educa-
tional processestendto bemessage-focused,ignoring theenormousamountofinforma-
tion that localcommunitiesalreadymanage.

Furthermore,theeducationalstrategiesusually focuson a limited setof messagesthat
many — if not most— of thecommunitymembershavealreadyheardoverandover
again,insteadof providingthemwith a dynamiclearningcontextin which they would
shareand apply their alreadyconsiderableknowledgetowardsimplementingdesired
change.

Thepromotionalmaterialsavailableto thesocialpromotionstaffarelimited andtendto be
message-focused,reinforcingtheconventional“do’s” and“dont’s” of hygieneandsani-
tation behaviour— ratherthanprocess-oriented,in orderto strengthenthe analytical,
planningandorganisationalskills of thecommunitygroups.In light of the above,it is
very encouragingto notetheprocess-orientedapproachthat the GuatemalaOffice is ap-
plying with a clearunderstandingthatexternal“messages”shouldnot be thecorecontent
of an effective sanitationand waterpromotionprogramme.Field-testingof a set of
brochureshavebeencarriedout to help to facilitatea community-basedplanningprocess
in which the people’sneedsareat thecentre.It is intendedthat this community-based
methodology,which integrateswater-as-an-entry-pointwith healtheducation,nutrition
and gender-focus,shouldbea componentof thePARLACEN Municipal Planningsys-
tem.

4.3.2 INVOLVEMENT OF COMMUNITY MEMBERS

Thedegreeofcommunityparticipationin theWESProgrammeis dependenton thechoice
of technologyaswell asthestrategyappliedby eachcountryprogramme.Community
participationis significantly limited whenprojectsare“technologydriven”. In someofthe
rural programmesthespecific technicalarrangementstend to dictateprogrammestrate-
gies.In thecaseof INAAIDAR in Nicaragua,thedrilling rig hasdeterminedthepaceof
theprogrammeand significantly inhibitedthequality of communityparticipationbefore
and duringconstruction.In Tegucigalpa,theUEBD programmehas,until recently,fo-
cusedalmostexclusivelyon theprovisionof water,providingthecommunitywith very
little choiceregardingtheappropriatetechnologyandservicelevel.

However,during theimplementationphasea high level of communityparticipationis
foundin theProgramme,andcostcalculationsshowthat thecommunitycontributeswith
almost90 percentof total labourcostsfor certaintypesof projects.Thepost-construction
communityinvolvementhasbeenlimited to theoperationand maintenanceof thepumps
andthecollectionof fees.Thefull userinvolvementin theproblemidentification,plan-
ning andthechoiceof appropriateoptionshasbeenlimited. Consequentlythedefacto
control of the processhasremainedin the handsof the Programmeratherthan in the
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community.

Thereis, however,aconsensuswithin
the WES Programmein terms of Box 10 Voice from aCommunitymember
wherethedevelopmentprocessshould “When anything is wrong with the pump wejust call the au-

be headed.Nevertheless,theUNICEF thority to comeandfix it. So you can see,we have no power
counterpartstaffstill lack theadequateat all”.

tools to facilitate more meaningful
levelsof participation.

4.3.3 GENDERAND ETHNIC FOCUS

In spiteof theregionalgender-basedhygieneand sanitationtraining (cf. section4.2.1),
the Country Programmescontinueto havea strong genderbias in favourof men,and
women’sparticipationis frequently token and very muchwithin stereotypicalroles.
Womenaregenerallyrepresentedwithin the local committees,and mostfrequentlyas-
signedthemore“female” functionssuchas healthhygieneeducation,responsibilityfor
thecleanlinessandupkeepof thewateror sanitaryfacilities. Moreover,womenareoften
assignedthe responsibilityfor overseeingthe finances.

A not uncommonway of handlingthehygieneandsanitationpromotionis to delegatethis
to a separateunit or organisation(e.g. university social work studentsin Honduras;
INIFOM in Nicaragua).Theunfortunateconsequenceof this latterdelegationof respon-
sibilities is that,along with thewomen,theentirehygieneandsanitationpromotionfunc-
tion is marginalised— “out of sightout of mirLd”.

A few activitieshastakenplacein theSubregionalComponentto explorethedifferentef-
fectsof sanitaryeducationon indigenousand non-indigenouspopulationsin orderto de-
sign moreculturalappropriatetools andstrategies.

Notwithstandingtheimbalancebetweenwomenandmenin theProgramme,comparison
betweendifferent trainingmaterialsshowsapositiveevolutionof genderandethnicrep-
resentationswithin theProgramme(cf. figures 1 and2).

Fig. 1. Artwork in a UNICEF/Guatemala training brochure
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Fig. 2. Artwork in a training brochure of the Subregional Component

But as muchaschangingthetraditionalattitudesof menandwomenasportrayedin pic-
turesmight be a usefulexercise,it is certainly far moreimportantandmeaningfulto di-
rectly work to changethemaledominancein theWES programmes.

4.4 Technology

Generallyspeaking,theProgrammebuilds on UNICEF’s long trackrecordin appropriate
technology,andthis evaluationwill not review in depthits technologychoices.However,
specialcreditmustbe givento UNICEF for its role in thedisseminationof appropriate
technology(MAYA andotherpumps,compostlatrines,communitywaterschemes,etc.).
UNICEF hasalso beena key facilitator for thedevelopmentof innovativetechnology
(fibreglasstoilet slabandpanfactoryin Panama).

Thequality of technicalimplementationis subjectto discussion:while perfectionismand
exaggeratedconcernfor detail is not conduciveto sustainabilityandcost-effectiveness,
self-helpsolutionsarebound to havetechnicalflaws.TheEvaluationTeamsawfor in-
stanceat severallocationsthat PVC pipeswere not buried (asat Sequila II in Alta
Verapaz,Guatemala),but held abovegroundwith woodenpoleson a hillside. In such
cases,thereis aneedto nzonitorthe technicalquality achievedin projects.A monitoring,
follow-up andupgradingconceptshouldbe partof thestrategyfrom the start.

To achieveeffectiveandcorrectuseof infrastructureit is essentialto co-ordinatethecon-
structionactivities with the“software side”. Technicalimprovementsin sanitationare

41



only sustainableif theyareaccompaniedby behaviouralchanges.Thedifficulty to co-or-
dinatetheseactivitiescanbe illustrated with an examplefrom Nicaragua,wheretheintro-
duction of down-the-hole-hammerdrilling rigs hasacceleratedservicedeliverybut re-
ducedthe timespentby thesocialpromotionteamsin eachcommunity.

Thecompostlatrines(LASF) is anotherdelicatematter,andrequiresconsiderablepromo-
tion, introductionand follow-up to achievedesiredimpact.48In El Salvadorthesuccess
of theLASF canbeattributedto the intensive promotionand trainingactivities taking
placesimultaneouslywith theconstructionpha~Le.

4,5 Costing systems and cost recovery

Cost recoveryhasbeendiscussedin the waterand sanitationsectorthroughoutthe
InternationalDrinking WaterSupplyandSanitationDecade(1981 - 1990).Cost recovery
is an issueofconcernto donorsbecauseofits influenceon sustainability.Thecoststo be
recoveredmayreferto thecapitalcostand/orto thecostsofadministration,operationand
maintenance.Oneofthepriority activitiesof theSubregionalComponentis thedevelop-
mentof costingsystems.Questionsin focusare:

• Whatare costs?Doeslocal materialandcommunitylabourcontributionhavea price,
andshouldthisbeincluded in theoverall costcalculation?

• Whatportion of the costsshouldbe recovered7Investmentsmadeuntil inauguration
andadministration,operationandmaintenanceor just the latter?

Theobjectiveis to assistsectorstakeholdersby providingthem with areliabletool for
costingestimates.Themethodologymakesit possibleto assessthe directaswell asthe
indirectcostsof a project,takinginto considerationpre-investment,investmentandother
costs(e.g. management,monitoringandevaluation,supervision,promotion).

For investmentcosts,the methodologystarts from an elementarycostsbreakdownof
bagsof cement,woodenpools,graveletc.A pricetagis put on communitycontribution
suchaslabourandlocal building materials.Thelabourcontributionis basedon themini-
mum wageand thenumberof hoursput into the project. As mostpeopleare not em-
ployedbut involved in agriculturalproductionwith small cashrevenues,the minimum
wagedoesnot reflect theopportunitycost.

The model for a costingsystem,workedout by the SubregionalComponent,hasbeen
tried in HondurasandEl Salvador,andis anticipatedto be testedin Nicaragua.A com-
putersoftwareprogrammehasbeendevelopedby UNICEF to support the methodol-
ogy49. Credit should be given for this effort, but maybemost of all for is capacity
buildingeffect with theUNICEF partners.

Wheneverdiscussingtherecoveryof costs,adistinctionhasto bemadebetweenthetwo
targetgroupsof theProgramme,pen-urbanandrural population,astheirincomeoppor-
tunitiesdiffer considerably.Thepen-urbanpopulationis part of themonetaryeconomy,

48Medina et al., WaterandSanitation in CentralAmerica — Mzd.temreviewof UNICEF’s Programme,
1993.

~ SistemaComputarizadopara Análgsisde Costos,nianual del Usario, UNICEF, Guatemala Area Office,

1994.
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which is not thecaseof therural population.For dwellersin pen-urbanareas,theintro-
ductionof piped watersystemswith atariff paysoff, ascomparedto earlieralternative
with watervendors’servicesdeliveredby truck. In therural areas,on theotherhand,the
situationis distinct: cashis shortandthereis a traditionof not payingfor water.

Thereis no clearstrategyfor costrecoveryandmostprojectsarefinancially subsidisedin
the sensethata total recoveryof investmentsis not possible.TheProgrammehaslittle
expectationsof recoveringthetotal costofprojectsin the rural areas.Theopinion is that
the recoveryof costsought to concentrateon administration,operationand maintenance.
In theurbanprogrammesthe ideais to recovertotal investmentcost(nominal)of thepro-
ject, leavinga subsidyalsoin this case.

4.5.1 COMMUNiTYCONTRIBUTION

Thecontributionfrom thecommunityis either in cashor in kind. Generally,thereis al-
most no financial contribution from the rural community for the investmentcosts.
However,in the pen-urbanprojectsin Panama(glassfibre latrines), Honduras(the
SanitaryUnit of CHF) and in GuatemalaCity largepartsarerecovered.Thecontribution
from theruralcommunitiesin thenon-cashcategoryis, however,substantial.According
to informationfrom theWES officers thecontributionsfrom thecommunity,on average,
arethefollowing50:

• In a latrineproject,it is estimatedthat the labourcontributionis approximately50%.
Thecommunity’sshareofthe total costfor materialis around40%.

• In waterprojects,thereare significantdifferencesin thecommunitycontribution,
dependingon the appliedtechnology.In thecaseof a hand-dugwell the labour
contributionis limited to unskilldedlabour,and is estimatedto be around90% of
total labourcost. Drilled wells demandgreaterattentionfrom UNICEF and the
counterpartand theestimatedlabourcontributionfrom thecommunityis signifi-
cantly lower. In projectsimplementinggravity fedwatersystemsthelabourcontri-
bution from the communityis estimatedat 60%. Thecommunity’sshareof total
costfor materialin waterprojectsis marginal.

Likewise,thedegreeof involvementof the beneficiariesafterinauguration,varieswith
technology.Wherehandpumpsareinstalledin hand-dugwells thecommunitycaresfor
95%of thecostsof administration,operationandmaintenance,whereashandpumpsin-
stalledin drilled wells requiresthegovernment’s/counterpart’sresourcesto ahigherde-
gree.Thelatrine,being afamily project, is the responsibilityofeachhousehold.

Watercommitteesareformedduring the implementationphaseoftheproject andcontinue
to managetheprojectafterinauguration,e.g.maintenanceof thesystemandcollectionof
fees.Thedegreeto whichthesewatercommitteesfunctionvariesand sodoesthepossi-
bility to managepossiblefaults. Two alternativewaysare found for handling future
costs,eitheramonthly feefrom thebeneficiariesis put into afund or afinancialcontribu-
tion is collectedfrom thecommunitymemberswheneverneeded.

50 QuestionnaireI, WATSAN officer
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4.6 Assessmentof past performance in terms of impact and outputs

This sectionstartswith ashortdiscussionabcutthe relationbetweencertainProgramme
outputs(coverage)andwaterandsanitationrelateddiseases.This brings light on therele-
vanceoftheoutputsfor the impacton theoverall healthobjectiveof theProgramme.

4.6.1COVERAGEAND HEALTH IMPACT

Fortheassessmentof achievementsofProgrammeobjectivesit is necessaryto havedata
on theimpactof theProgrammeon healthandreductionofburdenfor women.Indicators
on such impactshave beensuggested,aswas mentionedin section 1, in the various
Programmedocuments.Indicatorsarealsopartofstandardprojectimplementationproce-
duresin UNICEF’s newWES strategy.

KAP andSentinentalsiteshavebeencarriedout in somecountrieson whichfuture impact
studiescanbe based.currently, however,thereare no particularbase-linestudiesthat
havebeenrelatedto impact studies.Thevarious institutionsworking in theareahave
developedtheir ownindicators,which leavesusasystemthat is not unified.Yet another
obstaclearethe limited fundsavailableto engagein theseactivities. UNICEFhasnotuntil
recently explicitly addressedthe questionof monitoring and follow-up. However,
indicatorshavebeenestablishedand the intention is that theywill beoperationalin the
future.

Although, an empiricalcorrelationexistsbetweenWES coverageandmortality ratesdue
to diarrhoea!diseasesor incidenceof cholera51.On theotherhand,weknow that other
factorsarejust asimportant,oftenthemselvesrelatedto improvedcoverage,andthatus-
ageratesandmaintenancemustbe studiedbeforeconclusionsaredrawnfor aparticular
projectarea.

In a 1991 reviewof a largenumberof previousstudieson thehealtheffectsof increased
coverageof sanitationand water,it wasconcl.idedthat thehealthbenefitsvary widely52.
A follow-up of various researchprojectsby the sameauthorarrivedat interestingfind-
ings: effectsof servicelevelsof waterandsalitation werestrongerandmoreconsistent
on nutritionalstatusthanon diarrhoea.Among theconclusionswequote:

• Healtheffectsfrom sanitationweremuc:h higherthaneffectsfrom improvedwater
supplies,andeffectsfrom improvedwatersupplieswerenot alwaysestablished.

• Flushtoiletsprovidedsignificantly higherhealthbenefitsthanpit latrines,which in
turnwere significantlybetterthanno improvedsanitation.

• Water suppliesvia yardor houseconnectionswereusuallyassociatedwith better
health,comparedto unimprovedwateror public supplies.Publicsuppliesprovided
only marginalbenefits.

• Shorterwatercollection timewasassociatedwith betterchild healthandparticularly
nutritionalstatus.

Theseresults imply that improvementsin sanitationservicesarevery important; we
wouldaddthat theyalsounderscorethe imporl anceof healthandenvironmentalsanitation

51 PAHO, CondicionesdeSaluden las Americas,1994 Vol 1.
52 A study by S A , Esreyquoted~nIRC WaterNewsletter,No 227.
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education(cf. conclusionsandrecommendationsin section5). Increasedwater supply
withoutsanitationhasalsobeencorrelatedto increasedincidenceof malaria53.

4.6.2COUNTRY PROGRAMMEPERFORMANCE

Theassessmentof theCountryProgrammeperformancepresentedin this sectionis done
country by country.In the following sectionasummaryof theProgramme’sperformance
in termsof outputsis presented.As mentionedin theprevioussectiontherearerarely any
base-lineor impactstudiesmadein thecountries,which restrictstheassessmenton past
performanceto thephysicaloutputs,asno otherindicatorshavebeenestablished.The
impactof theWATSAN activitieson theoverall objectiveof improvedhealthandreduc-
tion of work burdenfor womencanonly be assumedfrom therelationshipbetweenthe
outputandthe impactas mentionedabove.

In the third progressreportof theProgramme,achievementsaresometimespresentedin
relationto targetsthat arenot definedand setatzero.Thepen-urbanwatersystems,for
example,haveatotal targetof threewith a reportedoutputof 22, leavingthereaderwith
thefalse impressionthat theoutputachievedis 700%.In fact therewas no definedgoal
for Honduras,that accountedfor 14 of theconstructedsystems.In summary,thediffi-
cultiesin assessingpastperformanceare:

• the lackof base-linestudiesandindicatorsrelatingto theoverall objectivesof the
programme;

• very few impactstudiesandofrestrictedrelevanceor applicability; and
• severaloutputsarecomparedto a zerotarget.

TheWATSAN activitiesarein manycasesimplementedand financedby morethanone
agent.Thus, the outputachievedcan by no meansbe isolated to UNICEF’s Swedish
support.In thepreviousevaluationsof 1991 and 1993, it wasrequestedthat thereported
progressshouldbe on the overallprogramme,andnot only relatedto Swedishfunds.

To beableto assessthegoalattainmentof theCountry Programmes,theoutput from the
threeprogressreportshasbeenaccumulated.Theaccumulatedfigures aredoomedto in-
cludeerrorsfor severalreasons:it is difficult to compilethedataover theyearsdueto the
insufficientwayofreporting;thedefinitionsofactivitieshavechangedover theyears;the
beneficiariesarenot alwaysstatedin theprogressreports,leadingto a smallernumber
thanit should rightly havebeen.Moreover, to assesspastperformanceof acomponent,
e.g. health/hygieneeducation,which is of aqualitativenatureratherthanquantitative,is
not possible.In thecountriesadiversity of descriptionsof thehealthandhygieneeduca-
tion componentexistsandit is notpossibleto penetratetheactualcontentof activities like
“sessions”,“workshops”,“talks”. We havethereforechosennot to reportthe achieve-
mentsof theenvironmentalsanitationandhygieneeducationcomponentin thetables.In
orderto partly overcomesomeof thesedifficulties a questionnaireon outputswasdis-
tributedto theWES officers.

