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Abstract 
 
WaterWorX (WWX) is a global programme jointly implemented by a consortium of ten Dutch 
drinking water utilities and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MoFA). The programme seeks to improve 
the performance of water and sanitation utilities via Water Operator Partnerships (WOPs) and 
contribute to the achievement of SDG 6. This report summarises the findings of the Mid-Term 
Review (MTR) of Phase 1 of the programme (2017-2021). It is based on the assessment of 20 WOP1s, 
the review of WWX’s enabling environment activities, global-level advocacy, knowledge 
management and programme coordination. It also includes elements of the review of the Theory of 
Change (ToC) and the monitoring framework of the programme. The assessments are done against 
the evaluation criteria of relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability. 
 
The MTR found that most WOPs perform moderately well to very good across the four evaluation 
criteria, indicating that the WOP component of the programme is, overall, performing well. 
Specifically, it found: 
• Nearly all WOPs are highly relevant to the needs of the mentee utilities, with planned activities 

and outputs – including operational investments - overall relevant to addressing those needs. 
However, WWX’s ToC is not fully relevant to all WOPs. For example 5 of the WOP are not 
seeking a full utility turnaround. Moreover, as there is no clear link between utilities’ improved 
financial performance with the potential to attract investment. At least 3 utilities that perform 
poorly are having large-scale investment funds, and some of the better performing ones, 
struggle to access finance. 

• WOPs are rather effective at rolling-out activities and delivering expected outputs (e.g. training 
on asset management). However, they are less effective at delivering the expected outcomes 
(e.g. improved asset management procedures). This is also in part due to the fact that those 
outcomes, which should be jointly pursued by WOP partners, have not been sufficiently defined 
and are not adequately tracked. 

• Efficiency - in terms of execution of funds against budget - is slightly behind planning, but not a 
concern, apart for five of the WOPs where there is significant underspending. 

• Most WOPs have the potential to bring sustainable results through the institutionalisation of the 
knowledge, methods and tools, apart in some 3 cases where there is a mismatch between the 
mentor’s offering and the mentee’s absorption capacity. WOPs are supporting mentees on their 
path towards greater sustainability, but more monitoring of utility performance is needed to 
assert that.  

Country-level enabling environment activities are mostly relevant. However these are only 
developed in 4 countries. In several of the other countries, there is also an unmet need to work at 
enabling environment level, to complement the WOP-level activities.  
 
The approach taken by the WWX programme to support mentee utilities mobilising finance for 
investment is only partly relevant to WWX’s ToC because of the absence of a link between utilities’ 
improved financial performance with the potential to attract investments. In spite of that, it is the 
most relevant approach to achieving one of the programme’s key objectives within its timeframe, 
and has been effective in generating interest from potential financiers. The programme appears 
therefore on track to achieving the targeted beneficiaries for 2030. However, as some future 
investments are likely to be used for operational efficiencies (e.g. improvement of treatment 
capacity, network rehabilitation), the programme should embed a method to account for 
beneficiaries that will see their service levels improve. 
 

 
1 The remaining 5 WOPs will be assessed at a later stage. 
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The knowledge management activities are relevant for the WWX’s objectives by supporting Dutch 
experts (and their mentees) in key areas of the programme, including those which are innovative. 
However, its main format, a web-based platform, with (mostly) user-generated content was found 
less relevant, therefore limiting its effectiveness.  
 
The programme coordination consists of adequate processes to coordinate activities and outputs. 
However, the quality of planning and monitoring reports was found less than adequate, as they 
remain focused on planning and tracking outputs and activities, and lack reflection on progress 
towards outcomes.  
 
The MTR concludes therefore that the programme is by and large doing the right things – though not 
always in line with the original ToC -, by responding to the needs and possibilities to improve utility 
performance, both at the level of utilities and in the broader enabling environment and access to 
finance for utilities. The programme is also doing the things right, but it lacks sufficient progress in its 
monitoring to assert progress against the programme’s overall outcomes. 
 
The main recommendation of the MTR at WOP level is to adopt a more outcome-based 
management approach, with outcomes jointly and clearly defined and agreed by WOP partners and 
roles and responsibilities for achieving them. Such outcomes should also be defined for Phase 2 and 
3 of the programme. More clarity should be provided on how to reach the targets for the direct 
number of beneficiaries, with a recommendation to account for improvements in service levels. In 
addition, the MTR recommends considering expanding the enabling environment activities to other 
countries, continuing with the approach towards attracting finance whilst pursuing opportunities 
with local investors where possible, and take a more pro-active approach to knowledge 
management.   
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Executive summary 
E.1. Scope and objective 
 
This report presents the findings from the Mid-Term Review (MTR) of the first phase 
(Phase 1) of the WaterWorX (WWX) programme. WWX seeks to contribute to ensuring 
sustainable access to safe drinking water and sanitation to 10 million people by 2030. The 
programme has emerged as a response to the Dutch government commitment to the 
Sustainable Development Goal 6 by enabling 30 million people accessing sustainable water 
services and 50 million accessing sustainable sanitation by 2030. WWX is co-funded by the 
Dutch Ministry of Foreign affairs (MFA), the Dutch water companies and 37 water utilities 
globally. By law, Dutch utilities can apply 1% of their annual turnover to development 
activities.  
 
