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Sierra Leone Wash Facility External Evaluation 

Executive Summary 

Background 

As part of the overall Water Supply, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) Support Programme 

to the Government of Sierra Leone (GoSL), DFID established a £5 Million fund which was 
managed by Adam Smith International (ASI) to provide small grants of up to £200,000 on a 
competitive basis to applicants including public, private, research, non-profit organisations 
and United Nations agencies.  This fund, called the Wash Facility (WF) had the overall 
purpose to help to catalyse change in the WASH sector in line with the National Water and 
Sanitation Policy (NWSP).   

This report represents the findings of an evaluation of the WF.  This evaluation took place 
between July 2014 and January 2015 during which time an Ebola outbreak began in Sierra 
Leone (SL).  As a result of the logistical implications and travel restrictions the evaluation 
was conducted remotely which placed considerable limitations in the ability of the evaluators 
to cross-check conditions and findings on the ground.  The evaluation methodology included 
an extensive review of individual project documents, questionnaires circulated to 
implementing partners, remote interviews with key stakeholders in civil society, government, 
donors, academia and the private sector in SL.    

The evaluation looked at the 36 projects funded by the Facility and implemented up through 
July 2014.  The evaluation also looked at the overall Facility portfolio, considering the 
relevance, efficiency, effectiveness, sustainability and value for money.  As part of the 
evaluation, two page 'Project Highlight Summaries' were prepared for each project under the 
WF identifying the most useful lessons and interesting aspects from each of the 36 projects 
in the Facility portfolio. The evaluation team also applied five criteria to obtain a comparative 
score for each project looking at the following: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, cross-
cutting issues and sustainability. These summaries are available as separate documents. 
Overall strategic recommendations for DFID and ASI regarding the design of a subsequent 
facility are included in this evaluation report.   

 

Summary Findings 

Considering the Facility outputs and the feedback provided by the stakeholders the 
evaluation team believes that the Facility has, to varying degrees, met all of its specific 
objectives.  Considering the overall implementation of the Facility, the evaluators believe that 
it has been in alignment with the four principles outlined at its outset. Particular strengths 
have been around the principles of being 'flexible and fast' and of 'fostering innovation'. The 
evaluation team also believes that the Facility is appropriate and there is a clear need to 
support a follow-on funding mechanism that broadly supports the WASH sector in SL.  The 
future design of the Facility should build on the impacts of the learning and outputs to-date 
and continue to work to respond to the multiple gaps in the sector.    

The Facility has clearly been very relevant to the needs of the WASH sector in SL. An 
impressive amount of work has been undertaken with a high level of commitment and inputs 
from a number of actors who have contributed to the Facility. A wide range of projects (36 to 
the end June 2014) have been supported.  Almost all of these projects were found to be 
relevant or very relevant by the evaluators as these projects have contributed significantly to 
strengthening elements of the sector capacity to be able to implement the core policies and 
strategies. The principal strengths and benefits of the Facility include:  

 Flexibility and willingness to support innovation; 

 Speed of decision-making for project design and approval; 
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 On-going technical advice, coaching and mentoring support that has been provided 
to differing degrees throughout the range of projects.  

The Facility management has also made efforts to document and disseminate projects and 
outputs, although the degree to which this has been possible has been limited both by the 
relatively short time-frame for project implementation and, in the latter period of the WF, the 
on-going Ebola outbreak. The elements of the Facility which have proved more challenging 
or have engendered more debate include:  

 Challenges to provide support, monitor and learn from the large number of  projects 
supported by the Facility; 

 The balance between those projects led and managed by international organizations 
or institutions versus those which have been led by Sierra Leonean organizations 
and institutions and the implications for ownership of the project and/or Facility 
outputs;  

 Modalities for capacity development to ensure long-term impact;  

 Limitations and opportunities for scaling-up interventions and services; and  

 The wide scope and ambition of the Facility in terms of the thematic spread.  

It is particularly important to recognise that capacity building and sector strengthening in a 
post-conflict country are difficult, long-term processes that will probably take decades, not 
just a couple of years. It is within this context that the evaluators consider the Facility has 
provided important support to the sector, but that this represents only one, albeit critical, step 
in the longer-term process of change. Much of the continuing success and impact of the 
Facility will depend on capitalizing on the gains made to date and on providing on-going 
support to continue learning over time. 

 

Recommendations 

Considering the successes and challenges which were encountered in this Facility, and after 
a brief review of similar financing mechanisms, it is recommended that there is a second 
phase of the Facility but that a number of significant adjustments in design and operation are 
made.  These adjustments include increasing the Project budget ceilings as well as the 
overall duration of funding cycles under the Facility, while at the same time reducing the 
overall number of projects in order to improve the strategic focus of the portfolio. This will 
allow increased attention and “thematic depth”.  Any future facilities should maintain flexibility 
in the ability to fund a range of project sizes, and modify funding to respond to sector needs 
as the Facility develops and continuing to support the capacity of local organizations and 
institutions.  As a result it might be necessary to build into the design of the facility, 
application processes and requirements which correspond to the capacities of the different 
applicants/implementers.  In addition, future facilities should ensure that all monitoring, 
evaluation and learning activities and processes are integrated into all phases of the facility. 
Finally, greater efforts than have been made to date should be made to strengthen the 
linkages with key sector actors and support optimal conditions for sector learning and 
institutionalization of the knowledge generated from the projects. 

The Project Highlight Summaries provide information on the key lessons learned from the 
specific projects as well as information on challenges and conditions required for scaling up 
each project.  The final decision for individual projects in the subsequent facility should be 
informed  by the design process taking into consideration the recommendations made in this 
report and by ensuring the optimal linkages with other development partners in the sector.  
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Introduction 

This final report is the fourth and final deliverable prepared by Aguaconsult for the external 
evaluation of the Water, Sanitation and Hygiene (WASH) Facility (referred to as either 'the 
Facility' or WF) under the contract with Adam Smith International (ASI). This document 
includes the findings and recommendations of the evaluation team and is based on an 
extensive review of individual project documents, general questionnaires circulated to all 
implementing partners, detailed follow-up questions to project leads, and interviews with key 
stakeholders including: Facility management, members of the Project Selection Group 
(PSG), project implementers, development partners, representatives of the government 
ministries and local governments, and other experts in designing and managing WASH grant 
funds. Over 35 individuals were interviewed over the course of the evaluation; for a full list of 
the questionnaires received and individuals interviewed see Annexes VI and VII. 

The remainder of this document is organised into ten sections as follows:  

 Section 1 provides a background to the WF and how it is positioned within the sector 
in SL;  

 Section 2 gives the aims of the evaluation itself, as well as describing the 
methodologies and limitations;  

 A short overview of the findings relating to the review of the 36 individual projects 
under the Facility is given at Section 3;  

 Section 4 provides a detailed assessment of the WF design, its operating principles, 
themes and output categories;  

 The detailed findings of the evaluation are presented in Section 5 following the 
standard OECD-DAC criteria; 

 Additional findings relating to ownership, capacity development and learning, 
replication and scaling up are given at Section 6; 

 Section 7 provides an analysis of the Facility compared against similar funds; 

 The overarching conclusions of the evaluation are presented in Section 8; 

 Section 9 sets out recommendations about the design, governance and management 
of the second phase Facility; 

 The recommended thematic focus areas are set out in Section 10;  
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1. Background 

In 2011 the Department for International Development (DFID) committed funds for a 
programme of technical assistance (TA) to the GoSL.  The objective of this support was to 
assist the Government of Sierra Leone (GoSL) to operationalise the National Water and 
Sanitation Policy (NWSP).  This WASH Support Programme was implemented by ASI, 
ActionAid and TripleLine Consulting and was designed with six primary outputs:  

1. Improved coordination and harmonisation of WASH sector activities by state, non-
state and development partners; 

2. Enactment of new legal and regulatory framework to implement the National 
Water and Sanitation Policy; 

3. Capacity of key government institutions to implement WASH policy is improved; 

4. Development and operationalisation of WASH sector investment plans; 

5. Improved water resource management at national, district and local levels; and 

6. Increased capacity for establishing monitoring and evaluation data collection 
systems, analysis and feedback to improve sector wide information and decision 
making. 

As part of the overall WASH Support Programme, a £5 Million fund was created to provide 
small grants, up to £200,000 on a competitive basis to applicants including public, private, 
research, non-profit organisations and UN agencies.  This fund, called the WF, is 
administered by ASI and is meant to be a change agent and not simply a funding source.  Its 
overall purpose is to help to catalyse change in the WASH sector in line with the NWSP.   

The WF started in January 2012 and after a number of time extensions is planned to end in 
March 2015.  The Facility is governed by a Project Selection Group (PSG) comprised of 
senior representatives from the Ministry of Water Resources (MoWR), the Ministry of Health 
and Sanitation (MoHS), DFID and ASI.  Box 1 provides an overview of the WF.  

The Facility was designed to operate under a set of four operating principles, including: 

1. Flexible and fast: rapidly identifying and removing barriers to change; 

2. Foster innovation: resources to research, finance and implement new approaches 
to respond to SL's WASH challenges; 

3. Translate into sustainable impacts: projects will stimulate lasting change in the 
WASH sector beyond the period of the Facility's lifetime; and 

4. Stimulate or achieve impact at scale: project implementers and the Facility 
Manager will seek to leverage individual project impact to stimulate change on a 
larger scale   

To be eligible for funding from the Facility, applicants need to fit within one of the five 
themes: 

1. Capacity building in the WASH sector 

2. Community based water resource management 

3. Private sector innovation and engagement 

4. Pilot projects 

5. Research, advocacy and sector learning 
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Box 1 - WF, SL (GoSL, ASI, 2012) 

Impact: Improved achievement of MDG targets (on child health [4] and maternal health [5]) 
through a reduction in diseases related to water and environmental sanitation 

Overall outcome: Improved access to sustainable water and sanitation services 

Specific outcomes1: 

 To contribute towards the attainment of the objectives of the National Water &Sanitation 
Policy, Environmental Sanitation Policy, Integrated Waste Management Policy and the 
National Decentralisation Policy. 

 To generate or drive change in the sector, that can be replicated or scaled up. 

 To contribute to universal, equitable and affordable access to improve WASH services 
and environmental health conditions in SL. 

 To develop the capacity of stakeholders in new roles for improved WASH services (to 
regulate, manage, coordinate, finance, and implement, etc.) 

 To drive sector learning, evolution, and evidence-based interventions in the WASH 
sector of SL. 

 

Outputs: 

1. Strengthened capacity for improved WASH service delivery and management 

2. Improved financial planning and informed investment in the WASH sector 

3. Improved institutional and financial sustainability of water supply infrastructure 

4. Improved preservation and management of water resources 

5. Alternative methods, approaches and technologies  identified and tested 

6. Improved, enhanced and regulated private sector activities in the WASH sector  

 
 

                                                
1 The methodology stipulated in the Terms of Reference (May 2014), OECD DAC criteria was used to establish 
the evaluation questions. Effectiveness was to be measured in relation to the four outcomes listed on page 9 of 
the WASH Facility Operations Manual (November 2012).  However, in the feedback provided by The Client on 
the Inception Report it was suggested that the 5 “key purposes” be substituted for the 4 outcomes. Therefore this 
change has been made for the Facility Level key tasks and evaluation questions. 
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2. Methodology 

2.1. Objective 

According to the Terms of Reference, the objective of the WF evaluation is to answer four 
overarching questions: Did the WF succeed? Was the concept a good one? Should it be 
done again? If so, how?  In order to answer these questions the main focus of the 
evaluation was at the Facility level, however, each individual project was reviewed in-depth, 
although remotely, as part of the overall evaluation.  Box 2 outlines the scope of this 
evaluation.  

 

Box 2 - Scope of the evaluation - as identified in the Terms of Reference 

Facility level: 

a) Evaluate the WF concept as a mechanism to bring positive change in the sector. 

b) Evaluate the cumulative/summative impact of the WF on the WASH Sector in SL, from 
the contribution of the individual projects, and the operations at fund-level.  

c) Achieving its initially envisaged purposes and guiding principles.  

d) Evaluate the degree to which the Facility and the projects it funded met the six key 
outputs of the Facility. Undertake the DAC review of the outputs and other impacts on 
the sector from the WF operations and projects. 

e) Provide recommendations/learning for future ‘sector oriented’ /challenge funds for the 
WASH Sector in SL and elsewhere. 

Project level: 

a) Briefly review the achievements and relevance of the individual projects, and their 
contribution to positive sector change. 

b) Where relevant, briefly identify key lessons learned, and identify potential need, and if 
relevant, mechanisms to take the project/concept/outputs forward in the sector. 

 

 

2.2. Approach 

The evaluation used a mixed-method approach with both qualitative and quantitative data 
collected through a very detailed desk review of project documents, questionnaires sent to 
lead implementers, and semi-structured interviews conducted remotely.  At the Facility level 
a full evaluation against the Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development-
Development Assistance Committee (OECD DAC) criteria was undertaken including an 
analysis of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, and sustainability.  In addition a number of 
cross-cutting issues were considered including: gender, equity and inclusion, good 
governance, democracy, human rights, accountability.  At the project level the evaluation 
looked at the 36 projects which were underway at the outset of the evaluation, considering 
documentation up to the end of July 2014. The project level evaluation included a desk 
review of project documentation; questionnaires distributed to each project implementing 
organization and where appropriate follow-up interviews with key stakeholders.  See Annex I 
and Annex II for the facility level and project level evaluation frameworks in addition to the 
questionnaires and project review sheets.  

The desk review of project documents and the remote interviews with sector stakeholders 
informed the extent to which the aggregate objectives of the projects and the overall WF has 
addressed the most pressing issues at the sector level, particularly relating to sector 
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strengthening and alignment with nationally-driven policy priorities.  Utilizing data from this 
range of sources representing different perspectives provided a means of triangulation and 
therefore verification of the evaluation findings.   Individual meetings were held remotely (i.e. 
via teleconference or skype) with representatives of ASI, DFID, National and Local 
Government, implementing partners and other sector stakeholders to investigate opinions on 
the processes, outputs and expected outcomes of the WF. 