The original targetsof the 1991 proposalhavebeenrevisedin May 1995. The revised
targetsfor theperiodof 1992-1994werebasedon thebudgetacceptedby SIDA. For ex-
ample, in caseswherethebudgetwasreducedby 20%,sowere thetargets.In the pro-

PAHO, op cit.
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posal for additional funding UNICEF re-orientedthefunds: theaccumulatedtargetsfor
1992-96arebasedon therevised1992-94targetsaswell ason thenew targetfor 1995
and 1996of theJanuary1995proposal.In the following tableswepresentthe 1992-1996
targetsfor informationpurposes,but ourconc[usionson pastperformancearebasedonly
on the 1992-1994period.

Theadjustedtargetsfor 1992-1994havebeencomparedto theresultsreportedfrom each
WES officer. Moreover,cumulatedoutputsfrom the resultsreportedin thethreeprogress
reportsareusedfor comparisons.Whencomparingthe two sources,resultsarequite am-
biguousat times. In somecasesthediscrepanciesbetweenthetwo identifiedachieve-
mentsaregreatenoughto makeus revertto theconclusionthat theofficers havenot been
awareof the actualoutputs.A possibleexplanationcouldbe thatsomeof theWES offi-
cersarefairly newin theposition.Although, ii this is thecase,it clearly indicatesthat the
systemfor keepingtrackof resultsis not suffic:iently well maintained.It is clearthat there
arecaseswheredoublereporting,aswell asreportingon outputsthat haveactuallynot
beenproduced54.However,one hasto keepin mind that the resultsin the progressre-
ports aretheproductsofthereportingfrom sevendifferentcountriesandofficers.

Thefollowing tablespresent:

• Adjustedtargetsfor 1992-1994~~(labelledTarget92-94).
• Accumulatedoriginal targetsfrom progressreportsI, II andIII aregiven in paren-

thesisfor someof thephysicaltargets.
• Adjustedtargetsfor 1992~9656,taking into considerationthereorientationoffunds

(labelledTarget92-96).
• Achievementsfor 1992-1994according10 questionnaire2 (labelledQuestionnaire).
• Accumulatedachievementsfor the walersupply and sanitationcomponentfrom

progressreportsI, II andIII for 1992-1994(labelledAccumulatedPR).

The assessmentis basedon the 1992-1994outputscomparedto theadjustedtargetsfor
1992-1994.Theadjustedtargetsfor 1992-1995arepresentedfor informationonly.

Table 14: Belize outputs 1992-94
Belize Target (92-94) Target (92-96) Achievements 1992-1994

Questionnaire AccumulatedPR
Water Supply
Pipedwatersystems 2
Hand pumps,drilled 34 (102)

-

- 64 85
Beneficiaries I 644 - 3 924 5 421
Trainedwatercommittees 8
Sanitation
Latrines 822 (2 225) I 512 724
Beneficiaries 4 932

-

- 9 072 5 232
Note. Achievements for Belize from the WES officerwere not available.

Theconstructioncomponentof theBelize programmehasbeensuccessful.The number
of drilled wells equippedwith handpumpsis significantly abovetarget.The latrinecon-
structionhasaccomplishedapproximately90%of theset target.

5~Working papersfor GuatemalaandPanama

55UNICEF, Targets to be reached at the end of the cycle(1991-1996)
56Ibid
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UNICEF Belize hasexperienceddifficulties in getting the government’sattentionto
healtheducation.This is reflectedin theirfairly low achievementin the area.Thefirst two
yearstheactivities in healtheducationwerevery poor.In 1994, theeducationcomponent
of the programmehasincreasedits rateof progress:village healthcommitteeswere
formed andenvironmentalsanitationeducationwasconducted.In theproposalof May
1991 thetargetfor healtheducationwasto train atotal of4932 trainers(at differentlev-
els). The information that the Teamhasto rely on is from the threeprogressreports,
wheretheactualamountofpeopletrainedis not given. Nevertheless,it is ratherclearthat
Belizehasnot beenableto achievethe targetset for healtheducation.

Table 15: Costa Rica outputs 1992-1994
Costa Rica Target (92-94) Target (92-96) Achievements 1992 - 1994

Questionnaire AccumulatedPR

~Vater supply
Piped systems 62 79 11
Hand pumps,drilled 26 33
Hand pumps,handdug 370 475 249
School water supply 90 81 81

Other 29
Beneficiaries 53 676 77 028 38 789 11 475

Sanitation
Latrines 8 800 II 300 851 912
Beneficiaries 48 398 62 148 9 574 1 555

Thepiped watersupply targetfor CostaRicawasto install 62 schemesin 1992.Theout-
put reportedfrom theWES officer is zero57,while the accumulatedresultsfrom the
progressreportsare 11 systems.Output of pipedwatersupply servicesfalls fan below
targetaswell asthe installationofhandpumps.However,theCostaRicaprogrammehas
suppliedschoolswith waterandin the third progressreport81 watersupplysystemsare
reported.Although the water supplycomponenthasnot reachedits original targetsthe
overall impressionis that thewatercomponenthasbeenmoreor lesssuccessful.

Latrineconstructionfalls far below theset target at 8800.Thereportedresultsfrom the
officer indicatea 10% achievement.Theaccumulatedoutputsfrom theprogressreports
showsimilar results.

Theenvironmentalsanitationeducationcomponentseemsto be weak.Thetargetfor 92-
94 wassetattraining 48 400trainers,while theamountreportedby theWES officer is
241 at institutionallevel and 1072 atcommunitylevel. The accumulatedachievements
from theprogressreportindicatesimilar results.

5~It has been explained to the team that the statement in the questionnaire was incorrect, however, no
otherfigureshavebeenpresented
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Table 16: El Salvador outputs 1992-1994
El Salvador: country Target(92-94) Target (92.96) Achievements 1992-1994
programmeandex.conflict Questionnaire AccumulatedPR
Water Supply
Piped systems 21(60, 30-

40)1
62 29 36

Hand pumps,improvedor con- 516 (1500, I 545 488 436
structed 400)1
Beneficiaries 37 152 112 952 44 843
TrainedWaterCommittees 5
Sanitation
Latrines 8 600

(25 000)1
17 220 3 593 3 054

Beneficiaries 47 300 64 102 20 558
Promoters 60
I The target is givenas “main objectives” for the 1992.96 programmeandthe specialex-conflict programmein
the third progressreport

Theresultsfor thetwo programmesin El Salvadoraretreatedtogetherasone unit. The
objectivesin theprogressreportsdo notexplicitly stateanytargetfor environmentalsani-
tation education.Theoriginal proposal,though,hada targetof 276 workshopson health
educationandgendertraining.Theresultsfrom theWES officer indicatethat this most
certainlyhasbeenachieved.A totalof 325 peopleat institutional level anda highnumber
of peopleatcommunitylevel havebeentrained,like for examplecommunityleadersand
sanitationpromoters.Moreover,theeducation,hasincludeda genderfocus.Theprogress
reportsshowsimilar results.Thehealthcomponenthassuccessfullybeenemphasisedin
the programme.

Theinfrastructurecomponentalsoshowsfavourableresults.Thetargetof 21 piped water
systemshasbeenaccomplished,while the installationof handpumpshasmoreor less
reachedthetarget.Thelatrineconstruction,on theotherhand,hasnot accomplished50%
of the target set for theperiod.
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Table 17: Guatemala outputs 1992-1994
Guatemala Target (92-94) Target (92-96) Achievements

Questionnaire AccumulatedPR
Water supply
Piped systems 210 (290)1 366 234 234
Hand pumps, wells 350 (550)1 586 283 289
Bulk water supply 5
Pen-urban systems 2
Beneficiaries 80 500 170 599 141 100
WaterCommitteestrained 1 82
Sanitation and environme
Latrines

nt
12 250

(26 000)~
16100 12 115 12 644

Beneficiaries 73 500 99 840 59 514
Pen-urban systems 175 230
Promoters 625
Wastewater 26
Beneficiaries 50 420
Alternative stoves 160

Numberof plantedtrees 70 290 128 322 21 700
Bio-digestion
Protectionof environment 324
Spring conservation 99
Sewage
I The targetsin the third progressreport havebeenrevised

The targetsfor watersystemshavebeenmoreor lessaccomplished:installedhandpumps
fall below target,while pipedsystemsareabove.Latrine constructionhasalsobeensuc-
cessfuland the targetof constructing12250 latrinesbetween1992 and 1994 is met.
However,in theadjustedtargetsfor the sanitationcomponentit is statedthat 175 pen-un-
bansystemsshouldbe constructed.Neitherin theprogressreportsnor in theresultsre-
portedfrom theWES officerwas thereany evidenceof this activity.

Thetarget for healthand hygieneeducationfor the period was to train 615 trainersat
various levels.This targethasbeenmet accordingto both sources.

Table 18: Honduras outputs 1992-1994
Honduras Target (92-94) Target (92-9k Achievements

Questionnaire AccumulatedPR
~Vater supply
Hand pumps. 227 321 7 149
handduganddrilled
Pen-urban 8 61 27 26
Beneficiaries 28 140 96 498 55 499 52 165
Sanitation
Latrines 2 520 4 149 3 299
Beneficiaries 13 860 23 112 1 800
Pen-urbansystems 840 1 188
Beneficiaries 4 620 6 534

Thetarget to install 227 handpumpshasnot beenmet: theWES officer reports7 hand
pumps, while theaccumulatedoutput reportsshow theinstallationof almost 150 hand
pumps.The WES officer reportsa total of 27 installedpen-urbansystems,to be com-
paredwith atargetof 8. Thesurpassingof thepen-urbansystemscanbe explainedby the
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effectsof thesuccessof therevolvingfund andthecampaignof “Agua paraTodos”.The
overall impressionis that thewatercomponentof theprogrammehasbeensuccessful.

Thetargetto construct2 500 latrineshasbeenmet.

Theofficer reportsthat hygieneandhealthedticationhasbeengiven to over 60 000 peo-
pleat communitylevel. No traininghastakenplaceatthe institutionallevel, accordingto
thesereports.Theprogressreportsshowthatt~ieenvironmentalhealtheducationcompo-
nentdid not accomplishmuchin thefirst year,buthassinceincreasedits activities.The
relatively weakhealthcomponentcanbe explainedby thefact that therewereno targets
establishedfrom thevery beginning.The adjustedtargetsfor Hondurasdo not contain
one single targetconnectedwith hygieneand healtheducation.Whetherthe software
componentoftheprogrammehasbeensucces1fulornot is thereforeimpossibleto say.

Table 19: Nicaragua outputs 1992-1994
Nicaragua Target (92-94) Target [92-96) Achievements

Questionnaire AccumulatedPR
Water supply
Piped systems 19 30 181 28
Hand pumps,drilled 572 (1500)1 836 395 drilled, handdug 506

Handpumps,handdug 52 (120)1 77 253

Other 6
Rainwaterharvesting 45 •
School watersupply 77 88
Beneficiaries 93 192 47 424 122 613

Sanitation ,

Latrines 6 105
(16000)1

9 260 9 496 8 109

Beneficiaries 42 732 62 389 44 998 48 680
Promoters
I The overall target for the 5 yearsstatedin progressrepoitone
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According to theresultsreportedby theofficer in charge181 pipedwatersystemshave
beenconstructed.Thetargetwas setat 19 for the period.Thecumulatedprogressreports
addup to 28 pipedwatersystemsinstalled.Thediscrepancyin thereportedoutputcanbe
aresultofreportingerrors.Thenumberofhandpumpsinstalledhas,accordingto theof-
ficer’s responsein the questionnaire,beenreached,while the resultsfrom the progress
reportshowan accomplishmentof approximai.ely80% (hand-dugand drilled wells fitted
with handpumpsarereportedmutually).

Theofficer in chargereports9496latrinesconstructedover theperiod.Thetargetwasset
at 6105latrines.Thesanitationconstructioncomponenthasbeensuccessful.

The softwarecomponenthada targetof training 763 peopleat institutionallevel. The
progressreportindicatesthat thehealthcomponenthasbeenactive in certainaspects,al-
thoughthetargetof thenumberof peopletrai~edincludedin this categorymaynot have
beenmet.
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Table 20: Panama outputs 1992-1994
Panama Target (92-94) Target (92-96) Achievements

Questionnaire AccumulatedPR
~Vater supply
Piped schemes 4 (10) 4 6 8
Hand pumps, hand dug 34 38 5
Beneficiaries 3 796 3 995 1 122
Sanitation
Latrines 96 (350) 9 108 283 440
Beneficiaries 531 50 095 1 821 300
Sewage 2
Beneficiaries 1 655
Promoters 20

With eight installedpipedsystemsthetargethasbeenreached.Theinstallationof hand
pumps,on the otherhand,hasbeenbelow target.Theofficer reportsan outputof five
installedhandpumps,comparedto a targetof 34. The sanitationcomponenthasbeen
successful:283 and440latrinesarereportedfrom the officerandthe progressreport, re-
spectively.Thetargetwas96 latrines.

Theweakpointof theprogrammeseemsto be the software.Therewere no goalsset for
the healtheducationcomponentin theproposalof May 1991.

4.6.3OVERALL ACHIEVEMENTS OFTHE CENTRAL AMERICAN PROGRAMME

The previoussectionlookedat pastoutputsby countries.In the following sectionan
overall assessmentof thepastperformanceis madeof the threecomponents:water,sani-
tationandenvironmentalsanitationand hygieneeducation.Thelevel of water services
delivery hasbeenhigher thananticipated,evenif the targetsset havenot alwaysbeen
met. In suchcases,thefailing outputhasbeencompensatedby other, not planned,water
supplyprojects.In themajority of casestheachievedoutputis greatenthanthe target.

The sanitationcomponentof theProgrammeshowsa varying degreeof success.Some
countrieshavebeenableto accomplishsignificantlymore thantheset targets,othershave
fallen far below theexpectedoutput. Sanitationcertainlyneedsto be consideredmore
carefully in somecountries.

Theenvironmentalsanitationandhygieneeducationhasbeenlessperformingthanother
componentsof theProgramme.TheresultsoftheProgrammereflect that theemphasisso
fan hasbeenon waterand sanitationservicedelivery,ratherthanon thepromotionaland
capacitybuildingparts.Thetargetsfor thesesoft componentsof the Programmearenot
alwaysdefinedin theplans.This is a severerestriction,not only for assessmentof per-
formance,but alsofor managementof theProgramme.

Oneof theconstraintson performanceof thehealtheducationcomponentmentionedin
the ProgressReportsis the reluctanceof governmentsto pay attention to this area.
Apparentlyit hasnot beenthat easyto convinceall counterpartsof thebenefitsof an
integratedapproach.Thelackof aclearunderstandingof strategieshashinderedprogress
in many cases.Thebudgetingandthe planningprocessis yetanotherareaofconcern.As
the targetshavebeenadjustedto thedecidedbudget,however,this shouldnotbe con-
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sideredasaconstraintto reachthe targets.

4.7 Programme management

TheProgrammeis to the largerpartmanagedon countrylevel: thesevencountrypro-
grammesandthespecialprogrammein El Salvadorare managedby theUNICEF offices
in the respective countries. The Programme Co-ordinator at the Guatemala Area Office
(GAO) hasa role for all countries,with thedifferencethat theGAOformally cannotinter-
fere in thecountry officeswith Representatives.

In a similar mannertheSubregionalComponentis managedby theteamin theGAO,
which cannotinterfereinto thecountryprogrammes.TheSubregionalComponenthasthe
roleof reportingto donorsfor all programmes.

The AreaOffice is awareof theproblemscausedby the pastandpresentmanagement
structure.Thecountry programmesremainthe basisfor theWES Programmeand it is not
easyfor anybodyto fulfil theobjectivesof the SubregionalComponentwithout thevol-
untaryco-operationofthecountryoffices.TheSubregionalComponenthassofar beena
componentwith atrial character— comparedto thewell establishedcountryprogrammes
— and has had to live within this managementstructure.It is now time to give the
SubregionalComponentan evenmore importantrole in integratingthe country pro-
grammesand theSubregionalComponentinto one specificWES Programme.This will
requiremanagementchanges.Themonitoringof thecountryprogrammesis handledat
countrylevel, but thedonorreportingis co-ordinatedanddeliveredby theSubregional
Component.

In theTeam’sopinionthemanagementand theco-ordinationof the Programmecould
benefit from increasedparticipationin decision-makingin betweenthe involved units:
SubregionalComponentandthecountries,within theregionalgroup,at thecountryof-
fices andwithin thecounterpartinstitutions.T~isshould probablybe a majorfocusof the
programmein the future.

4.8 Programme support

In the 1991Programmereviewit waspointedout that thebudgetingprincipleswere dif-
ferentbetweencountries.This madeit hardto analyserelationsbetweencostsand activi-
ties,outputsandobjectivesand it reducedtransparency.Therecommendationsfrom that
reviewwere not accommodatedbeforetheProgrammewasfinanced.The samereview
alsopointed at theadministrativecostsof th~Programme.In the agreementwith the
donors,therearetwo fixed itemsfor UNICEF costs:

• UNICEF NYHQcharges6% of supplementaryfundsfor generalcostsfor adminis-
tration andback-upservices.

• UNICEF ProgrammeSupport,11%, is deductedfrom the supplementaryfunds in
eachCountry Programmeand in the SubregionalComponent.This is usedfor the
salaryof theProjectOfficer, secretary,officeequipment,consultantswithin UNICEF,
UNICEF car, UNICEF driven etc.The 11 % from the supplementaryfunds is not
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enoughto coverthecostsof administrationand/onthesalaryof theProjectOfficer58.

Apart from the 11% of supplementaryfunds a Non-UNICEFProgrammeSupportis
found in the budget.This includes: institutionaldevelopment,which coverscostsfor
salariesandcarsto counterpartinstitutions;socialmobilisationandadvocacy;monitoring
and evaluation;and developmentof appropriatetechnology.The size of the Non-
UNICEF ProgrammeSupportvariesaswell asthe utilisationof thefunds.Thefollowing
tabledisplaysthe total ProgrammeSupportin theWESProgrammes:

Table 21: Programme Support 1992-1997(Supplementary Funds)
USD (000) Belize Costa Rica El Salvador Guatemala Honduras2 Nicaragua Panama

Programme Support 20351 1606 653 8 I 150.4 105.5 372.6 227.8

% of total budget 27% 35% 22% 20% 24% 12% 43%

Source Informationprovidedby the GuatemalaAreaOffice
I) 23 6 is from GeneralResources
2) The figuresfor Hondurasrepresentthe plannedbudgetfor 1995

A varietyof waysof treatingProgrammeSupportin thebudgetis found in theCountry
Programmes.In Belize,for example,ProgrammeSupportcanbe foundundereachof the
components:Sanitation and Environment; Health Education and Training; and
Programme Support. Programme Support has a budget line makingup 24% of the total
WES budget; when adding the Project Support under eachcomponentthe total
ProgrammeSupportmakesup 27%.