WWX is structured in three main phases. With a total budget of € 57.7 million (€ 54 million 
through the consortium and an additional € 3.7 million directly through MFA), Phase 1 
covers the period 2017-2021 and seeks to improve the technical and financial sustainability 
of selected water utilities. Phase 1 is a preparatory phase to Phase 2 and Phase 3 (2021-
2030), during which WWX will support utilities mobilise and implement investments.  
 
WWX is mainly carried out through Water Operator Partnerships (WOPs). To date, 37 
utilities globally have joined the programme via 25 WOPs. These WOPs are supported by 
programmatic activities, seeking to strengthen the enabling environment in which utilities 
operate, global advocacy work and knowledge management. This MTR builds on the 
findings from 20 WOPs (concerning 29 utilities) that have been individually reviewed. 
 
The objective of the MTR is to assess the performance of Phase 1 of WWX to date and 
provide recommendations on strengthening the programme going forward. This MTR 
provides an assessment of the 20 WOPs under review, the enabling environment activities 
as well as the global-level advocacy work and the knowledge management component. 
Finally, this MTR provides recommendations on the programme coordination processes. A 
separate report has been commissioned on the programme Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E) 
framework; but elements of this review are also presented in the present report.   
 
E.2. MTR methodology 
 
This MTR is based on the review of 20 WOPs with 29 utilities in 15 countries, together 
with the review of the programmatic components.2 A specific MTR was carried out for 
each WOP to inform the overall programme MTR.  
 
The MTR is carried out using four of the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 
criteria: 
• Relevance: the extent to which the WOP activities are suited to the priorities and 

policies of the target recipient and donor. 
• Effectiveness: the extent to which the WOP activity attains its objectives. 

 
2 In some countries, WWX management has grouped several utilities under one “WOP project”. For example, 
in the Philippines, the WOP projects involve four local water utilities. 
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• Efficiency: whether the WOP uses the least costly resources possible in order to achieve 
the desired results; in this MTR, efficiency is only assessed in terms of resources 
deployed in relation to the initial budget, and whether the programme is in line with 
those resources. The reason for that is that insights into resource deployment were only 
available for about 1,5 years of operations, and because no insight exists into reference 
costs for these kinds of WOPs. 

• Sustainability: whether the benefits of an activity are likely to continue after the WOP 
will end. 

As WWX is at early stage of implementation, the MTR does not consider the criteria of 
impact.  
 
This assessment is mainly qualitative and based on interviews with key informants and 
the review of documents. For each OECD criterion, a score of 1 to 5 was provided to quickly 
visualise WOPs performance to date against it. For example, a score of 1 indicates very low 
relevance of the WOP design considering the context of the partner utilities, whilst a score 
of 5 indicates strong relevance. Key informants of the review include programme 
coordinators, WOPs partners (both the mentee and mentors), including the senior and 
operational staff of local partner utilities. Documents that were reviewed include WOPs 
project plans (formulated at the programme inception and setting-out WOP activities and 
objectives, WOPs progress reports as well as programme documents (the programme 
proposal, inception report and financial reports). 
 
E.3. Overview of programme design 
 
WWX’s Theory of Change  
WWX’s Theory of Change (ToC) builds on a conceptual framework of the utility 
performance improvement process. The background to this framework is that many water 
utilities struggle in their performance, i.e. they have high levels of non-revenue water 
(NRW), low cost-recovery and provide low service levels (low coverage, intermittent supply, 
poor water quality, among others). As a result, utilities have insufficient own revenue to 
fund the investments needed to increase access. Moreover, their poor financial 
performance would make them insufficiently credit-worthy, and they would not be able to 
access commercial finance for those investments. A process of utility performance 
improvement can address this situation. In a first phase, that can last up to five years, this 
process consists of “getting the basics right”, i.e. addressing the underlying causes of poor 
performance by strengthening the utility’s leadership, improving its basic operations and 
carrying out small-scale investments and emergency repairs. In a second and third phase, 
that will take some 9 years, the process consists of expanding the utility’s coverage via 
large-scale investments and providing further improvement of business practices.  
 
According to WWX’s ToC, WOPs can be vehicles to deliver these performance 
improvements and long-lasting changes in service delivery. WOPs are peer support 
partnerships between water and sanitation utilities. In WWX, a mentor Dutch utility 
provides mentoring through hands-on training and technical assistance to a selected 
partner utility. Mentoring is provided mainly through the deployment of “short-term 
experts” (STE) from Dutch utilities who visit the partner utility during a short period (2-3 
weeks). In addition, in a number of WOPs, a Resident Project Manager (RPM) is mobilised at 
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utility level over the duration of the WOP. Additional mentoring is provided via training and 
visits to the Netherlands.  
 