 

2.3. Limitations 

It was initially planned for the evaluation team to spend four weeks in the field, during two 
separate visits scheduled between June and October 2014.  The purpose of these visits was 
to meet with stakeholders, conduct face-to-face interviews, focus group discussions, and 
tour select project sites to meet with beneficiaries and observe the project results first hand.  
However the original proposal was modified numerous times between August and December 
of 2014 to account for the dynamic conditions in SL caused by the Ebola outbreak.  These 
modifications resulted in a number of limitations to the final conclusions of the evaluation: 

Ongoing Projects: The evaluation was conducted while a number of projects were still 
underway.  In these cases it was not always possible to identify all outcomes or establish the 
final impact ('positive, and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects' or indeed 
unintended impacts), or sustainability of the projects or their contribution to the overall 
Facility.  However, it was possible to identify the expected outcomes (the 'likely or achieved 
short-term and medium term effects of an intervention's outputs') and likely sustainability of 
the projects and the overall Facility. 

Remote Evaluation:  No travel to SL was possible during this evaluation because of the 
implications of the Ebola outbreak.  As a result no first hand observations were possible and 
all interviews had to be conducted remotely.  Although the Evaluators are confident in the 
validity and value of the final results, there are inherent limitations to a remote evaluation as 
compared to one which includes field verification and more profound engagement with field 
level stakeholders in face-to-face meetings and discussions.  

Availability of Key Stakeholders: As a result of the Ebola outbreak, there were a number 
of key stakeholders who could not be reached to provide feedback in the Evaluation.  
However, over 70 individuals contributed to the Evaluation through interviews and written 
feedback. 

All of the above constraints were due to factors outside of the control of the evaluation team 
and all the modifications to the workplan have been made in collaboration with, and approval 
from, ASI.  

 

3. Project Highlight Summaries 

As part of this evaluation, 30 two-page 'Project Highlight Summaries' were developed,  
identifying the most useful lessons and interesting aspects from the 36 projects in the Facility 
portfolio; these summaries are available as a separate document which is electronically 
embedded in Annex IV. As part of the project review process, scoring was undertaken 
against five criteria, namely relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability and cross-
cutting issues; see Annex IV which explains the review and scoring process more fully. The 
aggregated scoring for all projects in the portfolio is included in Annex V.  For graphs which 
indicate the number of projects which have contributed to each of the Facility themes and 
outputs see Section 4.  

Taken as a whole the projects under the facility have been assessed as highly relevant.  
With only a few exceptions the average scores for efficiency were lower than for 
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effectiveness.  A number of projects addressed some cross-cutting issues such as good 
governance and accountability and did so effectively, however the initial perceptions of the 
reviewers was that more could have been done to mainstream the issues of gender, equity 
and inclusion across all of the work of the Facility.  

 

4. WASH Facility Design 

To understand the overall impact of the Facility it is first necessary to understand how it was 
designed and the taxonomy of the projects within the portfolio which composes the Facility.  
The following section looks at how the WF performed when considering the operating 
principles, themes and output categories. 

 

4.1. Four Operating Principles 

According to the Operations Manual the WF was designed to be a change agent and not 
simply a grant administrator.  The Facility was to operate by a set of four principles which 
include:  1) being flexible and fast; 2) fostering innovation; 3) translating outcomes into 
sustainable impacts; and 4) stimulating or achieving impact at scale.  Each principle is 
considered below: 

Fast and Flexible. In terms of the length of the initiation phase (e.g. development of concept 
note, application, review, approval), the Facility was operated in a very “fast” manner.  The 
turn-around times during the application phase were very short, with any delays mainly 
coming during contracting (See Section 5.3 for further discussion on Efficiency of the WF).  
In addition, excluding a few instances, the general the feedback from the implementing 
partners was that the Facility management was very responsive.  Besides being fast, it is 
clear that the WF was flexible and able to respond quickly to changing conditions on the 
ground.  This is most clearly demonstrated by the response to the Ebola outbreak during the 
latter stages of the Facility. The WF management and implementing partners were able to 
quickly adapt and develop a comprehensive training and capacity building programme   to 
complement the overall response implemented by the GoSL2.  In addition, the Water 
Security Project was able to shift operations to include security assessments for Ebola 
Treatment centres.  Even before the Ebola outbreak, there were many examples of projects 
that were adapted to unforeseen and perhaps unforeseeable conditions.  Feedback from the 
project implementers and other stakeholders suggest that this flexibility is a desirable 
attribute in a grants fund, and indeed this characteristic has been integrated into at least one 
other challenge fund being developed elsewhere:  the Zambian Innovative Grants 
Programme (IGP) (See Table 2 for more information). 

Foster Innovation.  In the selection of projects there were a number of pilots which directly 
sought to test new ideas or alternative approaches.  Thirteen projects were considered pilot 
projects or utilized alternative approaches.  In additional there were fourteen projects which 
looked to contribute to an improved capacity of the private sector.  Therefore it is concluded 
that the WF did an effective job in fostering innovation within the constraints of a post-conflict 
context.  

Translate in sustainable impacts.  The extent to which the Facility has contributed to 
sustainable impacts is very clear for some projects and less certain for others.  The 
sustainability considerations of individual projects are explained in the Project Highlight 
Summaries which were developed for each individual project and which are available in 
Annex IV.  One area which was a weakness of the Facility and which negatively impacted or 
restricted its ability to translate into sustainable impacts for some specific projects, is linked 

                                                
2 This comprised of the Personal Protective Equipment training (£11,000) and a roll-out training for Ebola 
management (£165,000) 
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to the effectiveness of the learning and uptake of the lessons and information generated by 
the Facility.  This issue is discussed further in section 7.3 below.  However, it is the Ebola 
outbreak in mid-2014 and subsequent disruption of on-going and planned activities (across 
multiple ministries and aid organisations) that is the most fundamental factor influencing the 
sustainability of the impacts of the WF.  One positive note is that with the influx of additional 
funds resulting from the Ebola outbreak, there will likely be the opportunity to build on some 
of the foundations laid by the projects funded by the WF and therefore contribute to the 
sustainability of impacts from these projects.  

Stimulate or achieve impact at scale.  The evaluators believe that the Facility has been 
effective at stimulating some clear impacts at the sector level. Examples include the 
sanitation marketing pilot in Kenema District (WF-022) generated knowledge which UNICEF 
has utilized/replicated in their work in other areas where they have rural WASH activities.  In 
some cases the projects were able to leverage additional funds; for example: Goal secured 
€300k (IrishAid) to pilot community health clubs, WHH’s self-supply project obtained €1M 
(private donations), and the pilot waste management project is being implemented in Makeni 
with an additional £3.2M (DFID).  Additional funding is a good indicator that the project 
outcomes will be increased, resulting in a greater impact, possibly reaching a large scale. 

Despite these examples, there are other projects for which there might be significant 
promise but which currently are untested in terms of likely impact at scale (i.e. significant 
replication or adoption). As a result the extent to which the overall Facility has achieved 
impact at scale  is unclear at this time.  Many of the projects were still on-going while the 
evaluation was being carried out, and in many cases where the projects were recently 
concluded it is still too early to see if they will have achieved impact at scale (e.g. improving 
the regulation, monitoring, and quality of the packaged water industry, cost effective 
boreholes, WASHCost). However, there are undoubtedly very good success stories of 
projects which have had a positive impact despite the challenges presented by the Ebola 
outbreak.  For example, it was disclosed that the draft waste management policy roadmaps 
(outputs from project WF-007) will be used to guide the additional funds committed to SL in 
response to the Ebola outbreak, which is particularly relevant with regards to medical waste. 

 

4.2. Five Facility Themes  

The WF was designed to include a number of thematic areas:  research, advocacy, and 
sector learning; small scale pilot projects; private sector innovation and engagement; 
community based water resource management; and capacity building.  Each project3 was 
classified into one or more of the five WF Themes and the results are presented in Figure 1.  
The theme with the greatest representation is the capacity building theme (32 projects), 
followed by the research, advocacy and sector learning (22 projects).  It should be noted that 
certain themes might have different design or implementation requirements.  For example, 
pilot project and capacity building efforts might require a longer implementation period than 
research or advocacy projects.  Therefore the selection of themes for the Facility and the 
distribution of project across those themes will determine the conditions which will be 
required to ensure success project impacts (e.g. overall implementation period of the 
facility).  These issues are addressed in more detail in the remainder of this document.  

 

                                                
3 This only includes those funded by the Facility 
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 Figure 1- The projects funded under the WF separated by theme. Note: A project can 
contribute to more than one theme. 

 

4.3. Six Output Categories 

Each project funded under the Facility was classified according to which of the six Facility 
output categories they directly4 contributed to. It is possible that a project might contribute to 
more than one WF output category.  Twenty-three projects, or approximately two-thirds of all 
projects, directly strengthened the capacity for service delivery in SL (see Figure 2).  
Fourteen projects had elements that directly improved the capacity of the private sector, and 
the same number also addressed financial planning in the sector.  Slightly less (13) projects 
were considered alternative approaches (i.e. either pilot projects or research initiatives into 
innovative approaches).  Less than a quarter of projects directly addressed institutional 
financial issues and very few projects were directly related to improved integrated water 
resource management.  However, as previously noted a number of these water security 
projects were viewed as very successful. 

                                                
4 Each project was classified according to which theme or themes and output category or categories it 
corresponded to.  ASI reviewed the classification and for a number of projects disagreed with the classification 
given by the evaluators.  The results presented are based on the evaluator’s opinions and differentiate between 
direct contribution and attribution verses indirect contribution.   
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Figure 2 Projects funded under the WASH Facility separated by the output category.  Note: a 
project can contribute to more than one output category. 

 

5. Key Evaluation Criteria 

According to the Terms of Reference the key evaluation criteria used for this assessment 
were the OECD-DAC criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, impact, and sustainability 
as well as an additional criterion: value for money.  As was stated in the Inception Report 
and the Interim Report, because the evaluation occurred while a number of projects were 
on-going or recently completed, it was not possible to identify all outcomes or establish the 
final impact ('positive, and negative, primary and secondary long-term effects') of all projects 
and as a result for the Facility as a whole.   Therefore in many cases what is reported either 
represents expected outcomes (the 'likely or achieved short-term and medium term effects 
of an intervention's outputs') of the projects or the Facility. The following sections address 
each of the key evaluation criteria. 

 

5.1. Relevance 

The overall purpose of the WF, which is listed in Box 1, is very broad.  Considering only the 
first aspect (to contribute towards the attainment of the objectives of the National Water & 
Sanitation Policy, Environmental Sanitation Policy, Integrated Waste Management Policy, 
and the National Decentralisation Policy), it is clear that the mandate is extremely extensive.  
In combination these four policies have over 28 broad objectives and priorities and often 
each of these having a number of sub-components.  When considering this long list of sector 
policy objectives and priorities, along with the multiple gaps in sector capacities, it means 
that it is relatively easy to consider any project relevant.  Despite this, the portfolio of projects 
was considered to be relevant to the wide range of sector objectives and priorities.   

Project duration and timelines. There is a general consensus that the timelines for Facility 
projects have been much too short and that this has limited the potential of some of the 
projects. The short timelines were, in part, caused by the Facility starting later than the 
broader WASH TA Support Programme and the need to complete all projects by the end of 
the Support Program’s budgetary period.  Considering the time which is needed for the 
concept development, application submission and processing (which was in fact relatively 
quick), and procurement, the time which remained for project activities was often not 
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adequate or ideal.  All but five of the projects had some form of extension (no cost or cost-
based).  It should be noted that the overall Facility was extended by one year and that the 
original projects were designed to be conducted within the initial timeframe of the Facility 
and therefore some of the extensions were in relation to this extension.  In addition, by 
having a very compressed timeframe for implementation there was often insufficient time 
available for ensuring that learning and up-take were optimised.   

Support to the National Decentralization Policy. The Facility included various training and 
capacity building efforts to strengthen local councils to be able to carry out their mandates 
and also tried to improve the links between national development priorities and local level 
development initiatives. Whilst these were all positive steps, there was found to be limited 
engagement with the Ministry of Local Government and Rural Development (MoLGRD) by 
the Facility as a whole.  In addition many of those individuals interviewed said that the 
Facility should have engaged more directly with Local Councils and, if possible and fund 
projects directly through Local Councils. 

Link to Technical Assistance (TA) support to central government. The situation of the 
Facility within a broader sector support programme, the WASH Support Programme  has, in 
general, been positive. It has enabled the TA support components to be able to leverage 
funds to respond to key gaps in sector capacity, as well as providing a link to the decision-
makers in two key Ministries in the sector, the MoWR and MoHS.     

Relevance and relationship with sector actors.  The WF complimented the TA support 
programme by allowing for funds for pilot projects and implementation projects which 
targeted beneficiaries as well as funds to address strategic gaps at the sector level through 
research and training projects. This flexible approach was successful, however it is noted 
that the linkage between the WF and other development partners could be improved.  More 
consideration to be made on how existing relationships can be strengthened with the major 
donors or consortiums in the sector that are likely to utilise the outputs of the Facility, 
including at scale (e.g. AfDB, UNICEF, The Freetown WASH Consortium).  

 

5.2. Effectiveness 

High quality technical support. In general the technical support provided by the Facility 
management, and also that provided as part of the TA5 team, was found to be very strong.  
A range of high quality international technical advice has ensured that project outputs were 
of acceptable quality and met the stated aims and purposes. Partnering of international with 
national consultants has been possible to some extent, which has provided additional 
opportunities for building the skills base of local consultants.   