In theEl SalvadorWES Programmethereis adistinctionbetween“UNICEF Programme
Support”, madeup of the 11% mentionedabove,on the one hand, and “Programme
Support” on the otherhand, being about 5% of the total budget (1995). The total
ProgrammeSupportbudgetin El Salvadorincludes:

• Monitoring andevaluation
• Social mobilisationandadvocacy
• UNICEF Programmesupport
• Logistical support
• Institutionaldevelopment
• Programmefinal assessment
• Contingency

As thetwo examplesfrom El SalvadorandBelize illustrate,thereis a needfor increased
transparencybeforeit will be possibleto estimateadministrativecostsof theProgramme
aswell asto assessthesustainabilitywith regardto thefinancialcontributionsto counter-
parts.

58 On the basisof this it wasagreedin the annual meetingUNICEF — Sweden of Noveber 1994 that the

11% flat rate would be maintained in the present5 year programme till 1996
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4.8.1 ESTIMATESOFADMINISTRATIVE COSTS

TheProgrammeSupportitem cannotbe saidto becomposedof administrativecostsonly,
norcanit be claimedthat it doesnot include administrativecosts.Institutionaldevelop-
mentcontainsfor examplesalariesto NGO andgovernmentemployeesaswell asexperts
hired to theUNICEF office. It is amatterof sludy to definetheamountof administration
involved in theseinputs.Suchastudy is outsidethe scopeof thisevaluation.

Thecostsfor administrationanddirecttechnicalassistancein thetotalprogrammebudgets
were calculatedby UNICEF for El Salvador,GuatemalaandHondurasin 1994~~.To re-
flect theadministrativecostsof theWES Programmestwo adjustmentsweremade.The
relativesizeof theWES budgetto thetotal budgetwasusedto reachthecostthat canbe
allocatedto theWES Programme.Secondly,theactivitiesof theWES Programmewere
identified,and the time and cost of technicalassistancewerededucted.Thesefigures
shouldnot be treatedasa fixed amountoftheadministrativecostsovertime; astheesti-
matewasbasedon a singleobservation,the amountmay deviatesignificantly in another
study.

Table 22: Administration and direct TAm Guatemala,1994
Item Annual

cost_—

USD

Guatemala share

% USD

WES
share’

USD

Direct TA

(%) USD

Technical assistance:
—

.

Projectofficer total cost (Guatemala) 33 120 100% 33 120 33 120 25 % 8 280
Management Subregional 628 720 30% 188 616 109 125
ManagementGuatemala i46 200 100% 146 200 84 585
Administrative support:

Personnel_(subregional_and_Guatemala)
Financial personnel 37 700 67% 25 259 14 614
Supply assistant 73 5~0 67% 49 285 28 514
Programmeassistant 37 440 67% 25 085 14 513
Programmeassistant(Guatemala) 18 720 100% 18 720 10 831
Support staff (operationandmaintenance) 44 686 67% 29 940 17 322
Receptionist 23 040 67% 15 437 8 931
Secretary(Guatemalawater) IS 800 100% 15 800 15 800
Drivers 39 580 67% 26 519 15 342 75% 11 507

Other_costs
Office furniture 24 105 67% 16 211 9 379
Office equipmentincluding computers 14 3 13 67% 9 603 5 556
Vehicles 9 01)0 67% 6 030 3 489 75% 2 617
Rent, waterandelectricity 217 425 67% 145 675 84 28i
Documents and correspondence:
Stationary 20 950 67% 14 037 8 121
Telephone,fax and telex 158 655 50% 79 328 45 895
Photocopies 41 900 67% 28 073 16 242
Total I 585 0~4 872 936 525 659 22 403
I) The share of the WES Programmein Guatemala was approximately 58 percent of the total programme budget
at the time of the study

Theadministrativecostwasestimatedin the following way.

~ A UNICEF study for DANIDA, 1994.
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Calculation of administrative cost:
Administrative costs(525 659 - 22 403) 503 255
Total funds WES Programme 1994 3 455 472
Percentageadministrativecosts 1 5 %

For HondurasandEl Salvadortheadministrativecostsin 1994are 12 percent.Thecost
of theSubregionalComponentis not includedandhasto be addedin orderto become
comparablewith theGuatemalaexample.

Yet anotherwayof assessingtheadministrativecostsis a break-downof total expendi-
tures.Theexpendituresby objectis divided into threegeneralcategories:ProjectInputs;
ProjectStaffCosts;andProjectGeneralOperatingExpenses.Thesegroupsarefurther
brokendown in moredetail.

Project inputscoversthecostsof suppliesandmaterialssuchasvaccines,equipment,
freight, transport and inspectionchargesaswell ascashassistanceto counterpartsand
government institutions. It further covers costsfor materials,publications,information
etc.Project StaffCostscoversthecostsof salariesand allowancesfor project staff. It
alsoincludesthecostsof travel whentaking up assignments.Project GeneralOperating
Costscoversall thosecostswhich arenot relatedto staff, but essentialfor the functioning
of the project or activity. It includesfor example:travel, rental and maintenanceof
premisesandequipment,computerrental,transportequipment,furniture,office supplies,
communication.

The following expendituresarereportedby UNICEF60.

60Due to small objectsof expenditurewhich have been excludedbecauseof its marginal importane in to-

tal expenditure, the totals do not add up to hundred percent. UNICEF, Expenditure by Objectof
Expenditure, January-August 1995.
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Table 23: Expenditure by Object (% of total), Januaiyj~oAugust 1995
Item Subregional Belize Costa

Rica
El

Salvador
Guatemala Panama

Project inputs
Supply assistance I 3 62 71 39
Other
Cash assistance to
counterparts 17 16 22 18 17 38
Materials, publications 38
Sub-total 30 54 22 80 88 77
Project staff costs
Internationalprofessionals I 2 6
International consultants 13 19 22
Temporary auxiliary staff
National professionals 3
National consultants 14 17 60 6 3
Generalservicestaff Il 3 3
Volunteers 4
Sub-total 5 4 36 60 1 5 9 22
Project general
operating expenses
Travel for training
Travel for project planning 1 9 1 7
& monitoring
Various 6 1 1
Sub-total 7 9 1 8 — 1 —

TOTAL 91 99 90 95 98 99

It is not possibleto estimatethe administrativecostsof theWES Programmefrom the
abovedata.The only way to do so, would requirea study of the staffusageof time.
Therefore,thebestavailableestimatesaretho5e presentedabove.

UNICEF offices receive an administrative contribution from UNICEFGeneralResources
to cover generalcostsof operation.Supplementaryfunds arenot usedfor this. In reality
this mayimply in a givencasethat theWES Programmesupportedby SIDA canbesub-
sidlsedfor partsof its administrativecost; theextentof thesubsidydependson therela-
tive sizeof theWES Programmein compariscnwith otherUNICEFactivities.

Theadministrativecostof thecounterpartsandthecommunityfor implementingthepro-
jectshasnotbeenpossibleto assess.

From therecommendationsin the 1991 review andbasingourconclusionson thecases
of Belizeand El Salvador,it seemednecessaryto recommendsignificantchangesin the
budgetingsystemin order to increaseUNICEF budgettransparencyfor thebenefit of
donorsandrecipients.In PhaseThreeof thestudy, theTeamreceivedtheNYHQ Budget
guidelinesfor officespreparing country programmerecommendationsto the 1996
ExecutiveBoard. Basically, theseguidelines] nvolvestepstowardsintegrationof admin-
istrativebudgetsand programmebudgetsfor country offices.The new model will be
usedin the next countryprogrammecycle. The Teamhasstudiedthe guidelinesand
foundthat thereis no reasonto go into depthof theold system:thenew systemwill in-
creasetransparencyand accountability.This is to us theimportantmatterfor thenext
programmingphase.
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4.9 Recurrent costs and topping-up

A dilemma in many countries is the largepartsof governmentbudgetsconsumedby staff
remuneration,leaving little resourcesfor implementationactivities.The Ministry of
NaturalResources,UNICEF’s counterpartin Belize, is an examplewhererecurrentcosts
makeup approximately80% ofthetotal budget.As a consequencefundsfrom donorsare
oftennot only usedfor technicalassistanceand capitalcosts,but alsofor recurrentcosts
suchaswagesandper diemsto certainpersonnel.

Thelow salaryscaleof governmentemployeesforcesgovernmentstaff to engagein other
income-generatingactivities.Topping-upbecomesan incentiveto stimulatestaff to ex-
clusively engagein programmeactivities. As topping-upmayalsoinclude otherfringe
benefits,e.g. usageof car, it is hardto correctlyassessits cost.

In the presentstudy, availabledata do not permit any fair estimateof the extentof
topping-upexpendituresin theWES Programme:it would necessitatethat theTeamhad
accessto eachcontractin eachcountry,which we do not. Without thecontractswe are
not in a positionto saypreciselywhich expendituresinvolve topping-upand whichdo
not.

However,“Cash Assistance”(cf. table23) containingsalariesandotherfinancialcontri-
butionsto governmentalinstitutionsandactivepartnersgivesan indicationoftheamount
and usageof funds to personnel.The following objectsmay be found in the “Cash
Assistance”: -

• Code31: “training of governmentstaff / NGOs” representsthe costsof conduction
andattendingtraining programmesby the governmentor NGOpartnersthat UNICEF
providesupportto.

• Code32: “travel of governmentstaff / NGOs” coversall travel by governmentand
NGOswhich is carriedout with UNICEFprojectfunds.

• Code55: “meetingsand conferences”covers all costs from programmefunds for
meetingsandconferencesincludingMTRs, previewsandannualreviews.

• Code 56: “salary andsupport costs” representsfunds that UNICEF providestheir
implementingpartnersto supportsalaries,allowancesor incentives.

• Code57: “acquisitionof projectpremises”includestheutilisation of UNICEFfunds
by governmentor otherimplementingpartnersto purchaseorbuild projectpremises.
It includesproject offices, housing,clinics or schools.In this casethegovernment
carriesall thecontractualresponsibilities.

• Code58: “othercashassistance”.
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TabLe 24: Cash assistanceJanuary to August 1995 (USD)
Item Subregional Belize CostaRica El Salvador Guatemala Panama

Code 31 1 184 522 — 2 570 12 752 8 789 10 000

Code 32 15 742 2 839 469 2 722 34 383 750

Code55 5 038 — 67 348 2 393

Code56 16027 3382 52813 102 491 10000
Code 57
Code 58 Il 363 —_— 24218 —

Total 49 354 3 361 — 6 488 92 853 148 056 20 750

Total expenditure 291 408 20 944 29 014 518 511 848 582 55 057

% of total 17% 16% 18% 17%
Note information wasnot availablefrom HondurasandNi~aragua.

38%

Theshareofcashassistancein theabovetablemaybetakenasafair estimateof theshare
of recurrentcost of total expenditure(ascoce57 is zero). The recurrent cost share is
actually moreinterestingfor an assessmentof ;ustainabilityanddevelopmentimpactthan
topping-upassuch.

Whenbreakingout“code 56” containingsalaryandsupport costs for the implementing
partnersandcomparingthemwith theoverall total expenditurethe following figuresare
attained:Subregional(5,5%); CostaRica (13,5%); El Salvador(10,2%);Guatemala
(12,2%)andPanama(18,2%).With a lot of hesitation,we couldassumethat this item
reflectsat leastaproxyof thetopping-upshare:ofexpenditures.

Theseexpenditurescannotbe treatedas recurrentcosts only, as they may include
technical assistancethat could be seenas investments,e.g. salariesto consultants
working directly with thecounterpartinstitutionswith technicalassistance,thoughunder
contract with UNICEF. Neither can it be considered astopping-uponly. To be ableto
assess this, the activitiesundertakenby eachindividual who receivessalary,allowances
or other fringe-benefitsfrom UNICEF would haveto be studiedin detail. It hasbeen
beyondthescopeof this evaluationto acquiresuchinsight.

4.9.1 OTHERFINANCIAL ASPECTS

Themonitoringsystemof the Programmedoesnot producedataon cost-effectivenessin
termsof any objectives.This wasnot part of the plansof theProgramme.Thereis no
way to producean analysisof cost-effectivenessfrom thedatageneratedin thepresent
study61. As mentionedpreviously, monitoring of objectivesdoesnot even allow
measurement.

The Team hasthereforeconcludedthat cost-effectivenesscannotbe assessedin this
evaluationstudy. Comparisonsof unit costscouldbea way to roughlycomparecostsin
generalbetweentheProgrammeand otherprogrammes.Apart from ourpresentationof
the comparisonwith averageinvestmentcostsin Africa above,we havenot produced
such comparisons62.

61 There neveris in a studyof this budgetmagnitu& Anybody familiar with SIDA’s conceptualwork
on cost-effectivenessshould be aware of this. Simpl ifications must be sought.

62 This Teamhasnot analysedthe work of the Programmein the areaof unit costs.
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4.10 Public relations

The overall picture of the Programmeis that little public credit hasbeengiven by
UNICEF to SIDA or SDC in thepast.However,it is not until justrecentlythat SIDA has
startedto requestto be visible in thecountries.This requestis nowgraduallybeingmet.
In El Salvador,for example,thenewly developedmodelfor hygieneandsanitationedu-
cationincludesthe logo of SIDA in all training materialat both institutionalandcommu-
nity level. TheSubregionalComponenthasstartedto producematerialfor communication
wheretheSwedishand Swisscontributionsareexposed.

4.11 The El Salvador Programme in former conflict areas

TheSwedishsupportto theUNICEFprogrammein El Salvadoris formally consistingof
two different parts: one partwith an overall healthobjectiveandonepartwith anexplicit
objectiveof contributionto thereconciliationprocess.This correspondsto asplit between
two modalitiesfor theUNICEF programme.After the peaceaccordssomeareas,theso-
calledformerconflict areas,were not accessibleto thegovernmentandnot servedby the
socialdeliveryof thegovernment.Suchareaswereaccessibleto therespectivepolitical
movementsand originally servedonly by them — or rathertheirNGOs— in termsof
deliveriesof social services.Thus, two organisationalmodelshaveemergedfor the
UNICEFprogramme— one governmentalandonenon-governmental— but thetechni-
calassistanceand the methodsappliedareotherwisethesamein the two co-operation
modes.It should,however,be notedthat our field visits demonstratedthat thegovern-
mentand theNGOsasof today werebothpresentin all visited areas.The co-operation
betweenthegovernmentandtheNGOsdependson thesituationat the local level. At the
centrallevel, suchcollaborationis ratherrestricted.Possibly,someofthe local co-opera-
tion witnessedby theTeamcouldbe takenasan indicatorof a certainsuccess— albeit
sharedwith manyothers— of theprogramme’sobjectiveof contributingto the reconcil-
iation process.

Absenceof securelandtenureis oftena problemfor investmentin rural infrastructurein
El Salvador.Especiallyin theformerconflict areas,peoplemaybe settledin areaswith-
out knowingtheir future landtenuresituation.Peoplehavebeenmovedfrom oneareato
another andcommunitieshavenot beenstable.In the 1994 review63this factorwasob-
servedandtherecommendationto the UNICEF andtheNGOs wasto carefullyconsider
land tenure issues beforeimplementingprojects.TheTeam’sfield visits confirmedthe
uncertaintyattachedto land tenure,but theyalsopointedat aconsciousselectionof pro-
ject sites,trying to minimisethe risksoflosing the investment.

TheUNICEF co-operationwith NGOsin formerconflict areascoverstheformer factions
of the FMLN and is organisedunder two agreements.One agreementis with
ConcertaciónSalud(CONSALUD), a groupof NGOs,consistingof ASPS (Asociación
para la Promociónde la SaludIntegral), CPAS (Centro Coordinadorde Programas
AlternativosdeSalud),CODECOSTA (CoordinaciónCooperativasy Comunidadespara
el DesarrolloIntegralde Ia Costa),FUNSALPRODESE(Fundaciónpara la Promoción
del Desarrollo Socialy Econornico)and Socorro Luterano. An agreement with a single,
largerNGO completesthelist of UNICEF NGO counterparts:PRO-VIDA (Asociación
SalvadoreñadeAyudaHumanitariaPro-Vida).

63 Winblad et al, 1994.
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ThepresentUNICEFcounterpartsall sufferfi om similar weaknesses,althoughto differ-
entdegrees.Theyareall operatingin a contextof no governmentsectorpolicy framework
and of no cleardelimitationof roles andresponsibilities.Further,they areundersevere
budgetconstraints,generatingno incomefrom theinvestmentsin the sector,which make
them dependenton external finance and thus vulnerable to external changes.
Sustainabilityof thecounterpartsseemsto be l’ar away.

Noneof the importantcounterpartshasaspecialcapacityandexperiencein WATSAN.
TheNGOsusedto be engagedin healthactivitiesduring thearmedconflict andfor all of
themthewaterprojectswith theUNICEF arethe first onestheyhaveimplemented.The
capacityis strongerin sanitationandhealtheducationthanin water.

A furthercomplicationof thepresentcounterpartsderivesfrom thearmedconflict andthe
continuedpolitical struggle,albeit in democraticforms,betweenthegovernmentand the
opposition.Water is an extremelypoliticised resourcein mostcountries.The govern-
ment, and the MSPAS at thecentrallevel, aswell astheoppositionparties,and their
NGOs,areawareof the importanceofgrassrootssupportnot only for thereconstruction
of thecountrybut alsofor the nextelections.TheTeamvisited communitieswherenei-
ther the NGOsnor thegovernmentcould work with the entirelot of thepeopleliving
there.Theconsequence,then, is that for examplethe latrineandthehealtheducationpro-
ject will not encompassall theinhabitantsof acommunity.Theimplicationsfor thehealth
impactofthe sanitationprojectsarenegativein suchcases.