Piloting and innovation. One of the more controversial elements of the Facility has been 
the inclusion of pilot projects, with mixed views on their value and potential impact from the 
stakeholders interviewed for this evaluation. There is a general consensus that the short 
time-frame of the Facility was not conducive for all of the stages required to conduct effective 
pilots and then where appropriate to make linkages to broader programmes for scale-up. 
The evaluators consider that the pilot projects have added value in the process of testing 
solutions to challenging issues in the sector6; although this learning is likely to need to be 
one step in a longer process.  The fact that some pilots may have been more or less 

                                                
5 It is important to note that during interviews, all respondents were asked to distinguish between the Facility and 
the broader WASH Support Programme, however in some cases the respondent was unable to do so implying 
some confusion about the division of roles and mandates and also raising questions about the branding of the 
Facility.  
6 For example, the solid waste management project of Bo City Council supported by WHH (007) was effectively a 
pilot project, but because of its clear success has already secured follow up support from DFID (£3 million) for the 
next three years.  In addition the model is now being transferred to Makeni and members of the local council will 
be involved in implementation in Makeni. 
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successful than others is considered normal for a financing vehicle that is supporting an 
element of innovation, as this will inevitably entail a degree of trial and error and hypotheses 
testing.  It is recognized that there is a tension between certain design aspects in the Facility.  
For example, implementing a pilot project or testing a new implementation approach may 
require external (international) expertise. However the cost implications may limit the 
duration of international consultancy inputs which may in turn limit the capacity building 
potential of that input, resulting in the continued reliance on international consultants.   

Number and size of projects. There is widespread consensus amongst those interviewed 
and the evaluators that the number of projects has been too large, both from an operational 
and management standpoint, but also with regard to the ability to absorb the information and 
lessons from a monitoring and learning perspective. The relatively low funding thresholds 
(less than £200,000 per project- in most cases) may have limited the potential learning 
opportunities from some projects.  For example, pilot projects which require extended 
capacity building elements and international expertise to support these efforts may be limited 
if there is also a hardware or infrastructure development component of the same project. In 
addition, but limiting the overall project amount this also resulted in a larger number of 
projects being supported.  

Sector Learning and Dissemination.  There were a number of learning activities which 
were funded by the WF including the learning tours, WASH conferences, university 
presentations, etc. Although many of these activities and the various associated learning 
products which were produced (e.g. videos, training materials) were viewed positively, the 
resounding message from the stakeholders who were engaged in this evaluation was that 
sector learning and overall coordination in regard to documentation and dissemination of 
information is weak in effectual.  For example, the sector learning project (WF-070) came out 
very late in the WF and although many of the outputs are promising it will take years before 
the mechanisms developed will be fully effective.  In addition, considering the large number 
of projects and the overall amount of information and knowledge produced by the Facility, it 
was the opinion of many interviewees that the capacity of the sector to absorb this 
knowledge was considerably exceeded.  This was compounded by the timing of the Ebola 
outbreak.  Despite the consensus around the problem, there was significant divergence in 
the opinions about the strategic direction that the sector learning platform should take.  
Some advocate for a “shot gun approach” (e.g. activities covering a wide range of topics with 
superficial dedication to any individual topic), a “laser approach” (e.g. targeted events with 
depth into individual topics), or a combination of both.  

 

5.3. Efficiency  

Governance. The principle of including government, the donor and the managing agent on 
the PSG is a positive one, as is keeping the numbers of participants relatively small for ease 
of decision making. The PSG design has aimed to engender a sense of ownership by the 
two key Ministries, Ministry of Energy and Water Resources (MoEWR)7 and Ministry of 
Health Services (MoHS) through their decision making powers, despite the fact that  funding 
for projects has not been channelled  directly through the Ministries. However some 
challenges have been faced with this model, including loss of institutional memory and time 
demands on senior staff such as the Permanent Secretary for a large number of relatively 
minor requests. Governance is further addressed under Section 9.2. 

Approval and contracting processes.  The PSG received 72 draft Concept Notes and 51 
final Concept Notes, finally approving 36 after they had each been submitted between one to 
three times. The PSG was very fast in the review of Concept Notes and applications. It took 
an average of 16 days to move from a draft to a final Concept Note. The PSG reviewed all 
Concept Notes within 10 days and an average of 69 days from the first PSG review to obtain 

                                                
7 This ministry was separated into the Ministry of Water Resources and Ministry of Energy  
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final approval (with 24 of the 36 projects taking less than 69 days). It is noted that these time 
periods are well below the targets for similar sized facilities (e.g. the IGP of Zambia).  
Although the time for review and approval of concept notes and applications was very quick, 
the subsequent period between PSG approval and contract signature8 was considerably 
slower (110 days on average, with 24 projects taking less than 110 days).  It was reported 
that this was primarily a result of due diligence audit and procurement procedures as well as 
contract negotiations. Contracts with the public institutions took four to five times longer (on 
average around 144 days), compared to local Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) or 
international NGOs (36 and 27 days respectively).  It is noted, however, that in some cases 
the longer contract times resulted from the European Union procurement requirements and 
the fact that service providers, who were undertaking implementation needed to be 
procured. 

Management team. The direct management of the Facility has been undertaken by ASI with 
a small team consisting of three positions: a WASH Manager, a Project Support Officer and 
an Accountant/Auditor. The team has had a broad and ambitious range of responsibilities 
and functions, spanning both strategic and operational management, provision of on-going 
technical support, monitoring, learning and dissemination and for some projects providing 
logistics, procurement and supply functions. The team has accomplished a significant 
amount considering the requirements of overseeing more than 36 projects.  This is clear 
when comparing size of the management team of the Facility to other WASH funds (see 
Table 2 in section 7).  However, because of the significant workload, there have also been 
some limitations on the amount of follow-up, on-going mentoring, monitoring and advocacy 
and dissemination, which could have been undertaken to leverage the greatest possible 
outcomes and impact. 

Positioning within the WASH Sector Support Programme and in relation to ministries. 
The role of the Facility management team within the wider WASH Support Programme has 
presented opportunities including the ability to access additional TA and expertise within the 
ASI team not involved in the Facility. This has also offered channels for the dissemination of 
outputs to ministries and the TA team's support to the ministries to identify strategic gaps 
which could potentially attract funds from the WF. Some challenges have been faced in that 
the ASI is effectively acting simultaneously as a donor and a client of the MoWR and MoHS. 
Conflicts of interest can arise when, for example, a ministry requests funding for something 
that the management team do not believe fits within the scope or the priorities of the Facility. 
It should be noted that no such instances were identified in this evaluation; however this 
relation requires sufficient governance mechanisms to ensure transparency.  In this case the 
PSG had final approval in fund allocation and therefore overall in the case of this Facility any 
potential conflict of interest risks were outweighed by the significant benefits of the TA-
Facility relationship. 

Contracting models. Three types of contract models have been utilised, including advance 
grants (mainly with Civil Society Organisations); invoice-based grants (largely with 
consultancies and the private sector); and direct payment or procurement by ASI (mainly for 
projects 'led' by the GoSL). Some challenges have been faced with how to ensure quality of 
work from NGOs, who are not used to having funds withheld until outputs are verified as of 
adequate quality. However, benefits of the direct payment are clear when considering the 
success of the projects where ASI is effectively implementing projects together with, or on 
behalf of the GoSL, including managing the funds.  These benefits are in tension with the 
opportunity which may be lost to develop the capacity of the government if they were 
allowed to manage the funds.   

Monitoring and evaluation (M&E). The management team has clearly undertaken an 
impressive amount of work, but an area that requires increased attention during any 

                                                
8 This includes the time for addressing PSG approval stipulations, due diligence audit, procurement, contract 

negotiations 
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subsequent phase of the Facility is the M&E system and the introduction of more automated 
systems of accounting and data management. The evaluators have struggled with the wide 
ranging interpretations of 'outputs' and 'outcomes' in various project documents with limited 
consistency throughout. An overarching log-frame for the WF was not developed.  This has 
probably contributed to the Facility’s flexibility, but makes it challenging to evaluate against 
the original objectives.  According to ASI it was initially intended that common indicators 
would be used across projects to allow for aggregation of project data; however this was not 
achieved because of the insufficient time and human resources available to dedicate to the 
development of such a framework.  

 

 

5.4. Value for Money 

The evaluation team was not able to conduct a complete value for money assessment as a 
whole which would have looked at the details surrounding management operating costs, 
project costs, M&E costs, etc.  This was due, in part, to restrictions on the availability and to 
the provision of information and financial data.  It was also due to the relationship between 
the WF and the TA Support Programme. Given the fact that the WF was embedded within 
the broader TA support programme it would be very challenging to tease out or accurately 
apportion all costs. However, there is evidence from some of the project management and 
procurement documentation and negotiations at PSG level over possible projects and 
options that the Facility has indeed made good efforts on a project by project level to 
maintain value-for-money.  

The evaluators investigated similar donor funds with order of magnitude comparable size 
and composition of projects. Through discussions with the individuals responsible for 
designing and implementing these types of funds we arrive at the following conclusions in 
relation to the overall value for money of the WF: 

i. The ASI management represents very good value for money, given that there is no 
fee, or profit margin charged on the “throughput” of funds for the Facility.  It is 
common that companies negotiate an indirect cost rate agreement of between 1-3%; 

ii. In addition the ASI management team was very lean given the number of projects.  
By comparison one USAID WASH grant facility of $2.5 million had four management 
staff and two financial support staff for a total of 16 projects; 

iii. There are often indirect benefits in terms of on the job capacity building (e.g. soft 
skills) of government and local partners that forms an integral part of managing such 
funding mechanisms and a significant value added to the overall impact of the fund.  
However, it is commonly held that these benefits are often not properly recognized or 
financed by donors and the cost of which is often taken from the “throughput” 
margins. 

It is also apparent to the evaluating team that there are inherent dangers in drawing 
comparisons with regard to VFM across different examples. The size of overhead costs and 
profit margins will depend on the number of grants, their overall size and the competency of 
intended grantees.  

In conclusion the evaluators therefore are of the opinion that the WF as managed by ASI 
represents good value for money. 
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5.5. Sustainability and cross-cutting issues  

 

Sustainability. Overall, considering the design of the Facility and the selection of projects, 
many of the sector stakeholders who were contacted during the assessment considered that 
the Facility has been successful in addressing some of the key issues which influence the 
sustainability of WASH services in Sierra Leone.  Through the capacity building and training 
projects and the various research outputs, overall the Facility has been effective at 
contributing to the knowledge and expertise of the key institutions in the WASH sector.  
However, when evaluating the sustainability of individual projects, there is a wide range of 
results with many projects performing well and just as many performing poorly.  Refer to 
Annex IV for the Project Highlight Summaries for each of the projects funded under the 
Facility.   

Of those projects that were generally regarded as performing well with regard to 
sustainability, there were projects specifically targeted the weaknesses in technical or 
financial aspects of sustainability including the WASH-cost (WF-031), Village Savings and 
Loan (WF-025), cost-effective boreholes projects (WF-053 & 072), strengthening financial 
systems of GVWC (WF-060), and Strengthening local council WASH planning and financial 
management (WF-035).  Also, there were other projects which were specifically designed to 
help address issues around environmental sustainability such as the water resource 
management (WF-014 & WF-038) or solid waste management (WF-007).   

When analysing the project scores across the WF portfolio, sustainability, together with the 
cross-cutting issues, scored lower than relevance, effectiveness, or efficiency.  Sustainability 
and cross-cutting issues had lower median and mean scores when considering all projects in 
aggregate (See Annex V). However, similar to overall impact, the likely sustainability of the 
outcomes of the Facility is very difficult to gage as many of the activities were on-going 
during the assessment.   

Governance and accountability. In some projects governance and accountability had been 
well considered, for example relating to waste management in Bo with the engagement of a 
wide range of stakeholders to input their views through the Steering Committee and in the 
packet water project which involved the Association of Packet Water Producers in the 
process of development of the regulations. In some projects however, where there was 
intention to engage sub-national entities or the public, these elements were not completed or 
were not successful.  

Gender, equity, inclusion.  The lack of mainstreaming of these issues into the work of the 
Facility has been a weakness. There were a few examples of good practice, such as the 
WASH in schools project, the pro-active attention on training female as well as male Public 
Health Aides, and in the hygiene promotion approaches study and VSL projects. 
Disaggregated tracking by gender of individuals benefiting from capacity building was not 
systematically undertaken. However, a list of participants in the capacity building and training 
activities was compiled by ASI at the request of the evaluation team.  Although this 
information didn’t include comprehensive information on the participants (e.g. gender, level 
of seniority, working base, etc.) for all the training and capacity building activities, an analysis 
was conducted with the information provided.  Figures 3 and 4 show the results of this 
analysis with regard to gender. It should be noted that gender information was not available 
for at least 41 activities, in which there have been at least 1000 participants. These figures  
show that a significant portion of the participants, who directly benefiting from these 
activities, were men (82%).  Female participation in capacity building activities has been 
seen to be around 21% for trainings, 12% for study tours and conferences, 14% for 
workshops, and 12% for operational trainings.  The gender balance for training participants 
has been improved in recent events for the Ebola response through which over 1,000 people 
have received training, a significant number of them women. However, this development 
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occurred after the cut-off for this evaluation.  Furthermore it was very clear in the interviews 
that gender was not adequetaly mainstreamed in the design and implementation of the 
Facility. 

 

Figure 3 Gender for the Participants of the capacity building and training activities targeting 
WASH Sector stakeholders (i.e. not community level stakeholders) 

 

In addition to gender issues, a glaring gap has been attention to the needs of people with 
disabilities or people with other mobility limitations, who have particular challenges with 
accessing WASH facilities and of whom there are large numbers in SL. Gender equality, 
mainstreaming gender and the empowerment of women are priorities in the Agenda for 
Prosperity as well as international commitments of DFID and hence the lack of sufficient 
attention on these cross-cutting issues, including basic tracking of data related to gender, 
disability, age, etc, has been somewhat surprising and is an area that should be improved in 
any future generation Facility.  

 

 

Figure 4 Number of participants for each type of capacity building or training activity 
disaggregated by gender.  Note this excludes community level training activities as gender 
disaggregated information was not provided. The number of female participants is shown. 
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6. Additional Findings  

 

6.1. Ownership  

Government leadership and buy-in from government.  Although steps were taken by ASI 
to engage government throughout the planning and implementation of the WF, there have 
been some comments made by respondents suggesting that the government did not have 
optimal buy-in throughout the process and relations with the Ministries could have been 
improved. The fact that the Facility has not channelled funding through the GoSL is clearly 
one underlying tension and has led to the perspective amongst some stakeholders that 
GoSL and other national organisations are not trusted partners. Buy-in has been influenced 
by the willingness and motivation of the lead individuals within government, and also the 
challenge that even if one staff member is engaged, this does not automatically lead to buy-
in from the institution as a whole. Steps were taken to increase government buy-in and 
involvement including: drafting MOUs, nominating focal persons, sharing of project updates 
and presentations. However in the future these efforts should be increased and should be 
targeted to optimise impact.  It is noted that, in general, donors can be hesitant to channel 
funds directly through governments if there may be concerns about the associated financial 
risks of doing so.  This is a perennial issue facing development partners in other countries 
and the issue was raised by the grants managers from other WASH Funds.   

Role of international versus local institutions.  Data for the numbers of different types of 
applicant and lead implementing organisations can be found in Annex VIII. Seventy eight 
percent (n=28) of the original applicants which were approved for funding involved Sierra 
Leonean institutions (two together with an international organisation); 22% were applied for 
by international organisations alone. In terms of implementation, 17% of the projects have 
been led by Sierra Leonean institutions; 14% by Sierra Leonean organisations with an 
international partner; and 69% were led by international organisations.  It is acknowledged 
that in some cases projects were led by international organisations, but were implemented 
through local partners (e.g. the projects led by WaterAid and Plan).  

The rationale provided for the higher proportion of projects being supported where the 
implementation has been led by international organisations alone or in partnership with 
national actors, has included: a) greater fiduciary risk/perception of risks in contracting 
through government; b) expectations of the low management capacity of government;  c) 
concerns that international organisations would not agree to be contracted by a 
governmental institution; and d) that the purpose of the Facility is to introduce new ideas and 
not doing 'more of the same', which by default in many occasions is likely to involve external 
organisations due to their international exposure. Whilst the rationale noted above is 
understandable in the context, not everyone agreed on the level of risk that should be taken 
in engaging local institutions, and the above approach also itself has inherent risks. These 
include limiting long-term capacity building and meaningful development of the sector, as it 
can stifle opportunities for real decision-making power and gaining management experience, 
where these critical functions are in reality retained by international organisations.  

 

 

6.2. Capacity development  

The Facility has supported a wide range of capacity development related opportunities 
including at the human, institutional and enabling environment levels. There were a total of 
108 different training and capacity building activities with 5,288 participants, although 
detailed information (i.e. names) was not available for all participants and so it is possible 
that some participants who attended various activities were counted more than once.  
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Examples include standard training courses, study tours, dissemination workshops, support 
for establishing improved institutional systems and regulations or simplifying policies and 
strategies for wider dissemination.  Plans had also been in place for internships and 
secondments, but these as well as a number of capacity building activities were cancelled 
due to the Ebola outbreak.  However, it should be noted that additional training activities 
were incorporated under existing projects and also through the creation of a “Training on 
Ebola response” project.  These activities were carried out to better prepare the government 
and other stakeholders respond to the Ebola outbreak.   

 

 

Figure 5 provides an overview of the number of projects which have contributed to different 
elements of capacity development under three sub-categories of capacity building:  human 
(orange), institutional (green) and enabling environment (blue). 

 

This figure shows that there was a very strong emphasis on the functional and technical 
capacities of individuals (orange bars on the left).  There were less projects which directly 
built the capacity of higher education and training institutions, or had trainings or activities 
which directly targeted the human resources management capacities of WASH institutions.  
Although fewer in number, there were examples of projects in both categories which were 
successful (e.g. Njala University). 

Capacity development efforts have attempted to reach a wide range of individuals from 
different levels, from senior sector officials to training for planners, technical staff and 
administrators. Positive feedback has been viewed from participants of a number of trainings 
from a follow-up exercise facilitated by Voluntary Service Overseas, but a range of 
challenges to the utilisation of skills learnt have also been noted.  Table 1 shows the number 
of activities and participants of capacity building activities: a) training of sector professionals; 
b) study tours & conferences for sector professionals; c) workshops; and d) operational 
training (training to implement the project activities).  
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Table 1 Capacity building and training activities conducted under the WF 

 Activity type Number of 
activities 

Number of 
participants 

A Training of sector professionals 42 1855 

B Study tours & conferences for sector professionals 20 903 

C Workshops 20 1422 

D Operational training (training to implement the project 
activities) 

11 127 

E Operational level / training of local artisans 15 981 

 

ASI provided a list of participants which had information on the occupation, working base, 
and gender for the participants of the activities under types A-D listed in Table 1.  Based 
upon an analysis of the information on the participants for these activities, it is clear that a 
large number of government representatives participated in the trainings and capacity 
building activities.  Figure 6 shows a breakdown by organization type.  

 

 

Figure 6 Number of participants in the capacity building and training activities by organisation 
type. CSO- civil society organization. GoSL- Government of Sierra Leone, LGA- local 

government authority. 

 

It is important to note, that many people participated in multiple trainings and therefore would 
be captured more than once in these figures (i.e. Figures 6 -8).  However these figures do 
provide an idea of the distribution of opportunities by organisation type. Looking just at the 
national ministries and institutions it is clear that the large majority of participants were from 
the MoWR (Figure 7).   
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Figure 7 Number of participants in the capacity building and training activities disaggregated 
by the national institutions.  

When considering all participants and the location where each participant was based, we 
also see that most had Freetown (Western Urban District) as their working base.  Figure 8 
shows the working base location (district) for each of the participants from the data provided. 
Note that information was not available for 430 participants.   

 

 

Figure 8 Number of participants by working base (District) for the capacity building and 
training activities. 

 

Learning 'by doing'.  Learning by doing is an essential approach to building capacity, both 
in terms of management, but also in relation to practical implementation; it is particularly 
relevant approach in post-conflict or complex environments. It will also be applicable to the 
roll-out of learning from some of the most successful projects. For example, enabling the 
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MoWR, the local councils and the private sector to gain valuable experience on cost-
effective boreholes by being practically involved in drilling operations will be critical. In this 
instance it is possible that such opportunities will be available through the African 
Development Bank (AfDB) rural programme and projects supported by the WASH 
Consortium, but is a model which should be considered in any subsequent phase of the 
Facility.     

Partnering with higher education institutions. The opportunity to encourage partnerships 
between national and international educational and training institutions for longer-term 
sustainable capacity development, including through the development of training materials 
and co-training, has been missed to a large extent. One positive example has included 
building the capacity of Njala University on the WASH elements of Environmental Health 
through partnering with an international university.  This project has had some very 
impressive results.  In addition there were other projects which included Sierra Leonean 
universities (e.g. Foura Bay), however interviews with stakeholders suggest that there were 
opportunities missed to link these Sierra Leonean universities with other international 
universities or higher education institutions  that were involved in implementation of WF 
funded projects. Any future Facility should build on the positive experiences of this project 
and consider the establishment of these linkages a high priority. 

Capacity building: coherence and scheduling.  Whilst significant effort has gone into 
training and capacity building, the 'Training for Capacity Building' (TCB) element of the 
Facility was not initiated until the second call for proposals, part way through the programme 
period. Hence many of the training and capacity building opportunities have been 
undertaken within a relatively short time period. Furthermore, there also has not been a 
coherent capacity building plan developed for the sector to which all actors align, which 
places some limits on coherence of the training provided under the Facility and other 
trainings being provided under alternative funding streams. 

 

6.3. Learning, dissemination and linkage for replication and 
scaling up   

 

Documentation, learning and dissemination.  A range of efforts have been made on 
documenting learning, on establishing learning mechanisms and on dissemination. This 
includes support to the MoWR Communications Department and the development of a 
sector learning network, strategy and business plan, as well as three thematic learning 
groups established under the learning network. These are all positive developments 
although caution has been expressed over focussing the thematic groups only on learning 
from the WF, rather than broader learning identified from sector actors more widely, as this 
may have an impact on ownership of the learning and network. The first of two Annual 
WASH Conferences was supported directly by the Facility while the second conference was 
supported by the TA Support Programme budget.  These conferences are very positive 
contributions to information sharing, coordination and accountability.  The second 
conference and subsequent report had a more significant representation of presentations 
and information on Facility projects and outputs.   

As part of the application process all proposals were required to identify how they would 
contribute to learning, and all pilots had to define how they would involve national institutions 
in the process and disseminate results.  However based on comments made by various 
project leads and the available documents (although many documents were still being 
completed during the writing of this report), it is the opinion of the evaluators that in general, 
the capturing of the learning produced and dissemination was not optimal and that 
opportunities were missed.  However, it should be noted that these efforts have been greatly 
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constrained by the short time-line for project implementation and in the latter stages by the 
impacts of the Ebola crisis. 

Contributions to sector knowledge and linkages between projects. The Facility funded 
a number of valuable research projects and studies which as a result of the data and 
findings produced, have provided increased knowledge for the sector, even if only providing 
a first step in the learning process (e.g. hygiene promotion approaches, sanitation marketing, 
willingness and ability-to-pay). There were a number of important activities undertaken to 
create linkages across some of the projects (e.g. study tours, workshops, conferences) and 
also with other interested parties. An excellent example of inter-project linkages were those 
made between the three solid waste management related projects and a range of other 
actors within SL.  There were other examples were the linkage across similar projects 
funded by the Facility could have been improved such as the projects utilizing market based 
approaches. 

Linkages made for take-up and scaling-up. Good efforts have also been made to link up 
the projects with key actors in the sector with substantial programmes, such as the AfDB, 
UNICEF and the WASH Consortium.  This provides the opportunity of ensuring that the 
Facility funded projects are as relevant as possible to the needs of the other sector 
programs, and it also is an opportunity to advocate for the up-take of the project outputs.  A 
number of examples have been provided by the AfDB and Guma Valley Water Company 
(GVWC) of how they will be taking up outputs from the Facility projects. Feedback from 
UNICEF and the WASH Consortium demonstrates that the outputs of a number of Facility-
funded projects will be utilised (e.g. Bo Waste Management is being replicated in Makeni).  It 
is also acknowledged that the Facility supported the development of proposals (e.g. solid 
waste management, self-supply) which would help these initiatives obtain continued financial 
support beyond the Facility.  It was also an advantage that DFID has funded many of the key 
sector programmes and implementers (e.g. Urban WASH Consortium, TA Support 
Programmne, WF, and UNICEF).  Throughout the evaluation it was acknowledged by many 
stakeholders that it was a very challenging context for making linkages between 
development partners.  For example the WASH Consortium was new during the WF and 
UNICEF was shifting their focus.  In addition, the MoWR was just being formed. 

 

 

7. Comparison of the WF to Similar Fund Mechanisms 

 

As part of the shift to a desk-based evaluation approach, it was agreed to carry out a brief 
review of similar funding mechanisms in order to place the findings of the WF in context. As 
such, the objective of the analysis was not to compare the WF to other funding mechanisms 
directly.  A brief review was conducted to identify on-going development funds with WASH 
components which are similar in size to the WF and which were also embedded in a broader 
support programme.  A number of different funding mechanisms were identified and 
presented in summary in Table 2.   

In addition to the desk review, three Grant Fund specialists were interviewed and the interim 
findings of evaluation were discussed.  This served to support the evaluation findings in a 
number of ways.  Firstly, it affirmed that indeed the timeframe for implementation of the WF 
was short as compared with other similar funding mechanisms.  However, anecdotal 
evidence from suggests that the turn-around time from the submission of the initial 
application to the completion of contracting was very quick (as mentioned in Section 6.3).   
This was likely due to the efficient work of the WF management and of the efforts of the 
PSG.   
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Secondly, as compared to other funds, the size of the management team of the WF was 
comparatively small, especially considering the number of projects which were funded.  The 
level of effort required to manage and supervise a grant is usually linked to the size of the 
grant, the complexity of design and the competency of the implementing partner.  The WF 
did an effective job managing and supervising implementing partners with lower capacity, 
however with limited human resources it was often necessary to leverage the resources and 
efforts of the broader TA Support programme.  This is viewed as a positive attribute in the 
context of this evaluation; however this could be a risk in the future, if a subsequent WF 
were implemented separately from a broader support programme.  

Thirdly, when set alongside other comparable funds, the WF project sizes were less diverse.  
There were a number of funds which had different categories of grants or had a very wide 
range of grant sizes as compared to the WF such as the Zambia IGP which has two 
categories of grants: so-call ‘mini’ ($10,000 to $100,000 and ‘large’ ($100,000 to $2 Million).  
Most of the WF grants were between £100 and £200,000, and none were less than £22,000.  
Figure 9 shows the distribution of grant sizes funded under the WF. 

 

 

 

Figure 9 Distribution of projects by overall monetary size. 

 

Lastly, the governance structure of the WF was found to be similar to that utilized by other 
funding mechanisms, thereby validating the approach taken by DFID/ASI.  However, there 
are lessons which could be learned from other funds.  For example the Zambia Innovation 
Grants Program utilized a special panel of technical experts to review the initial round of 
applicants and a separate group to provide strategic guidance and oversight throughout all 
phases of the fund.  
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Table 2 Comparison of WASH Funds  

Name of Fund SL WF* 
2012-2015 

Zambia IGP 
2014-2018 

Tanzania – Usafi 
wa Mazingira 
Tanzania   
2013 – 2018 

Jordon-Grants 
Programme of the 
Civics Initiatives 
Support Project 
 2013-2016 

 
Donor 
 

 
DFID 

 
Millennium Challenge 
Corporation/USG 

 
Global Sanitation 
Fund - WSSCC 

 
USAID 

Amount/ 
Timeframe 

£5M 
2 years 
 

$6.25M 
52 months, with up to 4 
grant cycles 
 

$2.7M  
60 months  
 
(Overall program is 
$4.8M) 

$10M 
3 years with four 
grant streams and 
multiple phases. 
(Overall project is 
$20M) 

Grant size and 
number 

£200K max; 36 
projects initially 
awarded 

Mini: $10K to $100K 
 
Large $100K - $2M 
  
Unknown number 
 

No maximum size 
listed.  
 