Thehealthimpactconsequencesof thepolitical divisionof communitiesmaybe evenless
importantthanthepossibleimplications for theoverall objectiveof contributingto the
reconciliationprocessin thecountry: it hascertainlybeenrelevantto supporttheNGO
initiatives in theformerconflict areas,but what shouldbe the nextstepof reconciliation?
Thereis alsoa needfor a nextphaseof contributionto thereconciliationprocess:is the
NGO input for certain areas still necessary or should thedistinctionbetweenareasnow be
abandoned?

Noneof theabovecommentson possibledifficulties with theNGO co-operationshould
betakenasajustification to neglect,however,theengagementandcommitmentgiven to
theprogrammeby theNGOs.Their role hasbeenvery importantfor the programme.

TheNGOs in El Salvadordid nothaveany earlierexperiencein watersupply activities
and arenow implementingintegratedprojects.Althoughsomestrategiesfor thedevelop-
mentof counterpartinstitutionsarefound, theTeamconsidersthat this componentcould
andneedsto bestrengthened.TheEl Salvadordevelopmentof counterpartinstitutions
maynot be seenasachievedin termsof replicability andsustainabilityof theprogramme.
As hasbeennotedelsewhere,thecounterpartissuemay becrucial for thefuturedevel-
opmentof theprogrammein El Salvador.

Our conclusionis that UNICEF is in needof strongercounterpartsin El Salvador.To
createsuchpartnersfor developmentis of coursebeyondthe powersof UNICEF, but
ratherdependenton thesectordevelopmentin El Salvador.On theotherhand,the institu-
tional developmentcomponentof theprogrammeshouldcontributeto thestrengthening
of thecounterparts.ThepresentProgrammehasnot hadmore thantwo yearsof co-op-
erationwith the NGOsand it may thusbe prematureto questionthe methodsusedfor
institutionaldevelopment.Startingfrom a very low levelof experienceof, e.g. watersup-
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plies, it takes longer than a couple of years, however, to createa sustainablecapacitywith
a newcounterpart.Still, it maybejustified to point at thecloudedprospectsof sustain-
ability in thepresentset-up.

TheTeamhasnotbeenableto identify any possiblealternativechannelsandhasno such
proposal.All alternativeshavebeenrejectedby ourassessment.

4.12 Follow-up of previous recommendations

In this sectionpreviousrecommendationsarecheckedagainstaction takenby thePro-
gramme.Moreover,an analysisof the impactof SIDA’s recommendationsanddialogue
on the Programmeis carriedout.

Lewin et. a!.. Appraisal of the UNICEF’s proposal 91-95. 1991:
Recommendations: Results:

The proposedbudgethasan inconsistentstructurewhich makesit impossibleto make Not done
a comparative analysis of the sevencountry budgets The team recommendedSIDA to
request a better structuredbudgetandmore consistentbudget from UNICEF to serveas
a base_for_analysis_and_decision_making

• The programmeproposaldoes not containPlans of Operation,neitherdoesit outline Not done
in any detail the strategies for the vanous components. This documentation should be
available_to_donors_before_they_take_a_decision

• Demandthe developmentof strategiesin the weakareasof the programme,as sanita- Done to some de-
tion andsanitaryeducation,andthe involvementof women in projectsin rural areas gree
A setof indicators needto be developedfor routine monitonng(eg use the sentinel Done to a limited
site methodology) degree64
The reportingshould include resultsfor the whole programmeirrespectiveof wherethe Done
fundingcomesfrom

Medina__et.__a!.,__Mid-term__Review,__1993:
Recommendations: Results:

Commissionan externalmanagementstudy with the specificaim of improvingthe ef- Not done
ficiency_and_effectiveness_of_the_Area_Office_and_the_national_offices
The abovementionedstudy should also scrutinisetheadministrativeoverheads Not done

• The strategyfor the developmentof counterpartinstitutions Not done
To developeffective strategiesfor the implementationof hygieneandsanitationpro- Various results
motionand for the introduction_of_a_gender_perspective

• Carryout a financial analysis of the Tegucigalpa model Done
• Carry out an appraisalof the Trifinio subregionalpilot project. Done
• Discontinuethe “Lifesource Project” (Subregional Component). Done
• Pay more attentionto the potential role of pnmary schools in the WESprogramme. Done65

E.g. MUNIAGUA softwareprogramme,the WASAMS database
65 UNICEF — CENTROAMERICA, Guia deEstratégiasparaAgua ySaneamiento,December1993
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Winbiad U. and Garcia N., Mid-term Review of the El Salvador special Programme, 1994:
Recommendations: Results:
• Improve / streamlineUNICEF purchaseandsupply mechanisms Not done
• Continuestrengtheningthe technicaland managenalcompetenceof the co-operating More needs to be

NGOsandprovidea UNICEF back-upteamasenvisagedi~itheprojectdocument, done
• Strengthenthe community organisationbeforeimplemerting projects. Done
• UNICEF and involved NGOs carry out aggressivelobbying to government’sinstitu- Not done

tionsto expeditethe issuanceof land tenure’
• Reconsiderthe useof the Maya pumpfor shallowwells andcheckthe applicability of Not in use

simpler_technologies_like_the_windlass_bucketor the_rope_pump
• Introducesafewatersupplyandhygieneeducationwith oi beforeintroducinglatrines. Done
• Wherethe LASF systemis introduced,train promotersto link the useof the LASE to Done

home gardening and nutrition; and arrange study visilt: for village promoters and
health/water_committee_membersto the_LASF_latrines_in_Hermosa_Provincia:

• Prepare a proposal for a continuation and expansionof th~project: Not done

Whenanalysinghow therecommendationsfrom previousevaluationshavebeenhandled
by UNICEF, two generalconclusionsmaybe drawn. Firstly, therecommendationsre-
gardingmethodsandstrategiesto improveprojectperformanceseemto havebeenfol-
lowed by UNICEFduring theprojectcycle.Forexample,theappraisalof theproposalin
1991 pointedout the importanceto focuson weakareasof theProgramme;thesanitation
andthehealthand hygienetraining componentsas well asincreasingthe involvementof
womenin projects.Evenif thesuccessis notapplicableto all the CountryProgrammes,it
is clearthat efforts havebeenmadeto strengthenperformancein theseareas.

On theotherhand,therecommendationsfocusingon administrationandmanagementof
theProgrammeseemto havehadlittle, or no, impact. In the appraisalof the UNICEF’s
proposal1991-95,recommendationsweregiven in orderto betterplanandmanagethe
Programme.Recommendationswere also given to facilitate the follow-up of the
progress.The teamrecommendeda betterstructuredbudgetaswell as to developthe
strategiesfor the threecomponents:water,sanitation;and healthand hygienetraining.
Noneof this wasdone.Further,no indicatorsfor continuousmonitoringhavebeenes-
tablished.As aconsequence,the instrumentsavailablewithin the Programmeto follow
theprogressof theactivities,aswell asthe informationon which futureplansshouldbe
based,areseriouslylimited. The basefor decisionmaking is weak which decreases
UNICEF’s capacityto effectively plan theProgramme.

ThecollaborationbetweenUNICEF’sWES Programmeand SIDA hasturnedout to be
smoothwithoutany significantobstacles.ComparingtheSIDA strategyon watersupply
andenvironmentalhygienewith the CentralAmericanWES Programme,thetwo organi-
sations’waysof designingprojects,thechoiceof targetgroupsand theselectionof ac-
tivities coincides,andit is apparentthat the two organisationshavemuchin common(cf.
section3.2.1).It should be kept in mind that UNICEF considersthemselves,with the
full right, to be expertsin waterandenvironmentalsanitation.Moreover,UNICEF is an
independentorganisationand SIDA cannot expectto entirely influencethe UNICEF
working methodology.

It maybe concludedthat the recommendationsin theappraisalandthemid-termreviews,
aswell as the continuousdialoguebetweenUNICEF and SIDA haveinfluencedthe
Programmeandhavebeenutilised by UNICEFwhendealingwith programmeimplemen-
tationasopposedto recommendationsfocusingon improvementsof programmeplan-
ning. Ultimately, recommendationscannotbe seenasstrict guidelinesfor futurework,
but haveto carefullybe exploredin theProgrammecontext.
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5 CONCLUSIONS

The first part of this sectionoutlines the context of the future programme,as the
EvaluationTeamhasperceivedit. OurpresentationoftheWES Programmecontextstarts
with theongoingpolitical changes.It thengoeson to thesectorchangesandtheparticular
newchallengesfor theProgramme(fig. 3). Having laid out thecontext,wepresentour
conclusionsand recommendationson the future programmein thesecondpartof this
section.

Fig. 3. Enabling environment for new challengesto UNICEF

5.1 Political context: opportunities and constraints

Thepredominantpolitical ongoingchangesarethepeaceprocess,the trendtowardsde-
centralisationandthe regionalintegrationprocess

5.1.1 PEACE: NEW PROSPECTS

Thepresentsituationin Central Americahasmanycauses,buta majoraggravatingfactor
in the 1980swasthat countrieswere suffering,directly or indirectly, from warandlor
undemocraticregimes.This situationis now practicallyover andnewavenuesseemto be
open:

• Economicrecoveryis at thedoorstep,now that thewarsareover;
• Accessto remoteareas is opento the governmentsfor the provision of social

services;
• “Peacefunds”66 canprovideresourcesfor thesesocialservices;and
• A halt to rural-urban migration may occur and alleviatethe crowding of pen-

urbanareas.

On the negativeside, donorshavereducedexternal support,claiming that it is not
thatmuch neededany more,andthe trendcould continue.

66 Suchas theFondoNacionalpara la Paz(FONAPAZ) in Guatemala
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5.1.2 DECENTRALISATION:A FAVOURABLEINSTiTUTIONAL EVOLUTION

Planning and monitoring of water and sanitation developmentat the low-
estpossible administrativelevel. The decentralisationtrend currently taking place
is a step in the direction of this important pol icy principle. Resources, authority and re-
sponsibilitiesareto be transferredto themunicipalities(in Guatemala,10%ofthenational
revenueis madeavailableto municipalities [or investmentin the socialsectors).The
RegionalProgrammehasalreadyseizedthis opportunity(e.g. theMunicipalPlanscarried
out in theTrifinio areaby theSubregionalComponent).

5.1.3REGIONAL INTEGRATION

Theregionalintegrationtaking place, formally with PARLACEN andSICA (cf. section
1), andinformally simply thanksto peace,presentsopportunitiesalsoto theWES sector:

• Interdependency(currently dramaticallyrevealedby the Dengueepidemics)is
easierto address.

• Economiesof scalecan be achieved(e.g. bulk purchaseof chemicalsfor water
treatmentby CAPRE).

• Complementaritiescanbe fully exploited(e.g.: ERIS).

Integrationwill also haveeffectson migration: while thewar-time refugeemovements
will be reverted,theremight be newmigrationsundereconomicmotives.

5.1.4 CONSTRAINTS

inequity andpovertyarestill permanentfeaturesof theCentralAmericanclimate (cf.
section1) apparentlynot affectedby the promisingdevelopmentsjust mentioned.

5.1.5 IMPLICATIONS FORDONORS

This is a context in which donors can expecthigher resultsfor their support (in
terms of costeffectivenessand sustainability),andshould not, astheEvaluationTeam
sees it, reducetheir supportat this stage,undei theguisethat themajorhurdlesareover.

5.2 Sector context: opportunities and need for reforms

MostCentralAmericancountrieshave structuredthewater andsanitationinstitutionsac-
cordingto oneof thefollowing models(cf. section1.2.1):

• Comprehensiveutility responsiblefor waterandseweragesystemsthroughoutthe
country.The authority may haveaconsiderableautonomy,but is in manycases
underthe Ministry ofHealth (example:SANAA in Honduras).

• Urban utility responsiblefor water supply and seweragein urban areas
(communitiesof morethan2,500inhabLtants)andtheMinistry ofHealth responsi-
ble for watersupply in ruralareas,andof on-sitesanitationthroughoutthecountry
(example:Panama).
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As these arrangementsshow, collaboration with the Ministry of Health pre-
sents strong opportunities, and the Ministry of Health is a privilegedpartnerof
UNICEF anyway.

In spiteof this, theneedfor sectorreforms is undisputed(cf. section3.1). Noneof the
sevencountrieshavearural waterinstitutionat thesamefooting astheurbanwatercom-
panies.

UNICEF is sendingtheright signalswhenit favoursinstitutionslike SANAA in its pro-
grammegearedto thepen-urbanpoor.

5.3 New challenges

As discussedin section3.1, theproblemsthat justified the programmein 1991 arestill
existing today.In addition,newchallengesareposedby:

• Marginal urban areassubjectto a demographicexplosion,while therural popu-
lation (andthat ofthe traditionalurbancentres)will stayprettystable;and

• Deterioration of the environment:depletionand contaminationof freshwater
resources,sullage,pollution of streams,lakesandcoastsby untreatedwastewater,
uncontrolledgarbagedumps,to nameonly areasdirectly concernedby the WES
sector(cf. section.3.2.4).

5.4 Strategic options for UNICEF WES in Central America

Having presentedthecontext,we nowdiscussthe majorstrategicoptionsavailablefor
UNICEFin Central America.

5.4.1 PRELIMINARY REMARKS

A multi-donorglobal evaluationof UNICEF carriedout in 1992 pointedthat UNICEF

can rely on three basic strategies to carry out its development programmes67:

• Servicedeliverythroughwell-definedtechnicalinterventions;

• Capacitybuilding for sustainedprogrammedelivery; and

• Empowermentof thetargetgroupsthrough thepromotionof communitypartici-
pation,advocacyandco-operationwith a diversityof organisationsofthecivil so-
ciety.

Theoptionspresentedin sections5.4.2and5.4.3and illustratedin fig. 4 build partly on
theproposalsof the 1992multi-donorevaluationandare otherwisebasedon the findings
of thepresentevaluation.

67 Vesth-Hansen,K, andEngberg-Pedersen,P. Evaluation of UNiCEF, SectorReport. Waterand Environmen-

tal Sanitation, December1992
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Figure 4: Strategic options for UNICEF in Central America

Strategy and ac-
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5.4.2SERVICEDELIVERY

Extensionofcoverage

Theachievementoffull watersupplyandsanitationcoverageby theYear 2000aretwo of
UNICEF’s GlobalGoals.To reachthem, the involvementof thegovernments,theSIFs,
andthedevelopmentbankswill be essential.Therewill be a strongcompetitionfor these
funds,especiallyfrom theurbanutilities interestedin extendingtheir servicesto affluent
groups.If the slogancoinedat theendof the International Drinking WaterSupply and
SanitationDecade,Somefor all, rather thanmorefor some,is to be applied,UNICEF
shouldcontinueplaying its “catalyst” role, andpromoteservicesbasedon appropriateand
low-cost technology.UNICEF advocacyshould be expressedby priority selectionof
counterpartsworkingatgrassrootslevel in theurban fringe andthe rural areas.

5.4.3 CAPACITY BUILDING AND EMPOWERMENT

Disseminationoflow-costtechnology

Theeconomiesof scaleandthecomplementaritymentionedin section5.1.3abovemakea
strongcasefor the disseminationof low-cost technologyin the region.UNICEF should
seekcomplementarityratherthancompetitionwith the existing networksof CAPRE,
ERIS andRRAS-CA68~With its massof relevantexperience,UNICEF couldbe a prime

68 Training and disseminationof information on appropriatetechnologycould benefit from world-wide expen-

66



providerof casestudiesand models,and, again,canplay a role of facilitator andadvo-
cate.

Integrationofwater,sanitationandhealth

Thepotentialpresentedby thedominantroleof theCentralAmericanMinistriesofHealth
in thesectorhasbeenmentionedin section5.2. Other importantrolesin theintegrationof
thesectorcanbeplayedby NGOsand, for specificoperations,by themedia.UNICEF
canplay an important,but difficult (again,“catalytic”) role offacilitator in thenecessary
co-ordination.Theobstacleto overcomein addressingthiscomplexcapacity-buildingex-
erciseis thatUNICEFin CentralAmericacurrentlyhasitself insufficientcapacityfor this.

Planningatdecentralisedlevel

Planningat themunicipal level would be closerto thebeneficiaries.Thereis no culture
for decentralisationin CentralAmericaatthe moment,but decentralisationis partof the
rhetoric of PARLACEN, and most governmentshave Municipal SupportInstitutes
(INFOM in Guatemala,INIFOM in Nicaragua,etc.).UNICEF canbuild on theexperi-
enceit hasalreadyacquiredin municipalplanning,butmustavoid the risk of becominga
“doer” ratherthana“promoter”andfocuson providingmodels,training andfollow-up.

WESasentrypoint

Thechallenge,correspondingpreciselyto UNICEF’s mandate,is to extendintegration
beyondWES and bring thefull rangeof UNICEF services(health,education,nutrition,
etc.)to the targetgroups,working with theMinistry of Health, themunicipalities,NGOs,
andthecommunitiesthemselves.Someencouragingexperienceshavealreadybeennoted
(e.g. the Basic Urban ServicesProgrammein Guatemala).The key problemsfor
UNICEF aretheneedfor new staffqualificationsandthe needto give the objectiveof
immediatelygoing-to-scalesecondpriority.

5.5 Evaluation criteria

In this last part of section5, we discusstheevaluationfindings,brokendowninto eval-
uation criteria (cf. section5.5),progra~nmeplanning (cf. section5.6), andprogramme
implementation(cf. section5.7).

In termsof the SIDA generalevaluationcriteria,theTeamarrivesat thefollowing con-
clusionsandrecommendations(fig. 5).

enceif one of thesenetworkswould join the international Networkfor Waterand WasteManagement(ITN),
promotedby the UNDP-World Bank Waterand SanitationProgrammewith the support of bilateral donors,
amongwhich SDC
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Figure 5. Findings and recommendations on the main evaluation criteria

Findings ecommendarions
RELEVANCE
The Programmewasat inceptionandstill is relevantto
the problemsof the targetgroups

A gradual priority shift towards pen-urbangroups
should beconsidered

GOAL ATTAINMENT
The targets set for service delivery, water supply and at
times also sanitation have beenachievedThe software
component has improved in somecountries, but is still
consideredthe weakest.

health and hygiene education, capacity building and
ernpowermentrequireenhancedattention.