Unknown number 
 

$5K to $500K  
 
90 grants to date 
 

Governance 4 people 
MoEWR, MoHS, 
Donor, Facility 
Manager 

Donor, City Council 
Lusaka Water & 
Sewerage Co, 
Grant Investment 
Committee (strategic 
guidance),  
Grant Management 
Team, Technical 
Evaluation Panel 
(application 
assessment) 

Country Programme 
Monitor: INNOVEX 
has a supervisory 
role over 
management 
agency 
 
Programme 
Coordinating 
Mechanism relies 
on MoH, MoW, 
MoEVT, WSP, civil 
society 
organizations and 
academic 
institutions.  Review 
applications and 
provide oversight 
and strategic 
direction to fund. 

3 people on Grant 
Evaluation 
Committees-2 FHI 
360 staff and 1 
from USAID's  
 

Management ASI 
3 people 
Manager, 
Project Support 
Officer, 
Financial 

COWI 
7 people 
Team Leader, Deputy  
Social, Gender, 
Environment 
Communications, M&E, 
and 
Financial 

Plan 
International/Plan 
Tanzania 
 
Unknown team 
size/composition 

FHI 360  
5 people full time, 
2 part-time 
 
1 Grant Program 
Manager 
4 grants officers 
2 finance staff 
(part-time) 

Principles Flexible and fast 
foster innovation 
Translate into 
sustainable 
impacts 
Stimulate/Achiev
e impact at 
scale. 

Simplicity 
Efficiency 
Flexibility  
Adaptability 

Leverage funds 
Results-based 
management 
Zero tolerance of 
fraud and corruption 
Transparency 
Best practice 

Flexible, 
Responsive, 
Simple and 
Accountable 
Inclusion and 
Diversity 
Demand-Driven: 
Learning by Doing 
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8. Overall Conclusions on WASH Facility 

According to the Terms of Reference, the objective of the WF evaluation is to answer four 
overarching questions: Did the WF succeed? Was the concept a good one? Should it be 
done again? If so, how? In this section we address the first three, and the final ‘how’ 
question is answered in Section 9.  

 

Did the WF succeed? 

Considering the WF outputs and the feedback provided by the stakeholders the evaluation 
team believes that the WF has, to varying degrees, met all of its specific outcomes.  
Considering the overall implementation of the Facility, the evaluators believe that it has been 
in alignment with the four principles outlined at its outset. Particular strengths have been 
around the principles of being 'flexible and fast' and of 'fostering innovation'. As such the WF 
can be said to have succeeded in its ambitions and to contribute significantly to improved 
access to sustainable water and sanitation services in SL, and specifically to have driven 
piloting and innovation. Of course given the complex and challenging context of a post-
conflict country and a very nascent WASH sector – further complicated by the Ebola 
outbreak – there are a number of areas which could have been improved further. The 
elements of the Facility which have proved more challenging or have engendered more 
debate include:  

 Challenges to provide support, monitor and learn from the large number of  projects 
supported by the Facility; 

 The balance between those projects led and managed by international organizations 
or institutions versus those which have been led by Sierra Leonean organizations 
and institutions and the implications for ownership of the project and/or Facility 
outputs;  

 Modalities for capacity development to ensure long-term impact;  

 Limitations and opportunities for scaling-up interventions and services; and  

 The wide scope and ambition of the Facility in terms of the spread of focus areas.  

 

Was the concept a good one? 

The WF has clearly been very relevant to the needs of the WASH sector in SL. It is 
particularly important to recognise that capacity building and sector strengthening in a post-
conflict country are desperately needed. At the same time such processes are difficult and 
take a long time to achieve, probably decades, not just a couple of years. It is within this 
context that the evaluators consider the concept of the Facility as providing important 
support to the sector. Much of the continuing success and effectiveness of the Facility will 
however require building on the early wins and providing on-going support to continue 
learning over time. 

An impressive amount of work has been undertaken with a high level of commitment and 
inputs from a number of actors who have contributed to the Facility. A wide range of projects 
(36 to end June 2014) have been supported.  Almost all of these projects were found to be 
relevant or very relevant by the evaluators as these projects have contributed significantly to 
strengthening elements of the sector capacity to be able to implement the core policies and 
strategies. The principal strengths and benefits of the Facility include:  

 Flexibility and willingness to support innovation; 

 Speed of decision-making for project design and approval; 
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 On-going technical advice, coaching and mentoring support that has been provided 
to differing degrees throughout the range of projects.  

At the same time as pointing to the success of the WF as a sound concept it also faced 
limitations and challenges, some of which are more structural in nature. Time constraints 
and frequent modifications of outputs and outcomes have meant that very few projects have 
followed their original planning or produced all of the planned outputs listed in their log-
frames. This finding should be viewed against a very challenging reality and in many cases 
may be recognised as a willingness to be flexible and continually consider whether the 
planned outputs will still provide value for the sector. Of greater concern are limitations in the 
ownership on the part of the GoSL which has been noted by a number of stakeholders 
including a number of representatives of government. This is a fundamental weakness in the 
Facility and needs to be strengthened in any subsequent phase. There are also concerns 
regarding the limitations in the absorption capacity of government and the sector as a whole 
to integrate and utilise a large amount of data/knowledge from a wide range topics 
representing many new ideas.  These observations are, of course, made in addition to the 
extraordinary challenges which were, are and will continue to be posed by Ebola. 

 

Should it be done again? 

The evaluation team believes that the Facility as implemented under a broader TA support 
programme is appropriate and there is both value, and a clear need, to provide a follow-on 
funding mechanism that broadly supports the WASH sector. The precise nature of such a 
follow-up mechanism, its size, scope and focus, as well as governance and management 
structures and the way that it is designed to link with or leverage the programmes of other 
donors is  the subject of the following sections.   
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9. Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made with consideration of the context of SL as a post-
conflict nation with significant capacity development needs at different levels (e.g. human, 
institutional and enabling environment) and a recognition that the process of capacity 
development and sector strengthening will take many years. These recommendations are 
based on a very detailed review of project and Facility documents, questionnaires, and 
interviews with various stakeholders   

 
 

 

The overall recommendation of the evaluation team is that the first WF in SL be followed on 
by a second phase Facility with overall similar principals, but with some significant 
modifications in design and operation.   

 

 

 

9.1. Design and scope of next generation Facility 

Maintain flexibility. The Facility should retain its ability to be flexible, which has been a key 
strength to date. This will enable it to respond (opportunistically as necessary) to strategic 
gap filling as sector requirements evolve. Flexibility also needs to be balanced against a 
strengthened M&E framework, but with the capacity to allow projects to evolve as 
experience and learning progresses.  

Refine scope of the key purposes: The Facility had a broad range of “key purposes,” 
which, in the context of a very nascent sector with overall limited capacity, permitted the 
inclusion of a very diverse portfolio of projects.  The evaluators believe that this was a 
positive aspect of the Facility, however, as the sector develops and learning increases, there 
will need to be a reprioritization of the “key areas” that the subsequent facility should 
address.  The evaluators believe that any subsequent facility will maintain the same level of 
impact, or increase impact, by refining the scope and building on the success and 
knowledge generated from this Facility.  It is noted that an additional benefit to having a 
facility with very broad objectives makes it easier to get buy-in from donors and political buy-
in form national government, therefore it will be important that in the design of subsequent 
funding mechanisms that the appropriate stakeholders are engaged and that there is 
transparency surrounding how the key purposes are identified. 

Rationalise the number of projects.  The number of projects should be reduced to make 
the Facility more focussed and manageable, possibly down to half the number, but with 
larger funding envelopes allowed for each one.  

Consider variable grant categories or “windows”. Although we recommend making a 
future Facility more focused thematically and manageable in terms of the number of overall 
projects support, the design however, should also consider earmarking funds under specific 
criteria or “windows.”  This could mean providing smaller grants or grants with reduced 
requirements during the application stages.  These could enable local organisations and 
institutions to undertake projects and build their capacities 'by-doing'.  Development of 
“windows” for small grants has been done elsewhere (e.g. Zambia IGP) with the intended 
result of including local organizations or those that are traditionally underfunded (e.g. those 
working with women and vulnerable groups).  The management, reporting, support and 
auditing models for these elements would need additional consideration to reflect the 
capacities of the applying institutions. 
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Incorporation of some hardware interventions. Continued support to the softer (non-
infrastructure or hardware) elements of the current WF should remain the significant focus of 
the Facility. However incorporating flexibility to utilise a proportion of the funds on 
infrastructure to build on earlier lessons and provide additional evidence on the relevance 
and possible success of approaches or interventions is also recommended. For example this 
might include trialling the management models for small town water supplies. This could 
allow Sierra Leonean organisations and institutions, particularly local councils, to 'practice by 
doing', including utilising the learning from the programme as well as continuing to build up 
evidence on what works or otherwise. 

Timelines and building on the current Facility. Longer time-periods are essential for any 
future Facility design, ideally with a three to five year horizon, to align with the DFID planning 
cycles, but considering the next Facility as one more step in a longer-term commitment to 
sector strengthening. The possibility of a phased approach could also be considered where 
a larger number of projects are funded for the first year, or 18 months, after which the more 
promising projects could be supported for on-going and increased support.   

Embedding in an overall TA Support Programme.  The placement of the WF within the 
broader WASH Support Programme increased the efficiency and effectiveness of the Facility 
as discussed in Sections 5.2 and 5.3.  At the same time, the outputs of the WF 
complemented the work of the broader TA Programme.  Based on these experiences, it is 
likely that the success of any future facility will be linked to the presence or absence of a TA 
Support Programme.  Therefore if a facility is carried out as a standalone mechanism (i.e. 
without a support programme) special consideration will have to be taken to ensure the 
conditions for success are maintained.  This could include increasing the financial and 
human resources for facility management, and providing more targeted direct support to 
implementing parties and government institutions.   

 

  

9.2. Governance, ownership and management 

Ownership of the Facility by GoSL and other sector stakeholders. Encouraging genuine 
and meaningful government ownership of the Facility and its outputs will be a continued 
challenge going forward. One practical possibility to consider is to ring-fence a certain 
portion of the Facility funds, each potentially with a smaller budget, to support projects to be 
lead and implemented by Sierra Leonean institutions and organisations, and in particular by 
local councils, Civil Society Organisations (CSOs) and educational institutions. This would 
have multiple benefits, not least of which is to encourage increased ownership and trust, 
including through allowing national organisations to progress with some of their own ideas 
and priorities rather than always being led by outside actors. However for this to be possible, 
the donor will need to accept a (higher) degree of risk and to increase staffing costs to 
provide more on-going coaching, mentoring and auditing support.  

In addition more consideration should be made of how increased ownership can be 
established by the government and to move away from it being perceived a 'DFID/ASI' 
mechanism, to a more GoSL or sector-owned fund. Branding is one important part of this 
process and should be finalised prior to the operationalisation of the second round of the 
Facility.  In the case of the Bo Waste Management pilot project the WF did a good job of 
engaging with Local government and leveraging their buy in through a MOU.  The Local 
council was a signatory to all project documents and as such assumed an authority role 
throughout the process.  Various individuals said that a key factor to ensuring government 
buy-in is by soliciting it early in the process.  This could be done by directing the call for 
proposals at the local councils and to work through and build on their mechanisms for 
dissemination these.  
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Strengthening linkages with other donors and key actors in the sector. Increased 
efforts are needed to strengthen linkages with the major donors or consortia in the sector 
which are likely to utilise the outputs of the Facility and take these to scale (AfDB, UNICEF, 
and The Freetown WASH Consortium). This might even extend the funding contribution 
beyond only DFID, or to some form of role in decision-making during the initial stages of 
development of the next round of Facility. Increased attention on identifying what would be 
most useful from the perspective of the other major donors and actors should also be 
undertaken as part of the design process.  

Governance structure. Having a separate governance structure for the Facility should 
remain, however the composition and mandate of the governance structure should be 
reconsidered.  A future Facility should maintain representation of senior officials (extension 
of the PSG) although further consideration is required on reducing the need for senior 
representatives to make decisions on smaller or less controversial issues (no cost 
extensions, moving small proportions of the funds around), keeping their engagement for 
larger or more key strategic decisions. It may be possible to include a financial threshold for 
engaging the Steering Group on decisions.  For example in other similar funds the steering 
group is engaged for decisions which have financial implications of over £10,000.  The 
experience of calling on senior government staff for relatively minor decision making has not 
been a positive one under the current set up. Likewise there has been feedback to indicate 
that there is a desired, strategic, role for GoSL stakeholders in the lifetime of the Facility, not 
simply during the initial project review and selection process. Therefore the evaluators 
recommend a tripartite governance structure including the following stakeholders as set out 
in Figure 10 below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10 Example of a governance structure for a future facility  

 

Facility Steering Group 

Senior government and direct donor 
representatives providing high-level 
guidance on strategic issues 
through- out the life-time of the 
Facility, including initial project 
selection Encourage representation 
from all WASH relevant Ministries.  

(Monthly or more frequently during 
the initial phases of the Facility and 
then meet once per quarter) 

Facility Advisory Group 

Representatives from ministries, NGOs, 
academia and non-contributing donors 
providing (non-binding) inputs to 
strengthen Facility activities and outputs 
with broader sector and acting as a 
‘back-flow’ learning platform.  

(Meet twice per year) 

Note: To avoid conflicts of interest, if a 
member of the Advisory Group were to 
submit an application they would 
abstain from voting on that application 

Facility Management Team 

Day to day management and 
oversight of Facility and constituent 
projects, able to draw on broader TA 
support as part of selection, 
contracting, oversight and 
management of Facility-funded 
projects 

WASH Support Programme 

Technical Advisory support  
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Steering Committee or Advisory Committee. Consideration should be given as to whether 
a few key Sierra Leonean sector institutions or organisations could be engaged further in a 
new Facility alongside the main sector donors. This could be in the form of advisory body, 
steering committee, or another governance role in the Facility. Possible organizations 
include: WASH-Net, a key higher educational learning institution, and the MoLGRD, 
UNICEF, The Freetown Consortium and select representatives of the key Ministries. This 
would hopefully enhance both an increased sense of ownership from across a broader 
representation of the sector, but also provide a useful mode of dissemination if updates are 
provided on a regular basis.   