—

SUSTAINABILITY
Seeremarkbelow.

Focus of attention must becomethe institutional Ca-
~~city of partners

COST EFFECTIVENESS
Cannot be assessedwith the data at hand.

Remarkon sustainability:TheProgramme’ssustainabilitycannotbeassessedbasedon an
abstractlevel. Dueto theweaknessin capacitybuilding andinstitutionaldevelopment,the
Teamraisessomedoubtsasto thesustainability of theUNICEFpartners,financially as
well asorganisationally.

On thebasisof theabovegeneralconclusionsin termsoftheevaluationcriteria,theTeam
recommendsthat:

• the Programme be supportedduring the next programming phase;and

• the support include all the seven countries and a subregional compo-
nent.

An appropriateindicator systemfor progressmonitoring should be developed(seebe-
low).

5.6 Conclusions and recommendations ~n programme planning

The original “Project Document”consistsof eight separatedocumentswith little or no
systematicrelationshipbetweenthem. TherecDmmendationsof the 1991 Appraisalwere
not implementedandthereforemanyweakpointsfollowed theprogrammeinto imple-
mentation.Partlydueto thesefactorstheprogrammehasgraduallychangedobjectives,
emphasisandoutput targets,making theassessmentin relationto theoriginal objectives
difficult. In general,however,theEvaluationTeamseesrelevancein thechangesin strat-
egy anddirectionsmade.

TheProgramme is extremely complex,
it contains in fact nine different •

programmes.
Neither the counterparts,nor the
donorshaveactively participatedin
planning;theprogrammedesigndoesnotreflecta consensus,andtheextentto which it
meetstheprioritiesofcounterpartsis uncertain.

The absenceof quantitiesfor a sizeablenumberof targets,aswell asthe absenceof a
systemof indicators,makeobjectivemonitoring andevaluationdifficult.

The programmewasnotplannedwith theLogical FrameworkApproachoranysimilar

ComplexProgramme
No participatoryplanning
No basisfor monitoring
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method. No monitoring system basedon objectives,outputsand indicatorsfor impact
wasestablished.

The programmestartedwith a great ... unify the Programme
lack of integratedcommunity-based - . - usea planningtool like the LFA
planning,buthasbeenchangingin the
right direction, i.e. from a vertical programmeto a more integratedone. Thereis still
room for muchimprovement.

The Teamrecommendsthat thenewprogrammephasebe basedon integratedcommu-
nity-basedplanninganddesignedwithin a planningmodellike theLogicalFramework
Approachor similar concepts,wherebya strict managementandmonitoring systemis
establishedfor the implementation.An aim should be to link thedifferentparts of the
programmein a systematicwaysothat the unifiedprojectdocumentreflectsthe objectives
ofeachpart.

The budgetingsystemremainsnon-unifiedin the presentphase.TheTeamhasstudied
thenewbudgetguidelinesthatwill be appliedby UNICEFandbelievesthat this will en-
hancetransparencyandmanagementcapacity.

The mainjustification for theadditionalfunding andthe reorientation 69oftheCountry
Programmesin termsof planning is theconceptof being“extra effective in turningthe
main role for servicedelivery to theGovernmentsof CentralAmerica” in thenewsitua-
tion of “sharply increasingfundsfor thesocialsector”which areonly to be usedfor con-
struction. It is claimedthat themaintainedor increasedfunding level would enablethe
programmeto support “betterinstitutionalcapacitiesto managetheprogrammeandto en-
surehygieneeducation”in an “unprecedentedway”. Thereorientationreflectsa shift of
UNICEF supporttowards“hygieneeducation,communityparticipationandpre-invest-
ment”. Furtherthe documentstatesthat: “More technicalassistanceto capacitybuilding
andstrengtheningcapacityofinfrastructureinstitutionsin thesectoris required”.

TheTeamfully supportthe efforts towardstheproposedreorientation.

5.7 Conclusions and recommendations on Programme implementation

5.7.1 UNICEF’S PARTNERS: SELECTING THEM AND ADDRESSINGTHEIR
NEEDS

The outcomeof theProgramme is dependenton thequalityof counterparts.UNICEFhas
been successfulin finding a number of committed andcompetentcounterparts.Selecting
counterparts is an expressionof advocacy,which raisesthe questionwhethermoredi-
versity would not be desirable for the future. The advocacyvalue of somecounterpart
selectionmaybe questioned.

Most counterpartshave their weaknessesand expectsupport from UNICEF. The
achievedcapacitybuilding in generalis not sufficient. In someinstancestheProgramme
evenadopteda by-passapproachratherthanan institutionbuilding strategy.

69 UNICEF, Proposal to the Governmentof Swedenfor Reorientation andAdditional Fundingfor the
Water, SanitationandEnvironmental Education Programmein the sevencountriesof CentralAmerica,
Period1995-1996,AreaOffice for CentralAmenca,January1995
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UNICEF’s participationin sectorreforms— anotherimportantadvocacyrole— is lim-
ited. This reflectsin parta lackof
relevantexperienceand skills:
UNICEF is so far not well
organised for sect.,r reform
advocacyand s~.uld improve in
this respec ~,it should leaveit
to oth~rs).

The Team recommends that
UNICEFdevelopa mechanismto
makethechoiceofcounterpartsstrategically.Wealso recommendthat themethodsfor
capacitybuildingin the counterpartinstitutionsbe improved.

5.7.2SHARINGTHE EXPERIENCE:MANAGEMENT AND PRIORITIES

The WES Programmehasgenerateda greal diversity of muchpositive experience;
UNICEF’s experiencewith low-costtechnologiesandcommunity-basedapproachesgive
it a“leadingedge,”but alsoaresponsibility.In relationto this rich baseofexperiencethe
learning andinterchangehasnot beenadequate:TheProgrammelacksexamplesof effec-
tive participatorycommunity-basedtraining methodologiesandtools.

TheSubregionalComponenthasinitiatedandimplementedavarietyof activities,buthas
notbeenableto stimulatean effectiveparticipatoryaction-learningsystemwhich mustbe
thebasisfor a sustainablecommunity-baseddevelopmentprocess(Bpx—rfl. ,~4-~ep’cc?~

Thereis muchmoreto be learnedfrom eachotherthanfrom the SubregionalComponent.
Sofar theexchangeof experienceswithin the Programmehasbeenmoreaccidentalthan
strategic.Managementanddecision-makingarrangementswithin UNICEFhavenoten-
couragedthedevelopmentof learningrelationshipswithin and betweentheprogramme
partners.

Decentralisationandparticipationareconceptsthat needto be understoodin orderto be
effectively promoted; and lived in order to be understood. Broader ownership of the
Programmerequires a sharingandwiderparticipationin thedevelopmentof Sub-regional
work plan.The EvaluationTeamstronglyendorsestheideathataworkshopbe organised
to considermechanismsfor “decentralisation”of the Programmeand for identifying
mechanismsfor amorehorizontal,collegial, managementthanexistsatthemoment.

While variousregionaland countryworkshopshavehelpedestablishthe appropriate
principles and ideologicalframework for an approachto empowerment,programme
planning and field staff seemto lack a coherentgraspof the participatorytools and
methodologiesfor implementingaparticipatorydevelopmentprocessat thecommunity
level. Staffstructureandprofessionalprofilesarenot appropriatefor implementinga fa-
cilitatedlearning-orienteddevelopmentmodel: In additionto theobvious lackof “soft-
ware” peoplein key positions,thereis alsoa needthat theentiredecision-makingpro-
cess,in theSubregionalComponentandthecountryprogrammes,be “feminised.”

A gapbetweenpotentialandoutputs:

• Institutionbuilding strategy
• A wealthof expenencenot shared
• Strong on water,not so on sanitation

andhealth
• Costrecoverystill ahead
• Catalyticimpact: a deficit
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Horizontal exchangesandopportunitiesfor cross-fertilisationbetweencountriesandpro-
jectsshouldbe moreactivelypromoted.

ThecentreoftheProgrammeshouldbe movedoutwardanddownwards:an Advisory
Board composedof resourcepersonsfrom the region — but external to UNICEF —

shouldbe convenedat regular intervalsto reviewprogressandworkprograms.

5.7.3 WATER, SANITATION AND HEALTH: TIME FOR A PRIORiTY SHIFT

The Programme is weaker in sanitation than in water: The Teamconsiders the present
sanitationandhygieneconceptoftheProgrammeto be too narrowin general,in spiteof
exceptionsto thecontrary.

Thereis atendencyto delegatethesanitationandhygienecomponentsto marginalunits:
sanitationandhealthbecomethereforethemselvesmarginalised.TheProgrammemust
find an appropriatebalancebetweenwater,sanitationandenvironmentalhygieneeduca-
tion. Again, we havenotedan on-goingmovementin theright direction alsoin this re-
spect.By building on the integratedsoftwarestrategyavailableto theProgramme,this
movementcouldgainmomentum.

Onereasonfor this marginalisationis that theUNICEF staff focuseson prioritiesother
thanhealthandis not committedto integrationofhealth with theothercomponents.

Of particularconcernto this evaluationis thesignificantgap that continuesto existbe-
tweenthevarietyof softwareinputs— relatedto hygieneeducation,empowermentand
gender— that havebeeninitiated andpromotedby theSubregionalComponent,andthe
seeminglyvery slowrateofimprovementin thequality of theprogrammeimplementation
at countrylevel. For whateverreasonstheProgramme hasnot beeneffectivein creating
thenecessarysynergyandin transferringthelocusoftheprogrammeto field levels.

TheTeamrecommendsthat UNICEFchangeits staffingpolicyfor the Programmewith
the aim ofhavingmorebalancedresourcesin termsof the differentProgrammecompo-
nents.

5.7.4COST RECOVERY: ALSO A MA1TER OF SECTORREFORM

Cost recoveryof investmentis limited to pen-urbanprojects.Theideais to recoverhun-
dred percentof the investmentcost (nominal), thus the projectsare still subsidised.In
UNICEF’s rural projectstherearelittle expectationsto recovercostsfrom the investment
phase.However,thecommunitycontributionin theform ofnon-cash,i.e. labourandlo-
cal materialhasprovento be substantialin certaintypesofprojects (cf. section4.7).The
Programme lacksa clearpolicy for costrecoverythat canbe applied to all Country
Programmes,i.e. when,how andwhy applycostrecovery.

The willingnessto pay for abetter level of service(homeconnectioninsteadof public
handpump)needsto be studied.

The Teamrecommendsthat UNICEFfor the nextprogrammingphasedevelopa strictly
appliedpolicyfor costrecovery.
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5.7.5 ‘i’HE IMPACT DEFICIT

UNICEFfunds in theProgrammeareverysmall in relationto the sectorinvestments
and needsin the region,but havestill playedan importantrole (the“catalytic” role of
UNICEF).

However,thefindings discussedin this sectionleadtheEvaluationTeamto concludethat
thedevelopmentimpactof theProgrammedoesnot matchthepotentialprovidedby the
rangeof quality resourcesat its disposal.

TheTeamrecommendsthat strategicandcatalyticmeansof usingthe limitedfundsare
soughtfor maximumimpact.Thisimpliestha~UNICEF shouldstrive to get to knowthe
sectorevenbetterbyparticipatorymeansandbycreatinga large constituency.

5.8 Possible future Swedish support

The EvaluationTeamrecommendsfuture supportto a Programmecovering all the
countries.Oneimplication of this is that the Teamhasassessedpossibleoptions for
alternativechannelsandoptedfor continuedsupportthroughUNICEF.

Another implication is that Swedenmust analysetheproposalfrom UNICEF before
decidingon future support.This Teamof courserecommendsSidato supporta future
Progran-mieon conditionthat therecommendationsfrom this evaluationarefollowed.

It is not the taskof theEvaluationTeam,however,oncewe haverecommendedfuture
supportto theProgramme,to designtheSwedishsupportto theProgramme.

We recommendSida not to repeatthe mistakeof the last phasewhena study team’s
strongrecommendationson the future suppDrtwere not met before the supportwas
given.

Further,but beyondthescopeof this studywe recommendSidato insiston time limits
for support to componentsof the Programmeand to condition disbursementsby
benchmarksof progress.
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6 LESSONS LEARNED

The dialogue betweenthe Team and the actors involved at different levels in the
rograrnmewasthestarting-pointof theevaluationof theUNICEF WES Programme in

CL ritral America.Theevaluationprocess,involving theEvaluationTeam,UNICEF staff
andtheircounterparts,aswell ascommunity members, has brought about shared experi-
encethat is of greatvaluefor futurework. This final sectionpresentslessonslearnedby
the EvaluationTeam as well as lessonslearned expressedduring the Evaluation
Workshopin Antigua,Guatemala.

UNICEFhasadopteda“catalytic role” which aimsatmobilising resourcesandpromoting
appropriatelow-costtechnology.Needsareanalysedandmissingelementsareprovided,
enablingotherstakeholdersto join forcesfor theextensionof coverage.With careful
planning in collaborationwith thevariouspartners,therisk of becominga“fire fighter”
canbeeluded.Externalsupportagenciesshouldavoidbecomingdoersratherthanpro-
moters.

TheUNICEF’s interventionmodelof“catalytic inputs”hasbroughtaboutimmediatere-
sults. After five years, however, and after the establishmentof a Subregional
Component,thetime hascomefor moreremoteaction,with focuson capacitybuilding
and an analyticalratherthanan operationalbias.UNICEF’s currentstaffing structureis
inadequateto addressthis development.To addressthestrategicoptionsfor thenearfu-
ture,enhancedskills in thesocial,economicand sanitaryfields arerequired.Watersup-
ply andsanitation,however,remainengineeringfields andthechallengeis not to remove
engineers,but to add“socialengineers”with thecapabilityandthe motivation to collabo-
ratewith othersfor sustainabledevelopment.

Theinvolvementof thebeneficiariesof theprojectis not only a wayof loweringcosts,
but the foremostimportantmeansto achievesustainability.The Programmehasdevel-
opedacostingsystemwherethedirectcostsofaproject is includedaswell as the indirect
costsof technicalassistanceandadministration.Experienceshowsthat thecommunity’s
contributionis substantialin projectswhereunqualifiedlabourandlocal materialmakeup
largepartsof thetotal projectcost.Making thecostsand the relativesizeof eachagent’s
contributionvisible hasincreasedthecounterparts’consciousnessconcerningcosts.

Therearefewexpectationson recoveringthetotal costsof projects,atleastin therural ar-
eas,wherethepopulation’sparticipationin the monetaryeconomyis limited. With the
existingapproachto costrecovery,with no financialcontributionfor theinvestmentfrom
rural communitiesandjust partial recoveryof costsfor investmentsin peri-urbanpro-
jects,the insightof thewillingnessto pay for servicesis sufficient. If UNICEFwishesto
changeits policy on costrecovery,it wouldbeofimportanceto betteruseindicationsof
thewillingnessto pay.Experienceofcommunitieswilling to pay theadditionaldifference
for ahigherlevelof service(homeconnectioninsteadofpublic handpumps)pointsatthe
importanceof adoptingademand-drivenapproach.

Theonly way to guaranteeacceptanceandusageis to promotetechnologiesthat responds
to thecommunity’swishes,needsandpossibilities.Thisshowsonceagainthevery im-
portantmethodologicallessonslearned:communitiesareprotagonistswhenit comesto
solutionsof theirproblems;and communityparticipationoughtto be thefoundationof
any project from thevery beginning.Socialmobilisation andempowermentcanbestbe
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achievedthroughtheactiveparticipationofthebeneficiaries.

With agrowingurbanpopulation,theperi-urbancommunitieswill certainlyrequireatten-
tion andsupportin thefuture.As UNICEFtraditionallyhasseentheruralpoorasits tar-
getgroup,theurbancomponentswill haveamorepioneeringrole. Theurbansituation
differs fromtherural in manyaspects:thesocio-culturalstructure,theeconomicpotential,
theavailabletechnologies,theadministrativearrangements,andthepolitical situation.For
UNICEF this is achallengethat needsto be lookedupon in thelight ofearlierexperiences
andalreadyacquiredcapacity.

An additionalchallengeis thebias for waterwhich is found in the CentralAmerican
Programme, as in most other WES Programmes.The attitude and learningprocessof
hygieneandhealthhasto takeplacesimultaneouslywith theconstructionphase.To be
successful the hygiene and health training should not be delegated to a separate unit of the
project, but hasto be recognisedasan integral part of theproject.Educationdoesnot
havean immediateimpact,andat times it canbe difficult to convincethecommunityof
thebenefitsofthe“software” component.Therefore,evenmoreeffort andpatiencehave
to be put into training andawareness-raisingactivitiesofprojects.

Experiencefrom theProgrammedemonstratesthat the lackof commontechniquesputs
limits to sectordevelopment.A standardisationof technologieswould give incentivesto
startproductionwithin theregion,reducingtheproblemof sparepartsand deliveryde-
lays, whichto someextentis counteractedby thefact that a wide varietyof technologies
is applied.

Therecommendationsfrom previousevaluationshavebeenhandleddifferently within the
Programme.Recommendationsdealingwith programmeimplementationhavehadan im-
pact, whereasrecommendationsfocusing on administrationand managementof the
Programmehavehadlessinfluenceon UNICEF’s work.Thedialoguebetweenthedonor
andtheProgrammeis essentialif donorswishto influencetheapplieddesign,methods
andstrategies.Communicationoughtnot be limited to evaluations,but be acontinuous
process.

It should bekept in mind that influencinga UN organisationlike UNICEF is a demand-
ing task:thedonorwouldhaveto put greaterpressureon theorganisationbeforeagreeing
on financialsupport. The relationship betweenSIDA andtheUNICEFWESProgramme
in CentralAmericadid not involve sufficientpressure,asthesupportstartedwithout im-
plementationof therecommendationsof theSIDA-sponsoredpre-review.For Sida,this
mustbean importantlessonfor futuresupportto UNICEFprogrammesin termsof the
implementationof thenewSidaplanning framework.