Linking to a Technical Advisory sector support programme. Linking to a TA support 
programme to support the key Ministries in the implementation of the WASH Policy is also 
seen as positive as it will continue to enable the TAs to leverage funds to fill gaps in priority 
areas; as well as providing a channel for dissemination of learning and outputs of the Facility 
to the key sector decision-makers.  

Managing institution, team size and constituency. Management of a second Facility 
through the contracting of an international consultancy is seen as positive, particularly 
because of the quality of TA which can be sourced and provided. However, if the overall 
scale of the Facility is likely to stay the same (or become even bigger), then  the size of the 
management team should be increased ideally by two (minimum one) more additional full-
time staff to: a) include more time for follow-up, coaching and mentoring, with the aim to 
engender more ownership by government and strengthen capacity building as part of the 
processes; b) to allow more time for dissemination and strengthening linkages with other 
donors to encourage replication and scale up of outputs; c) to be able to spend more time on 
M&E; and d) to strengthen the skill base of the team including in the areas which were 
weaker in the skill base of the current team. This includes in some of the softer areas, such 
as hygiene promotion, gender, equity and inclusion.   

Contracting modalities. At this stage the current three contract modalities seem 
reasonable and should be continued (providing a mix of approaches which can be an 
advantage), although with the caveat of recommending an increased, ring-fenced set of 
funds to go through Sierra Leonean institutions.  

M&E and management IT systems. A more effective M&E system is required, along with a 
more automated accountancy database and reporting system. There is a need to improve 
the consistency of terminology and indicators used across projects.  Increased clarity with 
regard to the overarching framework (e.g. a log-frame) of the Facility will make it easier to 
develop and implement an M&E system.  However, care must be taken to ensure that such 
a framework does not restrict the ability of the Facility to be flexible and evolve as needs 
become clarified and apparent. Recent developments in open-source digital platforms for the 
creation of bespoke survey tools and other data collation tools mean that there are plenty of 
cost-effective solutions which could be adopted under any future Facility (e.g. Epiware).   

 

10. Focus or themes 

Further attention will be required on the thematic areas to be recommended for any 
subsequent Facility, but initial recommendations are set out below.  

 

10.1. Focus area 1: Capacity Development 

Related to human and institutional capacity as well as the enabling environment, with areas 
for particular attention to the following:  
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a) Make capacity development more strategic. Review the quality of any capacity 
development strategies and plans established for the sector or part of it9, and decide if 
additional work is needed to establish a comprehensive plan for the sector. Capacity 
development under a new Fund should ideally align with any such broader sector plan.  

b) Building the capacity of Sierra Leonean institutions. More attention should be put on 
building the capacities of national training and education institutions by supporting where 
possible long-term partnering with international institutions to enable the development of 
good quality training materials and learning by co-facilitation and training.  

c) Basic functional skills. Particular emphasis and attention should be put on building 
capacities in reading, writing, excel, life-skills, leadership which underpin all other 
elements of the sector's work. Without the basic skills sector professionals will continue 
to struggle to compete and will require continued international input over the long-term.10   

d) Revisiting models of capacity development and the 'learn by doing' approach. 
Future capacity building supported under a new  Facility phase should  include an 
increased focus on 'learning by doing' with on-going mentoring including in some cases 
by embedded staff in national organisations (as per the model of the WHH team in the 
Bo City Council) to develop institutional systems as well as support human development. 
Also to consider more 'joined-up' capacity development of sector professionals, possibly 
with a series of training events, supported with opportunities to practice and on-going 
coaching and mentoring (similar to the model utilised under the Waste-to-Wealth 
project); and to consider support to whole cadres of professionals (in the same way as 
was supported for the Public Health Aids under this Facility). 

e) Building skills for effective decentralisation. Supporting mechanisms and projects for 
central and local levels to work together; embedded support at local council level 
focussing on establishment of working systems, co-ordination and building experience in 
undertaking respective roles, as well as fully understanding the legal and institutional 
mandates of decentralisation.  

f) Strengthening, institutionalising and roll out of legislation, policies and strategies. 
Continued support for the roll-out of information, training and implementation of key 
policies and strategies, building on progress with the Packaged Water Regulations; the 
solid waste road maps; ESICOME; and others as identified as appropriate.   

g) Guidance for sector professionals and employers. Consider how to support 
professionals in the sector more strategically with guidelines for young professionals and 
their employers on required experience and skills. The model utilised as part of the 
professional chartership processes by engineering bodies in the UK would be useful to 
consider, with progress signed off by superiors. A study looking into the roles of 
professional associations or possible options for accreditation would be useful.     

 

10.2. Focus area 2: Knowledge management, sector learning, 
data collection and dissemination 

Learning network and knowledge resource centre. Build on the work already begun with 
the establishment of the learning network hub. Continue to strengthen the hub and to 
establish the knowledge resource centre. Continue to work to ensure that this venture is 
supported and funded by different donors and organisations, so that it does not become 

                                                
9 Including but not limited to the AfDB supported plan under the three towns project and the plan noted to being 
developed as an outcome of some form from the TCB projects. 
10 Any support should consider any existing cross-sectoral support that may be provided; but with care to ensure 
that this critical issue does not get overlooked because it is considered 'someone else's responsibility'.   
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aligned with a single institution (including the Facility) to enhance sector ownership critical 
for use and sustainability.   

Documentation and dissemination of lessons learnt and good practice. Increased 
attention on documentation and dissemination of sector learning, including utilising the most 
appropriate approaches to learning in SL, such as by reducing written documentation but 
rather using videos; study tours; integrating into higher educational curricula etc. The good 
progress already made in the use of these more innovative mediums and channels y the 
Facility should be built on in future and expanded.  

 

10.3. Focus area 3: Sustainability, appropriateness, and scale 
of service delivery 

The focus on sustainability, appropriateness11 and the scale of service delivery should 
include building the capacity of the private sector and the capacities of local councils, moving 
towards the next step in establishing mechanisms for larger scale service delivery. This may 
include a particular focus on: 

a) Life cycle cost analysis and VSL.  Consider how to build in life-cycle cost approaches 
and learning across all projects and how to better help households, service providers 
and service authorities better understand the costs of WASH services. To investigate 
further whether the VSL approach is a suitable and sustainable one for the sector12, both 
the support for community savings as well as household savings, including whether 
demand could be encouraged for self-funded sanitation and self-supply services.  

b) Sustaining water services. Build on the work of the cost-effective boreholes and the 
self-supply projects; further work on water supply maintenance schemes for rural water 
supplies and strengthening local council capacity for supporting the same including when 
involving the private sector. Deutsche Welthungerhilfe (WHH) have however got 
additional funding of €1 million to continue their self-supply work, hence care would be 
needed to ensure there is no duplication of these efforts.   

c) Small town management models. Provide on-going support for the trialling of the 
different management models recommended in the small-towns project.  

d) Sanitation, hygiene and water treatment. Significant attention is required in the areas 
of sanitation and hygiene. This may include continuing the learning on sanitation 
marketing relevant to rural and urban contexts and consideration of recommendations 
from the hygiene approaches study. Build on initial efforts and learning, increase 
attention on the scalability of models and how to strengthen the private sector and/or 
institutionalise support; and ensure that the needs of marginalized or vulnerable groups 
are well integrated (e.g. pregnant women, elderly, people with disabilities).  Consider 
also the possibility of supporting a next stage to the household water treatment project. 

e) Solid waste management and faecal sludge management. Build on experience 
sharing between local councils as well as global learning of faecal sludge management; 
expanding small business engagement particularly on waste-to-wealth to strengthen 
business skills and scale-up. Because the Bo City Council already has funding for three 
years, focus should be more on dissemination and broadening the learning in other 
geographic areas.      

f) Institutional WASH. Build on the initial work undertaken on improving the consideration 
of cross-cutting issues in school WASH including hygiene, nutrition, psychosocial care, 

                                                
11 Appropriateness includes ensuring that the services meet the needs of all users, including people in vulnerable or marginalised groups, 
such as the poorest, people with disabilities and the elderly.  
12 Whilst there does not appear to be much evidence as of yet of households prioritising savings for use on household WASH, the issue of 
financing of household WASH is an area that requires additional learning in SL and internationally.  
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menstrual hygiene and good teaching practices. Efforts should be linked into the School 
WASH Task Force and with agreement of UNICEF for possible integration into national 
programmes.   

g) Water resources management. Continue to support the work on establishing simple 
data collection systems related to water resources management, including through a 
degree of scale-up to establish further evidence on the appropriateness of the systems 
proposed. This would be mainly for influencing purposes for the larger funded 
programmes about to be supported (by the AfDB, UNDP and others).   

h) The private sector. It may be useful to undertake a study to better understand the 
scope, challenges and needs of the private sector related to WASH, to ensure that 
support for the private sector is both well targeted and also that expectations are also 
realistic to capacities.   

 

10.4. Cross cutting issues 

Increased attention is required in ensuring that cross-cutting issues are considered and 
integrated into all projects, with particular attention on the areas of a) poverty, gender, 
equity, inclusion; and b) governance, rights and accountability. Some of these issues were 
considered reasonably well in some projects but gender, equity and inclusion were obvious 
by their absence in much of the Facility's work to-date. It is standard good practice for the 
sector that understanding of and consideration of these issues should be mainstreamed into 
all programmes and these issues are also integral to the Agenda for Prosperity as well as 
DFID's international commitments.  

a) Equity and inclusion: In alignment with DFID’s commitment to gender equity and 
inclusion, future Facilities should be designed with integrated equity and inclusion 
elements.  This would include developing indicators that measure equity outcomes 
directly.  DFID has made a call for more research about the relative impact of WASH 
investments across wealth groups and men and women.  In addition there is a need for 
operation research to develop effective programming approaches that best target the 
poorest as well as  

b) Governance, rights and accountability. The projects which were relatively successful 
at addressing these cross-cutting issues did so by engaging institutions and organizations 
in the civil society and the private sector with relevant expertise and vested interests in 
the topics.  For example the Bo Waste Management project signed a MOU with Kiln 
Salone who had demonstrated experience working with youth groups and was therefore 
able to leverage this experience during project implementation.   
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Annex I – Evaluation Framework: Facility Level 
 

 Key question Guiding questions and notes 

1 Relevance 
(external) - How 
well the objectives 
of the facility are 
aligned with the 
capacity gaps in 
the sector, country 
policy priorities, 
partner and DFID 
priorities and 
beneficiary 
priorities? 

1. What are the key capacity gaps / challenges in the WASH sector in 
SL? 

2. What are the key WASH sector and associated policy priorities and 
strategies as identified in strategic plans? 

3. What are the DFID priorities?  
4. Have the beneficiary priorities for development and in relation to 

WASH been documented - such as through Citizen Action or 
feedback mechanisms connected to the sector (for example through 
the WASH Sector Support Programme)?  

5. What are the sector problems / capacity gaps that the Facility is 
aiming to address? 

6. Was the design of the Facility appropriate and realistic to respond to 
the sector problems and priorities identified?  

Note:  

Whilst it would be appropriate to consider relevance against beneficiary 
priorities, it is unlikely that an evaluation at this level will have access to 
beneficiary opinions. If beneficiary priorities are included in national 
surveys they are likely to be at the level of prioritising different types of 
services, i.e. water supply versus education and not related to the options 
for service delivery that are being evaluated in this evaluation. A question 
has been included in case some information is available from sector 
specific feedback mechanisms but it cannot be guaranteed that this 
information will be available.   

2 Relevance 
(internal) - To what 
extent are the 
facility activities 
and outputs still 
valid and 
consistent with the 
overall goal and 
attainment of its 
objectives? 

1. How likely is it that the Facility activity and outputs will lead to the 
overall goal and objectives of the Facility?  

2. How well aligned (coherent) /relevant has the design of the facility 
been to the support from other development partners at sector level 
and is there any overlap?  

3. Could the design of the facility have been improved in order to better 
achieve its objectives?  

4. Any obvious gaps?  

3 Effectiveness - To 
what extent have 
the facility 
objectives and four 
outcomes been 
achieved? 

Note - This question focuses on the level of sectoral change and on 
improved access to sustainable water and sanitation projects.  

1. What contribution have the projects made to the Facility objectives 
and the four Facility outcomes?  

2. What changes / outcomes have already been observed in the sector 
(including scale of influence) through the implementation of the 
Facility and the production of its outputs?  

3. What changes / outcomes are likely to occur due to the outputs of the 
Facility - at sectoral level? 

4. What changes / outcomes are likely to occur due to the Facility - in 
terms of improved access to sustainable water and sanitation 
services? 

5. What are the key limiting factors on the outcomes of the Facility and 
their influence at scale?  

6. How well have the project lessons been documented and shared - 
what learning mechanisms employed by the Facility to draw out the 
lessons from the projects for sharing from Facility level? 

7. Identify examples 



  

41 

 

Notes on outcomes:  

Consider both positive and negative outcomes, intended and un-intended 

4 Effectiveness - 
How well were the 
principles of the 
facility followed?  

1. Have the principles changed since the beginning of the Fund? 
2. If they were adapted then why?  
3. How well were the principles followed whilst selecting the projects? 
4. How well were the principles followed whilst managing the projects? 
Note- There were 4 principles in the ToR but a PPT sent by Will indicates 
that there are 8 - however they are not phrased in a way that they are 
principles (for example 'legislation') 

5 Efficiency - How 
well was the facility 
managed/governed 
and did the facility 
meet its planned 
timeframes (e.g. 
converting inputs to 
outputs)? 