Finally, Sidashould also learnfrom theexperienceof thecurrencydevaluationandthe
reducedsupportbudgetof theProgramme.This wasanotheroccasionwhenthedonor
shouldhavere-negotiatedfinanceandobjectives— andconsequentlyoutputtargets,etc.
— asone packageand not let thesupportedProgrammedecideits own targets. The de-
valuationhasled Sidato seekco-financewith otherdonorsin critical areas.But aremain-
ing problemwith thenew budgetingsystem,whosesolutionwould also includethere-
sultsof currencychanges,is the lackof an inlerfacebetweenresultbasedbudgetingand
therecipient’splanning.
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7 RECOMMENDATIONS

This final sectionpresentsthesumofrecommendationsfrom previoussections.

First ofall, theTeammadeconclusionsin termsofthegeneralevaluationcriteriaandar-
rived at thefollowing overall recommendations:

• the Programme should be supported during the next programming
phase; and

• the support should include all the sevencountries and a subregional
component.

Thegeneralevaluationcriteriaconclusionsalso led to the following recommendations:

• A gradual priority shift towards pen-urban groups should be consid-
ered.

• Health and hygiene education, capacity building and empowerment
require enhanced attention.

• Focus of attention must become the institutional capacity of partners.

• An appropriate indicator system for progress monitoring should be
developed

In termsof the assessmentof programmeplanningand programmeimplementation,the
following recommendationsareprovided:

• The Team recommends that the new programme phase be based on
integrated community-based planning and designedwithin a planning
model like the Logical Framework Approach or similar concepts,
whereby a strict management and monitoring system is established
for the implementation. An aim should be to link the different parts
of the programme in a systematic way so that the unified project doc-
ument reflects the objectives of each part.

• The Team recommends that UNICEF develop a mechanism to make
the choice of counterparts strategically. We also recommend that the
methods for capacity building in the counterpart institutions be im-
proved.

• Horizontal exchanges and opportunities for cross-fertilisation be-
tween countries and projects should be more actively promoted.

• The centre of the Programme should be moved outward and down-
wards: an Advisory Board composed of resource persons from the
region — but external to UNICEF — should be convened at regular
intervals to review progress and work programs.

• The Team recommends that UNICEF change its staffing policy for
the Programme with the aim of having more balanced resources in
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terms of the different Programm components.

• The Team recommends that UNICEF for the next programming phase
develop a strictly applied policy ion cost recovery..

• The Team recommends that stratgic and catalytic means of using the
limited funds are sought for maximum impact. This implies that
UNICEF should strive to get to know the sector even better by par-
ticipatory means and by creating a large constituency.
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S I D A - Termsof Reference 1(6)
InfrastructureDivision
Bengt Johansson 1995-02-23 Dossier 1 AM:C 32.2

Rev 1995-04-24

TERMS OFREFERENCEFOR AN EVALUATION OFUNTCEF’S
PROGRAMMEFORWATER AND SANITATION IN CENTRAL
AMERICA, BELI.ZE AND PANAMA

1. BACKGROUND

Sweden,throughtheSwedishInternationalDevelopmentAuthority
(SIDA), initiated regionaldevelopmentcooperationwith CentralAmenca
in 1987. The aim was to supportthe emergingpeaceprocessin the
regionasit is definedin theEsquipulasU declarationof August 1987. A
centralpartof thepeaceprocessis to carry outprogrammes/projectsto
alleviatepovertyin theregion.

In order to supportpovertyalleviationSIDA enteredinto a specific
agreementwith UNICEF 1987regardingits regionalprogrammeon
waterand sanitation.The agreementexpLredin June1991.

A requestwas receivedfrom UNICEF to support thesameprogramme
from 1991-07-01to 1996-06-30.Therequestincludedsupport to country
programmesin eachof thesevencountriesanda sub-regionalcomponent
for exchangeof experiencesetc. After an independentevaluationwas
madeof the first agreement,SIDA proposedto theSwedishGovernment
that continuedsupportshould begivenwith SEK 15 rniUion peryearfor
five years,i.e. SEK 75 miflion in total. The Governmentacceptedthis
proposaland an agreementwasenteredinto betweenUNICEF and SIDA
late 1991 for theabovementionedtime-period.A Mid-TermReview of
theprogrammewascarriedout in March/April 1993 to follow up certain
aspectsof theprogramme.

The Swedishcontributioncoverapproximately50-60% of theoriginal
defined five yearprogramme.UNICEF hastried to involve otherdonors
in the funding of theprogramme,especiallyDenmarkand Switzerland.
In 1993 theSwissGovernmentagreedto fund the sub-regional
componentthroughSwissDevelopmentCooperation,SDC.

Late 1992 TJNTICEF requestedsupportto a specialprogrammeto improve
waterand sanitationin theformerconflictsareasin El Salvador.The
programmewasdefinedfor a two yearperiodand thesupportwould be
channelledthroughNGO’s establishedin thearea.An agreementwas
signedat the beginningof 1993 with an amountof SEX 14.8 million.
Due to somedelay in the initiation of the programmethe agreementwas
prolongedwith oneyear (1995).

During theannualconsultationsbetweenUNICEF and SIDA in
November/December1993 thepartiesdiscussedanextensionand -

reorientationof the Swedishsupportto programme.At the beginningot
1995 an amendmentto the five-yearagreementwill besigned.The
amendmentwill includean increasedbudgetfor all sevencountnes,
totally SEX28 million for theperiodJanuary1, 1995 to December31,
1996, andaoneyear extensionof thespecialprogrammein theformer
conflictsareasin El Salvadorwith an amountof SEX 4 mniUiori. -
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In theorigmal five-year agreementa final evaluationof the supportwas
envisaged.This docunientforms theTermsof Referencefor suchan
evaluation.

2. REASONFORTifE EVALUATION

Thepresentagreementoncooperationin the watersectorin Central
AmericabetweenSwedenand UNICEF will expireat theend of
December1996. I order to prepareapossiblenew agreementperiod from
January,1997 this evaluationwill form part of SIDAs consideration.

tTNICEF and its nationalcounterpartswill, during 1995, startthe
preparationof new five-year countryprogrammesin thedifferent
countriesin CentralAmericafor the period 1997-2001.The conclusions
andrecommendationsof theevaluationwill form partof the input for
saidpreparation.

3. OBJECTWESOF THE EVALUATION

Thepurposeof the evaluationis to assessthe relevance,goalattainment,
cost effectiveness,susLainabilityand lessonslearnt aswell as to consider
alternativeor supplementaryproceduresfor channellingpossiblefuture
Swedishfunds to thewatersectorin CentralAmerica.

4. SCOPEAND FOCUSOFTHE EVALUATION

TheEvaluationshallcoverthe-regionalprogrammeduring the present
agreementperiod (1991-07-01- 1996-12-31)and thesupportto the
programmein ex-conflictareasin El Salvadorsinceits initiation.

TheEvaluationshallconcentrateon, but not necessarybe limited to, the

following issues;

a. Assessmentof pastperformance

- Assesstheoverall progressof theprogramme.

- Assessthe resultsandpossibleimpactof theprogrammein reIa~ionto
theoverall objectiveof theSwedishandSwiss assistanceto theregion;
contributeto thepeaceprocessand support thepovertyalleviationin
theregion.

- Assesswethertheprojectresultsandobjectiveswereachievedas
planned.Explain the reasonsfor theirvariancesandcommenton their
validity andcauses~

- Follow-upon recomrnendationsmadein previousstudieson choiceof
technology,health training strategiesand maintenanceand how these
recommendationswerehandledand utilized by UNICEF.

- Commenton UNICEF’sefforts to presenttheprogrammeasa
programmesupportedby theSwissand Swedishgovernment.

b. Assessmentof particularaspectsof the
programme; -

I. TJNICEFsrole in the programme -
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With focuson theprobability for long term sustainabilityof theactivities
supportedby UNICEF assess;

- UNICEF’s role and strengthin advocatingfor sectorreformsasa
prerequisitefor soundmanagementof the sectorincluding influencing
the nationalgovernmentto giving higherpriorities to servicesto the
poorerstrataof the population.

- UNICEF’s role and strengthin influencingpolicies for water supply
and samta~onand waterresourcesmanagement.

- Thepriority given to local capacitybuilding including the
strengtheningof nationalcounterpartinstitutionsversusworking with
the implementationof projectsand the implicationsfor long-term
sustainability.

- UNICEPsstrategyfor alliancebuilding with otheractorssuchas the
nationalgovernments,socialinvestmentfunds, developmentbanks,
regionalnetworksandbilateraldonors

U. Institutionaldevelopmentincluding capacitybuilding and
empowermentat different levels

- Strategiesandactivities to strengthenthenationalinstitutions in their
efforts to improvethe sectorperformanceboth regardingthe structure
of thesectorand thecapacityto improveactualservicesin the
countries.

- Communityparticipation;including thedevelopmentof strategies
adaptedto different culturalsettingsand to involve thewomen in the
rural andperi-urbancommunitiesaswell as the developmentof
genderstrategies.Methodsandstrategiesto developsystemsfor cost
recoveryand maintenanceof facilitiesbasedon a community
approach.Commenton theneedfor baselinestudies.

- Topping-up;including making a summaryof andassessdifferent types
of allowancesand otherbenefitspaid to governmentstaffwithin the
different projectsand a comparisonwith prevailingpolicies ap$edby
the governmentandotherdonors.

- Governmentcontributions;including the action takenby thedifferent

governmentto give higherpriority to poorand under-servedgroups.

UI. Financialaspectsof theprogramme

- Make a summaryof the investmentcostsand costsfor operationand
maintenance(whenapplicable)of differentpartsof theprogramme
i.e. various typesof improvedwatersupplies,latrines,hygiene
education,health training etc includingcommunity,national
governmentand foreigncontributions.Thesummaryshouldbe based
on availablereportsandstudiesand unit-costsshall bepresentedwhen
possible.

- Costrecovery; includingadescriptionand assessmentof different
financial systemsutilized within theprojectsto organizeand
administerthecollectionand handlingof funds to coverfuturecost.~
for replacement,operationand maintenance.Studypolicies for pricing
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of wateretcincluding the roles of differentactorsaswell ascomment
on thepotential for consumersto Covernot only operationand
maintenancecosts Dut also the wholeof partof the initial investment
cost(basedon bars,revolving fundsor otherappropriatesystem).

- Commenton the dependencebetweentheimplementationof local cost
recoveryschemesand the needfor an overall sectorreform for pricing
of water.

- Commenton theimplicationsof the relativelyunclearsituation
regardingownersh~.pof landin somecountriesin theregionfor the
sustainabilityof costrecoverysystems.

- Commenton theprobability of sustainabilityof theprogrammeif
fundingwould benationalgovernmentsand the communitiessole
responsibility. -

1V. Regionalfocus

- Sub-regionalcompo~ient;including relevance,countiesinvolved, size
and systemand mechanismsfor exchangeof information,experience
and training and commenton theappropriatenessof a sub-regional
componentin the futureand its relativesizeand contentin future.

- Assessto what extentthe componenthascontributedto theimproved
regionalcooperationandexchangeof experiences,especiallybetween
nationalinstitu~on:;responsiblefor thesector.

- Commenton themethodologyusedfor the implementationof municipal
plansand theseplanspossibleimportancein increasingthe capacity
and coveragein thesector.

- Commenton the interchangeof experiencesbetweenprojectsin rural
andpen- urbanareasbetweenand within different countries.

c. Org~ni~tionalaspectsincluding proceduresfor reportingand
follow-up

- AssessUNICEF’s
o internalsystemsfor planning, monitoring andreporting.
o proceduresfor reportingresultsand theutilization of indicatorsof

impactand if the’~’areappropriateasan internalmanagementtool as
well as for externalreporting.

o repor~ngto SIDA especiallythereportingof resultsand
theirappropriatenessasindicatorsof costeffectiveness.

- Commenton systemsfor planning, monitoring andreportingfor the
different countryprogrammesand if it is consistent with eachother.
Assessif theplanningsystemusedby UNICEF is compatiblewith the
Logical FrameworkApproachusedby SIDA and make
recommendationson possibleneedfor modificationsin UNICEFs
planning and monitoring of the programmes.
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-~

d. Lessonslearned

- Summarizethe lessonslearnedin theprogrammes.Elaborateon the
difficulties met, theresultsachieved,thecooperationbetween
differentpartiesand thestepstakento solvetheproblems.

- In light of the findingsof theevaluation,review and commenton the
preparatorydocumentsproducedby theUNICEF offices in the region
on theprogrammefor waterand sanitationsectorin CentralAmerica
for theperiod 1997-2001.

e. PossiblefutureSwedishsupportto thesector

- Presentand commenton theadministrativecostsof theprojectsdivided
into different componentssuch as expatriatepersonnel,local
employees,transports,office facilities, running costs, NGO-overhead,
topping-upetc andrecoverycostsat headquarterlevel and assessthe
justification of the volume.

- Assesstheappropriatenessof continuingto channelpossiblefuture
supportto thesectorvia UNICEF basedon the aboveanalysistaldng
into considera~ontheobjectivesof supportto thesectorasformulated
in the SIDA strategyfor watersupply andguide-lineson
environmentalhygiene.

- Identify and recommendotherpossibleproceduresto channelall or

partsof the Swedishfunds to the sector.

5. METHODOLOGY

Theevaluationshallbe carriedout basedon a genderperspectivei.e.
analysismadeandfindings presentedshall considerboth potentialfor
involvementof menaswell aswomenand the impactand consequences
for menand womenand their respectiverolesandresponsibilities.

The evaluationshallconsiderthe main objectivefor theSwedishand
supportto UNICEF in thewatersector;to improvethewatersuppiyand
environmentalhygiene,asdefinedin theSIDA strategyfor watersupply
and guide-lineson environmentalhygiene.The evaluationshallal”so
considerpossibleenvironmentalconsequencesof theprogramme.

Theevaluationshall includeananalysisof relevantdocumentsproduced
by the projects,including feasibility studies,plansof operation,
monitoringreportsandevaluationreportsor any otherreport deemed
necessaryby the team. A list of generaldocumentto be reviewedis
enclosed,annex1.

The evaluationshallbe especiallyfocusedon the four issuesunder4b
above.

It is furtherenvisagedthatapre-studywith mainly local consultantsis
carriedout prior to the main evaluation.The pre-studyshouldbe
concentratedon the four issuesaboveandform an input to the main
evaluation.

The main study shall includevisits to projectsin a selectedcountries, ;
tentativelyEl Salvador,Guatemala,HondurasandNicaragua,and
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include interviewswith representativesof local communitiesin project
areas,representativesof nationalauthorities,NGO’s and otheractors
involved in the water~ectorin respectivecountry.

6. CONDUCTOF TI[E EVALUATION

The evaluationshallbecarriedout by a teamof consultants(hereinafter
called theConsultant)coveringrelevanttechnical,economic,sociological
and organizationalaspects.it is assumedthat local consultantsare
involved in a pre-studyto collectfield data.The Consultantshallcontract
and coordinatereferredlocal consultants.The evaluation shallbe made in
closecooperationwith theprojectpersonneland the authorities in the
countriesvisited.

One of the memberso ~the consultantteamshallbeappointedasa team
leaderand will be responsiblefor theplanningand reportingprocess.

The consultantshallpresenta time-schedulewith a proposalon detailed
method,peopleto be met andinterviewed,typeof information requested
etc.The aboveshallbe presentedto uNICEFin Guatemalanot later than
3 weeksbeforethecommencementof the field visits in the region.

It is estimatedthatapproximately20 consultantweeks,including time for
preparationand reporting,will be requiredby 2-4 consultantsto carry
out theevaluation.

7. REPORTING

Thereportis to be theproductandresponsibilityof all theteam
members,eachone contributingcertainsectionsasagreedwithin the
teamand in addition, offering professIonalviews on all sectionsof the
plan.

The teamleadershall be responsiblefor theplanning and co-ordination
of the mission,thedistribution of workandresponsibilitiesamongthe
teammembersand the finalizationandpresentationof the reportto
SIDA.

Draft written conclusionsshall bepresentedto and discussedwitif
personnelresponsible‘within UNICEF andrepresentativesfrom the
SwedishEmbassyin Guatemalaprior to departurefrom theregion.

The Consultantshallpresentsevencopiesof theDraft Reportin English
to SIDA and SDC not later than two weeksafterfinalizing the field-
visits.

The Consultantshallpresenta Final Reportin Englishin tencopiesto
SIDA and SDC not later than two weeksafterreceivingSIDA’s
commentson theDraf: Report.

The Consultantshall, on request,bepreparedto translatethereportso
theSpanishlanguage.In all casesan abstractof thereportshallbe
presentedin the Spanishlanguage.

Thereportsshallfollow SIDA’s standardizedformat(Annex2).
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8. TIME—SCUEDULE

Theevaluationis plannedto be carriedout during August 1995.

Annexes:
1. List of generaldocuments
2. SIDA evaluationreports- a standardizedformat
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ANNEX 2 Itinerary and list of people met

SIDA
During the preparatory work for the field mission
discussions were held at SIDA, Stockholm with
Ingvar Andersson, then Head of the Water Section,
Division of Infrastructure and Bengt Johansson,
Senior Programme Officer at the Water Section

During the first week of the field mission the Team
also met with Goran Holmqvist, First Secretary at
the Swedish Embassy in Guatemala.

UNICEF Guatemala Area Office
The field mission started at UNICEF Guatemala Area
Office, where also the last two weeks of the field
mission were spent Two days of the last week were
allocated to a Regional Workshop in Antigua with
participants from all countries At the Guatemala
Area Office, the Team had frequent contacts with the
following staff and several others.

Paolo Basurto, Area Representative
Orlando Lugo, Programme co-ordinator
Stephanie Luttman, Operations officer
Hans D Spruijt, Project Officer, Central American

Water and Sanitation Programme
Nathalie Vesco, Programme Assistant
Joram Gil Laroj, Consultant
Leticia Velazqez, Consultant
Edith Marull, Consultant

BELIZE

Wednesday 26/7

Meeting with
Lorraine Thompson, Programme Officer

Health/Water and sanitation

Meeting with~
Arend Van de Kerk, Country Engineer, Pan-Ameri-

can Health Organisation, PAHO

Thursday 27/7

Meeting with Rural Water Supply and Sanitation
Programme, RWSSP.