1. Has the Facility produced the outputs that it set out to produce? 
2. If not, what were the reasons for this? 
3. Has it kept to its original timeline?  
4. If not, what were the reasons for the time extension and was it 

reasonable? 
5. What problems were faced in the course of implementing the project 

and if so how were they resolved and was this satisfactory?  
6. Analyse the full list of projects which applied for funding and were - 

accepted, rejected or where modifications were asked for to check the 
decisions followed the principles and objectives of the Facility 

7. How well has the PSG functioned? Any challenges? How have they 
been resolved?  

6 Efficiency and 
value for money - 
How economically 
have the resources 
/ inputs been 
converted into 
outputs and has 
the Facility been 
value for money 
with regard to 
inputs and 
expected long-term 
impact?  

1. What procurement processes have been utilised?  
2. How effectively has the Facility targeted money on improving poor 

people's lives?  
3. Have the projects been selected and outputs attained at the most 

reasonable cost for the required quality of outputs [which is not 
necessarily the cheapest cost]?  

4. Has the Facility been fiscally prudent in managing funds? 
5. Has the overall cost of managing the Facility been reasonable given 

the operating context?  
Notes on Value for Money (VfM):  

 Value for money considers the relationship between economy, 
efficiency and effectiveness  

 It is about ensuring the desired quality inputs are attained at the 
lowest cost possible for those inputs, not just the lowest cost 

 The costs of operating and programming in fragile contexts is known 
to be higher than in non-fragile contexts due to the contextual 
challenges such as high inflation, less competition, limited available 
trained staff etc  

7 Impact [level of 
meeting MDGs] - 
What resulting 
impacts are the 
facility and its 
projects likely to 
have, including any 
on a large scale?  

 

Note: that 'impacts' of the Facility are at the level of meeting MDGs (ie 
changes in maternal and child health). Hence assumptions will need to be 
made by the evaluation team based on understanding of expected 
causalities.   

1. How likely is it that the outputs of the project will have an impact? 
2. What evidence is there that impact has been or is likely to be 

achieved at scale or that there is potential for impacts to be scaled 
up?  

3. What are the key limiting factors on the impacts of the Facility and 
their influence at scale?  

4. Identify examples 
Notes on impacts:  

 Consider both positive and negative impacts, both intended and 
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unintended  

8 Sustainability - 
How well has the 
facility considered 
sustainability and 
incorporated 
effective strategies 
to ensure longer-
term impact?  

1. How has the Facility considered sustainability in its design?  
2. How is / will the Facility contribute to developing the knowledge and 

experience of the actors in the WASH sector? 
3. How likely is it that the outcomes and impacts of the Facility will 

continue over the long term? 
Notes on sustainability:  

Consider the following types of sustainability:  

 Functional sustainability - Has the project considered how the 
services will remain functional over the longer term? 

 Environmental sustainability - Has the project considered the 
environment, climate change and disaster risk reduction in the project 
design? 

 Financial sustainability - Has the project considered how the 
services or activities will be financed over the longer term? Where 
projects relate to capacity building, how will the benefits of the 
capacity building be sustained and continued capacity building 
financed in the future? 

 Institutional sustainability - Has the project considered how the 
institutions (including structures and staff) which are supporting the 
services will be able to continue to support such services or other 
outcomes over the longer term?  

9 Cross-cutting 
issues- How well 
has the project 
considered cross-
cutting issues? 

 

Good governance / democracy / human rights / accountability: 

1. Has the Facility design considered key elements of good governance 
/ democracy / human rights / accountability to the beneficiaries, SL 
government and CSO actors and the donor? 

Notes on governance/democracy/human rights/accountability- 

This may include for example:  

 Participation of government, Sierra Leonean CSOs and / or the 
beneficiaries  

 Transparency and information sharing 

 Opportunity for feedback / complaints 

 Integrated monitoring, evaluation, learning as part of the project 
design 

 Considered value for money / financial risks / corruption 

Gender, equity, inclusion: 

1. Has the Facility considered how the project is likely to affect 
(positive/negative) women, men, children and people from vulnerable 
or marginalised groups?  

2. Has the Facility made a pro-active effort to involve women, men, 
children and people from vulnerable or marginalised groups in the 
project activities and processes - this includes both staff and 
beneficiaries, where beneficiaries have been involved? 

3. Does the Facility integrate considerations related to gender, equity 
and inclusion within their outputs and recommendations?   

Notes on gender, equity and inclusion:  

 SL has a large number of people with disabilities, partly due to the 
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period of conflict. Have they been consulted and their needs been 
considered and responded to? 

 Women and girls are often more affected than men and boys by poor 
water, sanitation and hygiene - for example in terms of workload, 
missing time from education or economic opportunities, caring for the 
sick and vulnerabilities to violence when services are poor; but it can 
be common that they are not automatically involved in the design of 
projects and programmes and hence their needs and skills can be 
missed.   

 People from particularly vulnerable or marginalised groups, such as 
the elderly, people with disabilities, people from marginalised ethnic 
groups or the ultra-poor may have additional vulnerabilities or differing 
needs to the majority, but their needs may not be considered or 
integrated into projects.   

10 Key lessons 
learnt - From the 
facility and its 
projects? 

 

1. What lessons have been learnt from the Facility (both 
positive/negative) - related to the individual projects? 

2. What lessons have been learnt from the Facility (both 
positive/negative) - related to the strengthening of the WASH sector in 
SL? 

3. What lessons have been learnt from the Facility (both 
positive/negative) - related to the management of a sector-oriented 
challenge / grant fund / the WF? 

11 Recommendation- 
For taking forward 
a sector oriented / 
challenge fund in 
SL or elsewhere? 

1. What recommendations should be made from the experience of the 
Facility relating to the project/concept/outputs/outcomes 

2. Key recommendations, with supporting evidence and logic, would be 
along three (or possibly more) scenarios: 

i) Close the Facility down 

ii) Continue the Facility with minor modifications 

iii) Continue the Facility with major/structural changes   

Notes on recommendations-  

The recommendations will need to be disaggregated by sector 
stakeholder. Hence to consider recommendations to: the GoSL - National 
and sub-national ; GoSL - Local authorities; Educational institutions; 
Donors; CSOs - NGOs/FBOs/CBOs; Private sector; Beneficiaries 
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Annex II Evaluation Framework: Project Level 

 

 Key question Guiding questions 

1 Relevance - What 
is the relevance of 
the project to the 
sector gaps and 
priorities? 

1. What are the sector problems that the project is going to address? 
2. Was the design of the project appropriate and realistic to respond to 

the sector problems identified?  
3. Does the project support sector priorities as identified in its plans and 

strategies? 
4. Is the project design coherent with the other activities of the 

government and/or other development partners?  

2 Effectiveness - 
What has the 
project contributed 
to the four 
outcomes of the 
facility? 

Note: The project level question is only focussing on the outcome 
(sectoral change) levels of the Facility:  

1. What contribution has it made to the four Facility level outcomes? 
2. What changes have already been observed in the sector through the 

implementation of the project and the production of its outputs?  
3. What changes (outcomes) are likely to occur due to the outputs of the 

project - at sectoral level? 
4. What changes (outcomes) are likely to occur due to the outputs of the 

project - at the level of improvement of improved access to 
sustainable water and sanitation services? 

5. How likely is it that the outputs of the project will have an influence on 
the outcomes at scale?  

6. What are the key limiting factors on the outcomes of the project and 
their influence at scale?  

7. Has the project had any unintended/unplanned consequences 
(positive or negative)?   

3 Efficiency - How 
well has the project 
been implemented, 
how timely, how 
effectively has it 
resolved problems? 

1. Has the project produced the outputs that it set out to produce? 
2. If not what were the reasons for this? 
3. Has the project kept to its original timeline?  
4. If not, what were the reasons for the time extension and was it 

reasonable? 
5. Were any problems faced in the course of implementing the project 

and if so how were they resolved and was this satisfactory?  

4 Sustainability - 
How well has the 
project considered 
sustainability and 
incorporated 
effective strategies 
to ensure the 
longer term 
impact?  

1. How has the project considered sustainability in its design?  
2. How is / will the project contribute to developing the knowledge and 

experience of the actors in the WASH sector? 
3. How likely is it that the outcomes and impacts of the project will 

continue over the long term? 
Notes on sustainability:  

Consider the following types of sustainability may be  

 Functional sustainability - Has the project considered how the 
services will remain functional over the longer term? 

 Environmental sustainability - Has the project considered the 
environment, climate change and disaster risk reduction in the project 
design? 

 Financial sustainability - Has the project considered how the 
services or activities will be financed over the longer term? Both 
operation and maintenance costs (in the case of infrastructure 
provision) or other recurrent costs and longer-term capital 
maintenance or replacement costs? 
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 Institutional sustainability - Has the project considered how the 
institutions (including structures and staff) which are supporting the 
services will be sustainable over the longer term? How well has the 
project considered linkages with existing institutions and policy 
commitments? 

5 Cross-cutting 
issues - How well 
has the project 
considered cross-
cutting issues? 

Good governance / democracy / human rights / accountability: 

1. Has the project design considered key elements of good governance / 
democracy / human rights / accountability to the beneficiaries, SL 
government and CSO actors and the donor? 

Notes on governance/democracy/human rights/accountability- 

This may include for example:  

 Participation of government, Sierra Leonean CSOs and / or the 
beneficiaries  

 Transparency and information sharing 

 Opportunity for feedback / complaints 

 Integrated monitoring, evaluation, learning as part of the project 
design 

 Considered value for money / financial risks / corruption 

Gender, equity, inclusion: 

1. Has the project considered how the project is likely to affect 
(positive/negative) women, men, children and people from vulnerable 
or marginalised groups?  

2. Has the project made a pro-active effort to involve women, men, 
children and people from vulnerable or marginalised groups in the 
project activities and processes - this includes both staff and 
beneficiaries, where beneficiaries have been involved? 

3. Does the project integrate considerations related to gender, equity 
and inclusion within their outputs and recommendations?   

Notes on gender, equity and inclusion-  

 SL has a large number of people with disabilities, partly due to the 
period of conflict. Have they been consulted and their needs been 
considered and responded to? 

 Women and girls are often more affected than men and boys by poor 
water, sanitation and hygiene - for example in terms of workload, 
missing time from education or economic opportunities, caring for the 
sick and vulnerabilities to violence when services are poor, but it can 
be common that they not automatically involved in the design of 
projects and programmes, meaning that their needs and skills may be 
overlooked.   

 People from particularly vulnerable or marginalised groups, such as 
the elderly, people with disabilities, people from marginalised ethnic 
groups, the ultra-poor may have additional vulnerabilities or differing 
needs to the majority, but their needs may not be considered or 
integrated into projects.   

6 Key lessons 
learnt - Identified 
by the project itself 
and others? 

1. What lessons have been learnt from the project (both 
positive/negative)? 
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7 Recommendation 
- Made by the 
project itself for 
taking forward the 
project/concept/out
puts? 

1. What recommendations can be made from the experience of the 
project for taking for the project/concept/output 

Notes on recommendations-  

For the Facility level evaluation we will need to disaggregate by sector 
stakeholder - hence consider recommendations to: GoSL - national and 
local authority; Donors; CSOs - NGOs/FBOs/CBOs; Private sector; 
Beneficiaries 

8 Additional 
comments 

1. Are there any issues which should be noted in relation to this project 
that have not been considered above (positive / negative)? 
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Annex III - Project questionnaire and review form  
 

Project Questionnaire form  

 

Evaluation of the WF, SL 

Purpose of the evaluation: To evaluate the concept of the WF funding mechanism - Did it 
succeed? Was the concept a good one? Should it be done again and how?  

____________________________________________________________________________ 

The evaluation of the WF will include a brief review of all of the portfolio projects, including 
understanding how they have contributed to the overall objectives of the WF. We therefore contact 
you now as a project implementer of one or more of the projects in the WF portfolio.  

The questionnaire comprises of three parts: 

 Part 1 - Focuses on the specific project you have had responsibility for and asks a set of 
common questions about the outcomes, challenges and risks; 

 Part 2 - Includes questions that are specific to just your own project; not every project will 
have questions in this section and so if none are included, please move to part 3; 

 Part 3 - Has a short set of questions about the overall WF as a funding mechanisms and are 
the same questions being asked to each person/team.   

Please note that the general responses on the WF as a whole, and the challenges faced which 
relate to the WF, will be collated and not be attributed to a specific project.  

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

Project and contact details 

Project name  

Project number  

Organisation name  

Project lead  

Contact details  

 

1 - Project - general questions 

1.1 - What were the main challenges faced during the implementation of the project? 

[These may relate to the external context, your internal organisation context, the project design, the 
management of the WF processes, or other]  

 

1.2 - Have any changes in the sector already been observed as a result of the project? Please 
provide specific examples.  

[For example: Has there been a visible increase in capacity of staff and their ability to undertake 
specific tasks? Have you observed greater clarity about respective roles and responsibilities for 
different functions? Has anyone started to use the outputs of the project in their work or programme?] 
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1.3 - What changes do you consider may occur in the sector in the future due to the outputs of 
the project? 

 

1.4 - What are the main risks that you feel would prevent these changes from happening in the 
sector? 

[For example, absence of monitoring data, limited logistical capacity for local government, lack of 
financial resources to continue with certain activities, etc] 

 

1.5 - In hindsight, if you had the chance to design your project again, is there anything that you 
would have done differently to be able to improve the scope and sustainability of the potential 
results (outputs, outcomes, impacts)? 

 

2 - Project - specific questions 

2.1 - [To be added in after completing the initial project reviews if needed] 

 

2.2 - [To be added in after completing the initial project reviews if needed] 

 

2.3 - [To be added in after completing the initial project reviews if needed] 

 

3 - Questions on the WF as whole  

3.1 What impact do you think the current WF has had on the sector in SL?  

[Impacts could be either positive or negative and may be intended or unintended – please elaborate 
on your response]  

 

3.2 - What do you see are the major gaps / challenges facing the WASH sector from meeting its 
priorities and goals in SL today? 