Roland Rivers, Programme Manager

Friday 28/7 (Accompanied by Lorraine Thomp-
son)

Field Visit to Santa Elena, Toledo District.
(water and sanitation project)
Valene Anola, Public Health Inspector, Toledo dis-

trict
Carmen Chavez, Peace Corps Volunteer, Toledo

district
Basilio Choc, Village Chairman, San Elena vil-

lage, Toledo district
Community members

Field Visit to Crique Jute, Toledo District:
(water and sanitation project)
Cherry May Avilec, Toledo District Health Pro-

moter
People met in the Villlage Health Commit-

tee(VHC):
Tomas Tzac, Chairman of VHC
Eransto Cho, Secretary
Pofilio Cho, member of the Village Council
Teresa Bol, Treasury
Irene Tzac, member of the Village Council
Patricia Alcalha, Village President
Community members

Meeting with:
Mr Skeen, Coordinator in Toledo District, Rural

Water Supply and Sanitation Programme,
RWSSP

Monday 31/7

Meeting with Health Education and Community
Participation Bureau (HECOPAB)

Anthony Nicasio, Director

Meeting wit/i Water and Sewage Authority
(WASA)

Winston Michael, Chief Executive Officer
Glenn Sigery, Financial Controller

Meeting with Public Health Bureau

Sylbum Arthurs, Principle Public Health Inspector

Tuesday 1/8

Debriefing with Lorraine Thompson, Programme
Officer Health/Water and Sanitation

COSTA RICA

Monday 7/8

Meeting with UNICEF.
Mrs Rhea Saab, UNICEF Country Programme Offi-

cer
Rodolfo Osorio, Programme Coordinator

(Sociologist)
Fernando Carrera, in charge of planning for the

next period (Sociologist)
Carmen Rodriguez, Programme Officer, Water and

Sanitation (Economist)
Raül Sanchez, former Programme Officer, Water

and Sanitation (Pediatrician)
Mauricio Gonzalez, in charge of Education Compo-

nent in Talamanca

Field visit to Talamanca. Southern indigenous
communities

Ramiro Herrera, in charge of the indigenous educa-
tion population, Ministry of Education

lng Leslie Mora, Head of the Department of Sani-
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tation, Ministry of Health
Arthur Bennet, Sanitary technician, Department of

Sanitation, Ministry of Health
Dr Rodngo Sumbado, Head of the District of Tala-

manca
T S Rosa DIaz, Social Worker and Adult Educator,

Health District of Talamanca

Tuesday 8/8

Field visit to Olivia - Community and Primary
School

Water Committee

Field visit to L.a Comadre:
Mrs Indra, Leader
Water Committee

Field visit to San Rafael de Bordow
Roberto Salinas, leader
Isabel Alfaro, leader
Water Committee

Wednesday 9/8

Rommel Calvo, Director of, Comité Coordinado
Regional de Instituciones de Agua Potale y
Saneamiento de Centro Aménca, CAPRE

Field visit to the Tugurio (Fabela), “I-Iealt/l)’
School Programmne “.

Sonia Rodriguez
Dra. Rosanna GarcIa, Director of Health, Ministry

of Health

Thursday 10/8

Dr. Darner Mora, Director of Quality Control Divi-
sion in Tres RIos County, Instituto Costari-
cricense de Acueductos y Alcantanllados, ICAA

Dr William Brenes, Coordinator of Programme De-
velopment, National University

Klaus J. Kresse, Coordinator of the Central Amer-
ica region, CooperaciOn Técnica Alumna, GTZ

EL SALVADOR

Thursday 20/7

Meeting with UNICEF:
Jean Gough, Programme Officer, Water and Sanita-

tion
Dr Fernando Lazcano, Project Officer, Acting Rep-

resentative
Manna Morales, UNICEF Consultant (Sociologist)
Rigoberto Cruz Monje, UNICEF Consultant

(Engineer)

Meeting with Concertación de Salud
Dr Luis Boigues, Socorro Luterano and Coordina-

tor of Concertación de Salud
Rolando Carrillo, Project Supervisor, Socorro

Luterano
Mana Elena Alvarado, Regional Coordinator, CPAS
Hector Hernandez, Coordinator, CODECOSTA

Elena de Hurtado, FUNSALPRODESE
Jorge Olivares, in charge of Water and Sanitation,

FIJNSALPRODESE
Dr. Miguel Orellana, Director, ASPS

Meeting wit/i PRO-VIDA.
Danilo Ramirez, Director, PRO-VIDA
Dr Veronica Villalta, Coordinator for UNICEF ac-

tivities, PRO-VIDA
Dr. Tomas Chavez, Regional Coordinator, PRO-

VIDA

Friday 21/7 (accompanied by Jean Gough)

Meeting with Ministry of Health.
Patricia Rodezno de Segurado, Director, Depart-

ment of Environmental Sanitation, MSPAS
Herbert Apancio, Central Sanitation Inspector,

MSPAS
Gonzales Hidalgo, Director, Basic Sanitation Pro-

gramme, MSPAS
Luis Alberto Guerrero, Project Coordinator,

MSPAS

Field visit to Obrajuelo Lempa, Department of San
Vicente:

(water and sanitation project)
Patricia Rodezno de Segurado, Director, MSPAS
Luis Alberto Guerrero, Project Coordinator,

MSPAS
Gonzales Hidalgo, Director, Basic Sanitation Pro-

gramme, MSPAS
Joaquin Cornejo, PLANSABAR (Region paracen-

tral)
Dheming, PLANSABAR (Region paracentral)
John McPhail, Peace Corps Volunteer
Water Committee
Visitadoras (CVF Comité de Visita Familiar)
Community members

Saturday 22/7 (accompanied by Jean Gough)

Field visit to Ciudad Romero, Department of Usu-
lután

(sanitation project)
Maria Elena Alvadrado, Coordinator, CPAS
Sanitation Promoter, CPAS
Hygiene Education Coordinator, CPAS
Community President
Visitadoras (CVF Comité de Visita Familiar)
Community members

Field visit to Health Clinic in Zanmoran:
Hector Hernandez, Coordinator, CODECOSTA
Sanitation Promoter
Visitadoras (CVF Comité de Visita Familiar) from

different communities

Field visit to Valle Seco, Department of Usulután
(water project including three communities; Valle

Seco, El Planon Colonia and El Escondido)
Luis Boigues, Coordinator, Socorro Luterano
Community Board, representing all three different

communities
Community members
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Community members from Valle Seco, El Planon
Colonia and El Escondido

Treasury, community La Ringlera
Board member, community La Ringlera

Sunday 23/7 (accompanied by Jean Gough)

Field visit to La Chacarra, Department of San
Miguel

(water and sanitation project)
Omar Quintanilla, Infrastructure, FUNSAL-

PRODESE
Margarita Lopez, Health and Sanitation Education,

FUNSALPRODESE
Hermano Sorto, Project Supervisor
Dr Luis Boigues, Socorro Luterano
Atilio, Community Secretary
Water Committee
Visitadoras
Community members

Monday 24/7 (accompanied by Jean Gough)

Field visit to San Carlos II, Departmnent of La Paz
Dr. Tomas Ramirez, Regional Coordinator,

PROVIDA
Lindor Arevalo, Secretary of the Community De-

velopment Board
Reina Isabel Reyes, Community Health Promoter
Maria Ofelia Chicas, Community Health Promoter
Anival Campos, Community President
Visitadoras

Field visit to Hato de Reyes, Department of La Paz
Santiago de Jesus Rodriguez, Community health

promoter
Angel Saravia, Community Health Promoter
Visitadoras

Workshop on exchange of experiences on hygiene
education with gender perspectives

attended by ASPS, CARE, CPAS, CODECOSTA,
FIS, FUNSALPRODESE, FUSAL, Ministerio de
Salud Publica, PLC, PRO-VIDA and Socorro
Luterano.

Tuesday 25/7

Meeting with FIS.
Carlos Mauncio Duque, Promotion and Evaluation,

FIS
Alfonso Salazar Galeano, Project Coordinator, FIS

Debriefing at UNICEF.
Jean Gough, Programme Officer, Water and Sanita-

tion
Dr Fernando Lazcano, Project Officer, Acting Rep-

resentative

GUATEMALA

Wednesday 26/7

Meeting with UNICEF.
Jorge Mario Molina, Programme Officer, Water and

Sanitation

Meeting at the Water Resources Secretariat:
Julio Mario de Ia Riva Lafargue, Secretary
Alfredo Vidal, Director del Uso Sectorial del Agua,

Member of the Technical Committee of Agua
Fuente de Paz

Marco Tullio Guzman Oballe, FONAPAZ, Director
of the Supervision Unit, Member of the Techni-
cal Committee of Agua Fuente de Paz

Estuardo Velasquez Vasquez, Head, Supervision,
Monitoring and Evaluation Unit of Agua Fuente
de Paz

Meeting at Empresa Municipal de Agua de la Ciudad
Guatemala, EMPAGUA.

Carlo Francisco Querada Vega, Manager
Marco Caranza, Unidade de atención para las areas

precárias
Lair Espinosa, Programme Officer, Urban Basic

Services Programme (UNICEF)

Meeting at Unidad Ejecutora del Programa de Acud-
uctos Rurales, UNEPAR

Jorge Lau Ramos, Programme Manager
Miguel Antonio Guardado G, Deputy Director Gen-

eral

Meeting at the Environmental Sanitation Divi-
sion, DSM (Ministry of Health).

Guillermo Garcia, Director, DSM

Thursday 27/7 (accompanied by Jorge Mario
Molina)

Field visit to Alta Verapaz
Guil!ermo Duarte, UNICEF Consultant for Sanita-

tion
Fredy GOngora, Sanitation Technician, UNEPAR-

UNICEF
Oscar Leal, Water and Sanitation Technician, UN-

EPAR-UNICEF, Alta Verapaz
Juan José Balsello, Mayor of Tucuru
Luis Alvorado, Head of the Tucuru Health District,

MoH
José Moran, Environmental Health Inspector, Tu-

ojru
Jesus Francisco Vasquez, Rural Sanitation Techni-

cian, Panzos
Elmer Garcia, Environmental Health Inspector,

Panzos
Community members of Tuxilá Sacsuxá
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Friday 28/7

Field visit to Alia and Baja Verapaz:
José AntOnio Caal, Environmental Health Inspec-

tor, Senahu
José Victor Caal Pop, Rural Sanitation Technician,

Senahu
Aménco Lopez, Head of the Baja Verapaz Health

Area, Salama
Cesar Reyes, Head of Environmental Health Super-

visors, MoH, Salama
Rosita Alfaro, Assistant for the Social Component

of Agua Fuente de Paz, Salama
Community members of San Juan

Monday 31/7

Meeting at UNICEF
Jorge Mario Molina, Programme Officer, Water and

Sanitation (UNICEF)

Tuesday 1/8 (accompanied by Lair Espinosa)

Meeting at the El Esfuerzo Co,nmunitv, El
Mezquital.

Dons de Conde, President, Cooperativa Integral de
Vivienda Esfuerzo y Esperanza, COIVIEES

Members of the Cooperative Committee,
CO[VIEES

Meeting at UNICEF.
Lair Espinosa, Project Officer (Urban Basic Ser-

vices Programme)
Fernando Garcia, Director, Direccion de Assen-

tamientos Humanos y Vivienda, DAHVI
Gustavo Adolfo Martinez, Finance and Administra-

tion Coordinator, DAHVI
Marco Caranza, Unidade de Atención para las Areas

Precárias, EMPAGUA
Arlette de Garcia, Médecins sans Frontière, Francia
Benjamin Vasquez, Director, AsociaciOn para Ia

AtenciOn de PoblaciOn en Riesgo, APR!
Emilio Quevedo, COINAP
VitOria Salazar, Representante del Programa Inte-

grado de Salud, REPROINSA
Elvira Sanchez, Coordinator, Instituto para Ia Su-

peraccion de Ia Miseria Urbana, ISMU

HONDURAS

Thursday 20/7

Meeting at Red Regional de Agua y Saneamiento
para Centro America, RRA S-CA.

Antony Brand, Coordinator

Friday 21/7

Meeting at Unidad Ejecutora de Barrios en Dc-
sarollo, UEBD:

Pedro Ortiz, Director
Santos A. Hernandez, Counsellor, Rotating funds
Brenda Martinez, Social Worker
Geraldina Romero, Social Worker
Argentina Martinez, Social Worker
Andrea Diaz Garcia, Social Worker
Edith Martinez, Lic. in Pedagogy
Jorge Avila, Construction Engineer
Rigo Morales, Construction Engineer

Meeting at Agua Para Todos.
Eduardo Facusse, President in the Executive Com-

mittee
Mario Canaca, Coordinator

Meeting at FillS.
Hilda Caldera, Coordinator of Social Participation
Kiko Schlesinger, Engineer

Saturday 22/7

Field visit to Barrios en Desarollo, (UEBD):
Community leaders
Water committee

Monday 24/7

Meeting at Division Municipal de Aguas de San Pe-
dro Sula, D!MA~

Roberto Ovido, Financial Manager

Meeting at Agua Para Todos
Mario Canaca, Coordinator

Meeting at Unidad Ejecutora de Barrios en De-
sarollo, UEBD.

Pedro Ortiz, Director

Meeting at Cooperative Housing Foundation, CHF
Teresa A Kilbane, Manger in Honduras
Herta Neves, Programme Coordinator

NICARAGUA

Meeting at UNICEF:
Bernado Cameraw, Representative
Luis Eveline, Programme Officer, Water and Sanita-

tion
Juana Vasquez, Programme Coordinator

Wednesday 26/7

Meeting at UNiCEF.
Rafael Diaz, Programme Officer, Water and Sanita-

tion
Rosela Moreli, Project Officer
Cipnano Sequena, Consultant

Meeting at Instizuto Nicaraguense de Acueductos y
Alcantarilladis, INAA:

Gregono Herrero, General Secretary
Carmen Pong, Director, DirecciOn Acueductos Ru-

rales, DAR (central level)
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Flor Maria Blandino, in charge of monitoring and
evaluation of investment programmes

Meeting at Ayuda Obrera Suiza, AOS.
Carmen Ayon, Representative in Nicaragua

Meeting at Comnision Internacional de Apoyo y
Verificación de Ia Organización de Estados Amer-
icanos, CIAV - OEA:

Alejandro Ortega, Health Director

Meeting at Instituto Nicaraguense de Fomento Mu-
nicipal, INIFOM:

Adelina Sequena, in charge of education
Carlos Zelaya

Thursday 27/7

Meeting at Cooperacion A,nericana de Remesas a!
Exterior, CARE:

Jean-Bernard Lindor, Project Manger, Director of
the regional office in Matagalpa

Meeting at Accion Medica Cristiana, AMC.
Nathlia Bernos, Health Educator

Meeting at INAA
Mario Mayorga, in charge of the social sector
Oscar Tablada, Planning

Friday 28/7

Meeting with the Board of Directors for Rural
Aquaducts, DAR in Matagalpa, Region VI

Fransisco Baltodano, Director, DAR
Mario Cajina, in charge of INAA-UNICEF
Ramon Ivan Lira, in charge of the unit for opera-

tion and manitenance
Orlando Escoria, in charge of supervision and pro-

motion
Enrique Lopez, in charge of training

Field visit in Region VI.
Community leaders
Water committee

Saturday 29/7
Meeting with the Board of Directors for Rural

Aquaducts, DAR in Esteli, Region I
Agenor Udiel, Director, DAR
Fransisco Ruiz, in charge of promotion and educa-

tion
Oscar Chavama, in charge of the technical depart-

ment
Jaime Sequeira, Hydrologist
Eli Escoria, in charge of the sub-headquarters, So-

moto
Ramon Diaz, Social Promoter, sub-headquarters.

Somoto

Field visit in region I
Community leaders
Water committee

Monday 31/7

Meeting with the Swedish Embassy
Anders l-!agwall, Counselor

Meeting with SDC/COSUDE:
Marco Rossi, Coordinator for Central American

PANAMA

Thursday 20/7

Meeting with UNICEF:
Bernt Aasen, Delegate Representative, UNICEF
Miguel Cuellar, Country Programme Officer

Meeting wit/i TECHO Foiindation
David Samudio Jr. President, TECHO Foundation
Gioconda Palacios, in charge of community partic-

ipation and health education, San Miguelito

Friday 21/7

Meeting wit/i Ministry of Health:
Dario Delgado, Deputy Director of Environmental

Health
Emma C de Crovan, Head of the Social Communi-

cations Unit
Vicente Gonzalez, Head of the Water Resources Di-

vision

Saturday 22/7

Field visit to San Miguelito District Sanitation
Project

Community leaders
Children groups in Vila Milagres, El Esfuerzo,

Sinai, and Samaria
Max Ulloa, UNICEF consultant for fibreglass la-

trine manufacture

Monday 24/7

Field visit to Chiriqui Rural Water and Sanitation
Project

Jauanita de Guerra, Regional Coordinator for health
education, MINSA

Luis Ceballos, Medical Director, Eastern Area,
Chinqui, MINSA

Samuel Gonzalez, Environmental Health Inspector
Guillermo Rivero, Technician
Edilberto Perez, Distnct Sanitation Inspector
Franco Rodriguez, Health Promoter, Oma Commu-

nity
Water Committee, Oma Community
Water Committee, Juli Community
Alberto Moctezuma, President of the Chinqui Re-

gional Congress (traditional Guaymi authority)

Tuesday 25/7

Meeting with Instituto de Acueductos y Alcantaril-
lados Nacionales, IDAAN~

Luis de Leon, Head of the Community Development
Department
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Friday 11/8

Meeting at UNiCEF
François Miinger, Water

COSIJDE

Monday 14/8

Field visit to Quiche:
Hans D. Spruijt, Project Officer, Central American

WATSAN Programme
Edith Marull, Civil Engineer, UNICEF Consultant
Ursulo LOpez, Programmer, UNICEF Consultant
Rogelio Alpires Fuentes, Public Health Supervisor,

Health Area, Sta Cruz de Quiche
AntOnio Alfonso de Paz Girón, Governor of Quiche

Department

Tuesday 15/8

Meeting at UNICEF.

Hans D Spruijt, Project Officer, Central American
WATSAN Programme

Wednesday 16/8

Meeting at the Swiss Embassy
Markus-Alexander Antoniecti, Councellor

Thursday 17/8

Meeting at UNICEF:
Leticia Velasquez, Medical Doctor, UNICEF Con-

sultant

Saturday 19/8

Meeting at UNICEF.
Per Engebak, Chief, Americas Section, UNICEF

NYHQ
Paolo Basurto, Area Representative, UNICEF

Debriefing at UNICEF:
Bernt Aasen, Delegate Representative, UNICEF
Miguel Cuellar, Country Programme Officer

SUBREGIONAL COMPONENT

Monday 7/8

Meeting with UNICEF:
Hans D. Spruijt, Project Officer, Central American

WATSAN Programme
Nathalie Vesco, Programme Assistant, UNICEF

Wednesday 9/8

Meeting at COPECAS:
Hans D. Spruijt, Project Officer, Central American

WATSAN Programme
Jorám M. Gil, Civil and Sanitary Engineer,

UNICEF Consultant
Edith Marull, Civil Engineer, UNICEF Consultant
José Araneda, Civil Engineer, UNICEF Consultant
Gustavo Leal, Manager, Instituto de Fomento Mu-

nicipal, INFOM
Walter, DSM

Meeting wit/i UNICEF
Hans D. Spruijt, Project Officer, Central American

WATSAN Programme

Thursday 10/8

Field visit to Trifinio:
Jorám M Gil, Civil and Sanitary Engineer,

UNICEF Consultant
Juventino Antonio Morales, Mayor of San Jacinto
Samuel Monterroso, Head of Chiquimula Health

Area
Osvaldo Ramirez, Environmental Health Inspector,

Chiquimula
Oscar Humberto Guevara, Mayor of Olopa
Guillermo Alfaro, Mayor of Agua Blanca

and Sanitation Officer,

Annex 2:90



ANNEX 3 Documents reviewed

Annex3:91



General

Brosnahan T. et al , Lonely Planet — Central America, Hawthorn, 1994
COSUDE, Agua Potable y Sanea,niento Basico, Lineamuntos de COSUDE para America Central, Oficina de

CoordinaciOn, Managua, 1995
Engberg-Pedersen, P and Vesth-Hansen K., Evaluation of UNICEF — Water and Sanitation, Working Paper,

Copenhagen, 1992
Gubler, D & Perreten & Milleret SA, Human Development Profile — Central America, July 1995
Lewin E, Medina M, Sevilla M and Skaiaa 0.. Water and Sanitation in Central America — Appraisal of

UNICEF’s Proposal for 1991-1995, a study commissiond by SIDA, Stockholm, 1991
Lewin E, Evaluation Manual for SIDA, SIDA, Stockholm, 994
Medina M , Vargas J, Winblad U., Water and Sanitation in Central America — Mid-Term Review of UNICEF’s

Programme, a study commissioned by SIDA, Stockholm, 1993
PAHO, Las Condiciones de Salad en las Americas, 1994
SDC, SDC Sector Policy on Water Supply and Sanitation, 13cm, 1993
SIDA, Water Strategy — Water Supply Programmes for Rural Areas: Domestic Water Supply, Health Education,

Environmental Hygiene (2nd edition), Stockholm, 1987
SIDA, SIDA Guidelines on Environmental Hygiene, Stockholm, 1991
SIDA, Decision Mento, Rela 28/95 (for the Regional Water and Sanitation Network for Central America), March

1995
SIDA, Decision Memo, Rela 29/95 (for additional funds to the regional programme and to the ex-conflict areas

in El Salvador), April 1995
UNDP, Human Development Report 1994, New York, l99’~
UNICEF, Analisis de Situacion de Agua y Saneamiento para Centroamnerica y Panama, (primer borrador). Area

Office for Central America, 1990
UNICEF and Government of Sweden, Agreement on Ce’ztral America Subregional Programme: Water and

Sanitation, 1991-96, September 1991
UNICEF and Government of Sweden, Agreement on Water Supply and Environmental Education Programme in El

Salvador, 1993-94, January 1993
UNICEF, First Pro gress/Utilisation Report for the Government of Sweden —Water, Sanitation and

Environmental Education Programme in Central A,nerica, Area Office for Central America, June 1993
UNICEF, Annexes — First Progress/Utilisation Report fo~the Government of Sweden —Water, Sanitation and

Environmental Education Programme in Central America, Area Office for Central America, June 1993
UNICEF, Second Progress/Utilization Report for the Government of Sweden — Water, Sanitation and

Environmental Education Programme in Central America, Area Office for Central America, 1994
UNICEF, Proposal to i/re Government of Sweden for Ri’orientation and Additional Funding for the Water,

Sanitation and Environmental Education Pro grammne in the seven Countries of Central America, Period 1995-
1996, Area Office for Central America, January 1995

UNICEF, UNICEF Strategies in Water and Environmental Sanitation, New York, 1995
UNICEF, Third Progress/Utilization Report to the Government of Sweden for Unicef-Assisted Water, Sanitation

and Environmental Education Programme, Area Office for Central America, 1995
UNICEF, Annexes — Third Progress /Utilizaiion Repor~ to the Government of Sweden for Unicef-Assisted

Water, Sanitation and Environmental Education Programme, Area Office for Central America, 1995
UNICEF, GuIa para ci análisis de situación de mujeres y uños con respecto a servicios de agua y saneamiento

ambiental, Area Office for Central America, 1995
UNICEF, Revised targets to be reached at the end of the cycte 91-96 (draft), Area Office for Central America, May

1995

Subregional Component

PARLACEN and UNICEF, Convenio entre PARL4 CEN y UNICEF — Plan a Gran Escala de Agua y Saneamiento a
Nivel Rural para dar Cobertura Total de Servicto para el Año 2000, PARLACEN/UNICEF, Guatemala, 1995

PARLACEN and UNICEF, Convenio enire PARL4CEN y UNICEF — Plan para el Desarrollo Social del Area
Trifinto, Guatemala, 1992

COSUDE, Programa Subregional de Agua, Saneamiento y Educacion Ambiental para Centroamérica, Oficina de
CoordinaciOn, Managua, 1995

FIS/UNICEF, Desarollo de un Método de Evaluación de Costos de Infraestructura de Proyectos de Agua por
Gravedad, Guatemala, 1993

Marull E, Construcción de Sistemas de Recoleccion di’ Agua de LIu via a Nivel Comunidad, Parlamento
Centroamericano/UNICEF, Guatemala

Prado B , Apoyo para la Evaluación de Costos y Propuesta de Modelos de Letrinas, Guatemala, 1994
SDC, Mehrjaehriges Regionalprogramm der DEHfuer Ze,itralamerika, 1993-1998, TegucigalpalManagua/Bern,

1993
SDC, Antrag Nr 085/93 Regionale Komponente Trinkwa~ser- und Siedlungsygiene UNICEF (Phase I, 1.1 93 -

3112 94), Bern, 1993
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SDC, Antrag Nr 117/95. Regionale Komnponente Trinkwasser- und Siedlungsygiene UNICEF, Phase 11(01/95 -

12/96), Bern, 1995
UNICEF, Water, Sanitation and Environmental Education Central American Programme — Subregional, 1991-

1995, Guatemala Area Office, May 1991
UNICEF, Proposal to tire Government of Switzerland for Support of Subregional Component of Water,

Sanitation and Environmental Education Programme, Central America, 1993-1994, Guatemala, 1992
UNICEF, Componente Subregional. Plan de Acción, 1993-1994, Guatemala, 1992
UNICEF, Estudio y Analisis sobre el cálculo de Costos en Proyectos de Agua y Saneamiento en Guatemala,

Guatemala, 1993
UNICEF, Estratégia y Analisis sobre el Cdlculo de Costos en Proyectos de Agua y Saneamiento en Guatemala,

Guatemala, 1993
UNICEF, GuIa de Estratégias para Agua y Saneamiento, Guatemala, 1993
UNICEF, Memoria de los Talleres Centroamericanos de Educación Sanitaria y Monitoreo, El Salvador y Panama,

Guatemala, 1994
UNICEF, First Progress/Utilization Report to the Government of Switzerland, Guatemala — Water, Sanitation

and Environmental Education Programme in Central America, , 1994
UNICEF, Sistema Computarizado para Atuilisis de Costos - Manual del Usuario (versiOn 1), Guatemala, 1994
UNICEF, Estratégia Centroaméricana para Satisfacer Ia Demanda de Agua Utilizando Bombas Manuales para Ia

Explolación de Agua Subterránea, Guatemala, 1994
UNICEF, Proposal to the Government of Switzerland for Support of Subregional Component of the Water,

Sanitation and Environmental Education Programme in Central A,nerica, Period 1995-1996, Guatemala, 1995
UNICEF, EstadIsticas de Cobertura de Agua y Saneamiento en Centroamérica, 1980-1994, Guatemala, 1995
Departamento de Chiquimula, Plan Municipal de Agua y Saneamiento para el Año 2000 del Area Rural del

Municipto de San Jacinto, Departanrento de Chiquimula, San Jacinto, 1994

Belize

UNICEF,Waier, Sanitation and Environmental Education Central American Programme — Belize, 1991-1995,
Area Office in Central America, May 1991

UNICEF, Country Programme, Master Plan of Operations 1992-1996, 1992
UNICEF and the National Committee for Families and Children, The Rig/it to a Future — A Situation Analysis of

C/iildren in Belize, Belize, April 1995
UNICEF, Country Programme Strategy Note (draft), Belize, 1995
UNICEF, Excerpts from Programme Profile. Annual Project Budget and Programme Summary Sheets —

Programme Accounts, Belize, 1995

Costa Rica

Borge, Brenes, Cortes, Valverde, Informe de evaluación — Provecto Talamanca UNICEF (Costa RLCa, Oct. 1994)
Comité Intersectorial para ci desarrollo del CantOn de Talamanca, Memoria del Taller de pro gramaciôn integrada

a nivel cantonal para el ano 1993. Sector Salud, Sector Educación. Sector Agropecuario (AbnI 19-23, 1993)
Documento resumen y bomrador para discusiOn, Programa de cooperación 1992-1996 — Evaluación de medio

perlodo, Costa Rica, Diciembre 1994
Silva, Cortes, Sanchez, Castillo, Investigación de expectativas de comunicación y validación de materiales

sobre salud entre Ia población, Talamanca, Costa Rica, 1990
UNICEF, Water. Sanitation and Environmental Education Central American Programme — Costa Rica, 199 1-

1995, Area Office for Central America, May 1991
Estuardo Gomez, Informe del taller de capacitacion para capacitadores sobre instalación, operación y

mantenimiento de Ia bomba manual Maya (Costa Rica, Junio 2 1—25, 1993)

El Salvador

COSERHI, Plan para Ia modernización del sector de recursos hIdricos de El Salvador. Docwnento Base (version
preliminar), San Salvador, Junio 1995

Fondo de InversiOn Social de El Salvador/Gerencia de promociOn y evaluación, Dragnóstico y recomendaciones
proyecto de letrinas aboneras operaciones BID I y 11, San Salvador 1994

Fondo de InversiOn Social de El Salvador, Informacion BOsica, San Salvador, Mayo de 1995
Fondo de InversiOn Social de El Salvador, Reporie de Avance No. 47, del Programa del Fondo de InversiOn

Social de El Salvador, Mayo de 1995
FUNSALPRODESE, Informe de Labores 1994, San Salvador, 1994
Garcia, N and Winblad U., Mid-term review of the UNICEF special water and sanitation and environmental

education project in former conflict areas of El Salvador , a study commissioned by SIDA, Stockholm, 1994
Ministeno de Salud Publica y Asistencia Social, Unidad de Epidemiologla, Reporte EpidemiolOgico, PerIodo

Enero - ,narzo de 1995, San Salvador, Junio 1995
Ministerio de Salud Pciblica y Asistencia Social, EvaluaciOn Quinquenal del proyecto “Agua y Saneamiento”
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Perlodo 1991-1995, San Salvador, Julio 1995
Plan Regional de Inversiones en Ambiente y Salud (PIAS), Evaluación del Sector Agua Potable y Saneamiento en

El Salvador (draft), San Salvador, Noviembre 1993
Provida—UNICEF, Plan de action del proyecto “Acciomies de salad, agua y saneamiento a desarrollarse en

coniunidades de 18 mnunicipios del pals”, San Salvador, Enero 1995
Socorro Luterano, Area de TecnologIa Apropriada, El Aguc. Una alternativa de desarrolllo para Ia zona rural, El

Salvador, Noviembre 1994
UNICEF, Water, Sanitation and Environmental Education Central American Programme — El Salvador, 1991-

1995, Guatemala Area Office, May 1991
UNICEF, Country Programme Recommendations — El Sal ~ador(draft), San Salvador 1992
UNICEF, Proposal submitted to the Government of Sweden — Water Supply and Sanitation Project for Former

Conflict Area Communities ofEl Salvador 1993-94, Area Office for Central America, December 1992
UNICEF, Metodologlas para Ia promociOn de Ia mujer — Manual de CapacitaciOn, San Salvador, Enemo 1994
UNICEF, Manual de uso y mantenimiento de Ia
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UNICEF, Manual de tratamiento, alnurcenamiento y manejo del agua para tomar, San Salvador, Agosto 1994
UNICEF, Situation Analysis (draft), San Salvador, March 1995
UNICEF, Gula de Visita Domiciliar — Hábitos de higiene personal, San Salvador, Enero 1995
UNICEF, Gula de Visita Do~niciliar — Tratamiento, a’macenamniento y manejo del agua para tomar, San

Salvador, Enero 1995
UNICEF, Gula de Visita Domiciliar — Uso y mantenimiento de Ia letrina abonera, San Salvador, Enero 1995
UNICEF, Gula para el analisis de situacion de mujeres y niños con respecto a servicios de agua y saneamiento
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UNICEF, Contribuyendo al saneamniento ambiental de la ccmunidad. Una propuesta de educación sanitarga, Junio

1995 (Helen Whitaker)
UNICEF, Graphs and tables for initial Evaluation briefing July 1995
UNICEF and CPSN, Country Programme Strategy Note, (d-aft), San Salvador, July 1995
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UNICEF, Children, their reality t/zeir needs 1995. El Sal ador. Land of Contrasts, (draft), San Salvador, March
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Agua Fuente de Paz, Gula de EducaciOn Santraria para Escu~lasRurales, Guatemala 1995
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Guatemala
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MSF-France, COIVIEES, UNICEF, Proyecto Comunal de A gua Potable, El Mezquital, Guatemala
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Washington DC, 1994
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Directivas El Mezquital/UNICEF, Guatemala, 1994
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UNICEF/ISMU, Guatemala, 1994
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UNICEF, Country Programme Recommendation — Guatemala, New York, 1991
UNICEF, Water, Sanitation and Environmental Education Central American Programme — Guatemala 1991-

1995, Area Office for Central Amenca, May 1991
UNICEF, Primet Ciclo de MediciOn, del Componente de EducaciOn Sanitaria, Programa Agua y Saneamiento en

Baja Verapaz — informe Sitios Centinela, Salamá, Baja Verapaz. Guatemala, 1994
UNICEF, Estudio de Adminisiracion, Qperación y Mante,iimiento de Sistemas de Agua por Gravedad en el Area
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UNICEF, Factores de Exito en Proyectos de Saneamiento en el Area Rural — Informe de Investigación,
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Bonnie Bradford & Margaret Gwynne, Down to Earth
Enmique Gil/Cooperative housing Foundation, Saneamiento Urbano Familiar
UEBD/SANAA, Informe final de Ia documentaciOn Participativa del Progranta UEBD/SANAA de Barrios

Marginados, Honduras, Abril 1993
UNICEF, Water, Sanitation and Environmental Education Central American Programme — Honduras, 1991-

1995, Area Office for Central America, May 1991
UNICEF, Estudio de Sosienibthdad de Proyectos de Abastecuneento de Agua del Programa de Agua y Saneamiento
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Nicaragua

Carlos Valle, Programa de Nicaragua encaminado a lograr cobertura total de agua y saneamiento en las areas
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Freeman T. et al , Multi-Donor Evaluation of UN1CEF~Case Study of UNICEF in Nicaragua, Ottawa, 1992
Lopez Medina J, Roque Z. J. R., Wolf-Mendonza J., informe — MisiOn de evaluaciOn, programas 1NAA-
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UNICEF, Water, Sanitation and Environmental Education Central American Programme, Nicaragua, 1991-1995,

Area Office for Central America, May 1991
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UNICEF, Informe sobre Ia situación del programa de agua y saneamiento

Panama

Bosma M, Gala de Referencia para la Promotoras de Salad de San Miguelito, Dc Leon L., Proyecto de EducaciOn
y Mejoramiento Sanitario de las Viviendas en Comunidades del Distrito de San Miguelito, TECHO/UNICEF,
Panama, 1993

FundaciOn TECHO et al , Estudio de Conocimientos, Actitudes y Prácticas de EducacrOn Sanitaria y Ambiental en
Tres Comunidades del Distrito de San Miguelito, FundaciOn TECHO, Panama, 1993

IRCIUNICEF, Participación Comunitária en Proyectos de Agua, Saneamniento y EducaciOn Ambiental, UNICEF,
Panama, 1993

Samudio D et al, Curundu, Estudro Socio EconOmico y Cultural de las Familias que Residen en Ia Comunidad
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TECHO/UNICEF, EducaciOn y Mejoramiento Sanitario de la Vivienda en el Distrito de San Miguelito,

TECHOfMinistry of Health/UNICEF, Panama, 1994
UNICEF,Water, Sanitation and Environmental Education Central American Programme — Panama, 1991-1995,

Area Office for Central Amenca, May 1991
UNICEF, Primer Informe de Progreso, Alto 1992, Panama, 1993
UNICEF, Red de Seguimiento para ParticipaciOn Comunitdria en Proyectos de Agua, Chiriqul Oriente, Panama,

1993
UNICEF, Inforine de Progreso — Año 1993, Panama, 1994
UNICEF, SituaciOn y Perspecrivas de los Servicios de Agua y Saneamiento en Panama, Panama, 1994
UNICEF, Primer Informe de Progreso, Alto 1994, Panama, 1994
UNICEF, Jornada de Niñez y Pollticas Sociales, Informe de Progreso de Programa de Agua y Saneamiento,
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