 

3.3 - Do you believe that having another sector-oriented challenge / grant fund in SL would 
help to respond to some of these gaps and why? 

 

3.4 - If another fund was to be supported and you were to improve the design from the current 
WF as a sector-oriented challenge / grant fund how would you change it and why? 

 

Other comments 
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Project review form  

Part I - Project details 

Project title  Ref 
# 

 

WF 
Themes 

 Capacity building in the WASH sector 

 Community based water resource 
management 

 Private sector innovation and 
engagement  

 Pilot projects 

 Research, advocacy & sector 
learning 

 

WF 
Outputs 

 Strengthened capacity for service 
delivery 

 Financial planning/informed investment 

 Institutional financial sustainability  

 Improved preservation/management 
IWRM  

 Alternative approaches 

 Improved private sector 

Capacity Development  

Human Institutional Enabling environment 

 Functional capacities 

 Technical capacities 

 Processes and systems 

 Service delivery arrangements 

 Physical resources 

 Human resources management 

 HE and training institutions  

 Policies   

 Legal and regulatory framework 

 Political will 

 Space for civic engagement  

 Norms, value and culture  

Lead implementing organisation   

Organization type  

Other implementing organisations 
/ partners 

 

Contact person, 
position  

 

Timeline 

 

 

Planned Actual 

  

Notes:   

Budget & 
expenditure 

 

 

Planned budget (GBP) Actual expenditure (GBP) 

  

Notes:  

 

Part II - Proposal 

Aim / purpose  

Planned activities  

Planned outputs  

Planned outcomes  

Planned impacts  
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Part III - Reported 

Actual activities & 
deviations 

 

Actual outputs & 
deviations 

 

Reported outcome  & 
deviations  

 

Part IV - Review 

In this format the text accompanying each score would be a brief summary (2-3 sentences) which could include 
anecdotal evidence that can be used to justify the score (e.g. references to specific output indicators against 
milestones/targets that are listed in the logframe or clear analysis of specific issues).  However, this would NOT 
mean including information from all the indicators for each output. It would be a matter of deriving general 
perceptions from the final reports, the responses to the questionnaires and in-country discussions for some 
projects. 

Explanation for the scores: 

 5 = high = excellent / substantially exceeded expectations 

 4 = above average = good / moderately exceeded expectations  

 3 = average = acceptable / met expectations 

 2 = below average = moderately did not meet expectations  

 1 = poor = weak / substantially did not meet expectations 

 

Core criteria  Enter a score:  

1 = low; 5 = high 

 1st 2nd 3rd 4th   

Relevance 

 

     

Effectiveness      

Efficiency 

 

     

Sustainability      

Cross-Cutting 
Issues 

     

Columns for scoring:  

1st = lead evaluator for 
specific project 

2nd = other evaluator 

3rd = ASI 

4th = Final Score (average) 
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Annex IV – Project Highlight Summaries  
 

Introduction to the Project Highlight Summaries 

The Project Highlight Summaries (PHS) provide an overview of the 'highlights' from each of the 
projects funded by the Facility13. The PHS aim to identify the most interesting aspects of the projects 
and the most useful lessons from each. They do not attempt to be comprehensive.  These PHS 
were developed after a thorough review of project documents including: project proposals, terms of 
reference, log-frames, budgets, reports (e.g. inception, progress), modification requests, 
assessments, evaluations, and other project outputs.  In addition to the review of these documents, 
primary data was gather through questionnaires distributed to all project leads and through email 
correspondence and remote interviews with team members for a select number of projects.  The 
Facility management was given the opportunity to comment on PHS at two different stages during 
this process.  It is important to note that the information contained in these PHS could not be field 
verified by the evaluators as travel to SL was not possible because of the Ebola outbreak. 

Scoring system 

A scoring system was utilised as part of the process of reviewing the individual projects, with a scale 
of (1 = weak; 5 = very strong) against 5 key criteria: relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, 
sustainability and cross-cutting issues. Sustainability covered: functional, environmental, financial 
and institutional. Cross-cutting issues covered: governance, accountability, gender, equity and 
inclusion.  

The scoring for each project was undertaken by one evaluator and by the ASI team, both 'blind' 
scoring each project. It was then undertaken by the second evaluator for the particular project, after 
being able to see the first two sets of scores. Particular attention was paid where there were 
differences between the first two sets of scores to establish why the differences existed and then 
the second evaluator made their own judgement and also scored. The final scores presented in the 
graphs are the average of the three scores14.   

 

Follow the icon below to open the word document with the Project Highlight Summaries. 

WASH Facility 

Summaries_consolidated_20150202.docx
 

 

 

 

                                                
13 The PHS refer mainly to activities until the end of June 2014, although reference has also been made to some activities and outputs which have 

occurred after this date.  These were mainly limited to those project which made significant additional progress since June (i.e. WF-055, and WF-069). 
14 For WF-070 two members of the ASI scored the project and therefore the final score represents an average of the four scores. 
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Annex V – WASH Facility Portfolio Scores 
 

The Figure below is a box plot of the project scores from the Project High Summaries included in 
Annex IV.  The median, or middle, score for each of the five criteria is shown as a black square.  
The shaded box represents the inner quartile range and the median (average) score is shown as a 
line through this box.  The whiskers show the spread of the data with the statistical outliers 
removed.  

 

 

 



  

53 

 

Annex VI - Interview Log 
 

The following table contains a list of the people who were interviewed during the evaluation.  These 
interviews covered various topics including project specific issues relating to the projects which the 
respondent was most familiar with (shown in column 1) as well as general issues and topics related 
to the broader WF.  Most interviews lasted 1.5 hours however various interviews lasted up to 3 
hours.   

 Project Number Organisation Name Position Date(s) 

1 Overall WF AfDB Rogers Lubunga  Principal WASH engineer 02/10/2014 

2 Overall WF ASI Will Tillett WF Manager numerous 

3 WF 068, WF-070 ASI Joel Cutting 
Institutional Reform Advisor 
(TA) 

25/9/2014 and 
10/10/2014 

4 WF-071 ASI KS Manu WASH Program Team Leader 06/10/2014 

5 
WF-014, 038, 045, 
053, 072, and 066 

ASI Singe St Day 
Technical Advisor for WASH 
Support Programme   

07/10/2014 

6 Overall WF ASI Khadijatu Gheirawani  Project support officer 02/10/2014 

7 Overall WF DfID Martin Walshe 
Infrastructure Advisor SL  & 
Liberia 

03/09/2014 

8 WF-022 GOAL Nial Boot Global WASH Adviser 02/10/2014 

9 WF-014, WF-038 Independent Peter Dumble Consultant  25/09/2014 

10 WF-014, WF-038 
Richard Carter 
& Assoc 

Richard Carter Consultant/Director 25/09/2014 

11 WF-064 - WF-069 VSO Jamie Hitchen Funding Coordinator 26/09/2014 

12 WF-070 IRC René van Lieshout WASH Specialist 15/10/2014 

13 WF-008, 070 WASH-Net Musa Ansumana Soko chairperson 03/10/2014 

14 WF-008, 070 WASH-Net Prince Mcauley Project Officer 03/10/2014 

15 WF-004 WaterAid Christian Kekura 
Program Manager Sierra 
Leone 

16/09/2014 

16 WF-059 WEDC Brian Reed Lecturer   25/09/2014 

 WF-007 WHH Raphael Thurn  Advisor   03/10/2014 

17      

18 Overall WF COWI Sandra Giltner 

Team Leader- Zambia IGP 

Previously worked on AfDB 
Rural Water Supply 
Programme 

10/12/2014 

19 Overall WF MWR Mr. Ishmael Kamara Water Analyst  13/12/2014 

20 WF-060 GVWC Maada Kpenge Dept General Manager  17/12/2014 

21 WF-059; WF-073 Njala University  Dr Bashiru Koroma 
Dean Dept Community Health 
Sciences-Njala University 

17/12/2014 

22 Overall WF ASI Ms. Charlris Okafor 
Communications Project 
Manager (worked with MoWR) 

18/12/2014 

23 WF-035 MWR Mr. Rex Kengo Assistant Programme Manager 18/12/2014 
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24 
WF-040 

Overall WF 

Standards 
Bureau 

Mr Dumbuya Director 06/01/2015 

25 
WF-002 Overall 
WF 

MoEST Mr Korosa 
Assistant Director for WASH in 
Schools 

06/01/2015 

26 Overall WF MWR Mr. Sam Goba Head Rural Water Supply  07/01/2015 

27 Overall WF MHS Dr Sillah 
Act Head of Env Health 
Division (PSG member) 

07/01/2015 

28 Overall WF 
Urban WASH 
Consortium  

Ms. Maria Dillon 
former director,  WASH 
consortium 

08/01/2015 

29 
WF-007; WF-063 

Overall WF 
Local Council Mr. William Alpha 

The Chief Administrator of the 
Bo City Council 

09/01/2015 

30 Overall WF Tetra Tech  Ms. Ideok Oak 
Director of Grants 
Management and Associate 
Democracy and Governance 

22/01/2015 

31 Overall WF 
Urban WASH 
Consortium  

Mr. Marc Faux 
former director,  WASH 
consortium 

23/01/2015 

32 
Overall WF; WF-
045; WF-059 

MHS 
Mr. Saffa Saidu 

Environmental Health Staff 
28/01/2015 

33 
Overall WF; WF-
070 

MHS Ms. Christiana Fortune 
MHS Environmental health 
staff 28/01/2015 

34 
Overall WF; WF-
045 

SALWACO Mr. Samuel Bangura  
Director General of the Sierra 
Leone Water Company 

28/01/2015 

35 Overall WF MoLGRD Ms. Alison Sutherland Consultant 30/01/2015 
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Annex VII – Questionnaires  
 

The following table contains a list of the individuals who provided written feedback during the 
evaluation.  These each individual completed a detailed questionnaire that contained general 
questions on their projects (corresponding project numbers shown) and also on the overall Facility.   
Follow up project specific questions were also sent to each project lead. 

Project Name Organization 

WF-001  Jochen Moninger welthungerhilfe 

WF-002  George Massey Action Contre La Faim 

WF-004  Chuchu Selma WaterAid 

WF-004 Christian Kekura WaterAid 

WF-014, WF-038  Richard Carter   Richard Carter and Associates 

WF-014, WF-038 Peter Dumble Independent 

WF-020*  Dr Juliet Waterkeyn Africa AHEAD 

WF-022 Else Kirk GOAL Ireland 

WF-022  Wonder Mafuta GOAL Ireland 

WF-024  Jens Vad PEMconsult 

WF-025  Charles Abdulai Plan SL 

WF-029  Mariatu Swaray UNDP 

WF-031  Dr Kwabena B Nyarko  KNUST 

WF-038  Abubakarr S. Mansaray BWMA 

WF-039  Prince Nallo Nestbuilder 

WF-040  Mohammad Jalloh Focus 1000 

WF-040  Ashley Williams The Water Institute UNC 

WF-045  Mike Hutson PEMconsult 

WF-045  Sullay Kamara CESPA 

WF-048  Buakeiwa Kpewolo KANNEH Kambia District Council 

WF-049  Andrew Whiteman RWA 

WF-059  Prof. Gregory Robert Njala University 

WF-059  Brian Reed WEDC 

WF-060  Costas Georgiou HydroComp Enterprises 

WF-060  Maada S. Kpenge Guma Valley Water Company 

WF-063  Lios McGilchrist Living Earth Foundation 

WF-063  Francis H. Lahai ACEDO 

WF-064  Jamie Hitchen VSO 

WF-068  Bob Bruce Glenton Bruce Ltd (working for DFID via HTSPE). 

WF-070  Chuchu Selma WaterAid 

WF-070  Joel Cutting ASI 

WF-070  René van Lieshout IRC 

WF-053 & WF-072  Kerstin Danert Skat Foundation 
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Annex VIII - Applicant institutions and organisations to the WF and lead 
implementers  

A total of 95 project ideas were received or discussed between ASI and the various applicant 
organisations but which did not necessarily result in applications submissions.  A total of 72 draft 
concept notes were received by ASI.  The PSG approved 22 concepts after the first submission, 13 
after the second submission, and a single concept note after the third submission.  A total of 15 
concepts were not pursued by the applicants after the initial submission.  A total of 36 applications 
were approved (33 after the first submission, and 3 after a second submission).  The following table 
provides an overview of the 'applicant organisations' to the WF for the projects that were approved 
(i.e. the organisation or institution who lead the process of applying for the funds) and also the 'lead 
implementing organisation' 

Table 1 - Applicant institutions / organisations to the WF and lead implementers  

Type of 
organisation / 
institution 

Sierra Leonean 
(SL) / 
international 
(Int)  

Applicant 
organisation  

(who submitted the first 
Concept Note) 

Lead implementing 
organisation 

(as noted on the Concept 
Note or proposal) 

GoSL SL 21 2 

GoSL + ASI 
(manages) 

SL + Int 0 12  

GoSL + Academic 
(Int) 

SL + Int 1 0 

GoSL + Hospital + 
Academic (Int) 

SL + Int 0 1 

GoSL + CSO (Int) SL + Int 1 0 

Academic SL 0 1 

Local council SL 1 0 

Water management 
authority 

SL 1 1 

Public utility SL 2 0 

CSO SL 1 2 

CSO Int 7 12 

Private sector / 
consultancy 

SL 0 1 

Private sector / 
consultancy 

Int 0 3 

UN  Int 1 1 

  36 36 

 Overview - applicant organisation:  
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 28 (78%) of the applicant organisations involved Sierra Leonean institutions / organisations, 2 of 
which did so together with an international organisation 

 8 (22%) of the applicant organisations were international  

Overview - lead implementing organisation:  

 7 (20%) of projects have Sierra Leonean institutions or organisations leading implementation on 
their own (2 GoSL, 1 academic institution, 1 water management authority, 2 CSOs, 1 private 
sector organisation, 0 LGAs) 

 13 (36%) other projects have a Sierra Leonean lead alongside an international lead (including 
sometimes ASI) 

 16 (44%) other projects have international organisations leading implementation 