Considering the large investment needs to reach SDG 6, WWX aims that WOPs will also 
have a positive effect on utilities’ ability to attract finance. According to WWX’s ToC, as a 
result of utility performance improvement, “the investment risks for investors shrinks and 
trust grows. This has a positive effect on the willingness to finance (loans for) large-scale 
investments in infrastructure to reach large numbers of people and connect them to the 
water and sewage grids”. As such, the ambition of the programme is to create leverage of at 
least EUR 200-500 million in infrastructure investments from external financing sources. For 
this, in phase 1, at least 15 utilities will develop proposals for climate resilient investments. 
 
The ToC recognises, however, that performance improvement is conditional to the wider 
enabling environment in which the utility operates. Performance improvements require a 
conducive enabling environment that provides a certain level of autonomy in resource 
allocation and staffing arrangements, performance incentives (e.g. through the presence of 
a regulator or other accountability mechanisms) and reasonable tariff policies. WWX 
therefore also embeds components to address the wider enabling environment in which 
water utilities operate but only limited to four countries. 
 
WWX’s overall design and expected results 
Phase 1 WWX is organised around five components or “work packages”. These are: 
• Leadership & Organisation: this work package refers to activities seeking to strengthen 

the vision and human capital of the utility from “top to bottom”, starting with utilities’ 
directors. This Work Package also support the elaboration of utilities’ plans (business 
plans, maintenance plans, etc.) and manuals to ensure the institutionalisation of best 
practice. Finally, as part of strengthening their corporate mission, the work package aims 
to enhance utilities’ capacity to serve the poor, adopt gender-inclusive approaches and 
plan for climate change adaptation and mitigation.  

• Water: this includes activities directly affecting service provision. First, it includes small-
scale investments in water infrastructure to increase access to water supplies. It is 
aimed that Phase 1 of WWX will enable 1 million people accessing water supplies. It also 
includes activities to improve service levels (e.g. NRW reduction, improving continuity of 
supply). It is also within this work package that utilities will be supported to address 
sanitation services.  

• Finance: on the one hand, it includes activities to improve the financial position of water 
utilities, such as improving the billing and collection processes. On the other hand, it 
entails supporting utilities developing climate robust investment proposals, i.e. 
investments that will take into account the availability of and demand for water 
resources up to 2050 and the mobilisation of finance for this implementation of these 
investment proposals. 

• Enabling Environment: this work package aims to support WOPs by improving the policy 
and regulatory context of water supply provision and the conduct of global advocacy 
work of to promote the WOP model as a mean to reach the SDG 6. 

• Coordination: it includes knowledge management and programme coordination 
activities such monitoring and financial management.  
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WWX has identified a set of activities under each work packages. These aim to achieve 
performance improvements and increases in service delivery whilst ensuring pro-poor 
service delivery, facilitating climate change adaptation and gender inclusion.  
 
The Leadership & Organisation, Water and Finance Work Packages are implemented via 
WOPs. WWX provides flexibility in the design of each WOP, with WOP partners able to 
identify which activities within those work packages were suitable. The enabling 
environment work package is implemented by MFA, with support from Dutch Embassies in 
relevant countries. Programme coordination is ensured by the consortium members, with 
VEI appointed with the role of secretariat for the programme. IHE-Delft and the Global 
Water Operator Partnership (GWOPA) in charge of organising the knowledge management. 
 
In summary, under WWX, WOPs depart from the traditional utility mentorship model.  
Whereas WOPs have focused to date on technical areas (e.g. on a specific technology, DMA 
implementation, energy/chemical efficiency), WWX aimed to use the partnership model to 
tackle broader challenges faced by the utilities, including planning and management issues, 
such as business planning, HR management and gender inclusion (within the utility’s 
management especially). In addition, WOPs also came with small-scale investments and 
support for the preparation of project proposals for larger scale investments. 
 
WWX expected results for Phase 1 are expressed in terms of outputs and intermediary 
outcomes. Outputs are the result of the implementation of activities under each work 
package. Some key results for Phase 1 are presented in Figure E 1. It is expected that these 
results will contribute to WWX reaching 10 million beneficiaries by 2030. 
 
Figure E 1: Selected outputs and outcomes of WWX Phase 1 

 
Source: VEI (2017): WaterWorX Inception report 
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WOPs design 
About the mentors 
WOP mentors come from five Dutch partners: VEI, Waternet through World Waternet 
(WWN), PWN through Aquanet, Dunea and Oasen.3 These Dutch partners have different 
capacities and experience with WOPs. VEI and World Waternet are  the only ones with 
dedicated staff. VEI, WWN and Aquanet are specific development branches of Dutch utilities 
and deploy dedicated permanent staff to manage WOPs. By contrast, Oasen and Dunea do 
not have a separate organisational structure, but have dedicated part-time project 
managers.. All five partners deploy STEs for specific technical support. The STE deployment 
capacity is also dependent on the size of Dutch utilities involved, both in terms of staffing 
and capacity to fund WOPs via the 1% rule. All Dutch partners had prior experience with 
partnering utilities in developing countries (although not necessarily referred as “WOPs”). 
Finally, it should be noted that Aquanet presents a unique set-up in this programme as it is a 
shareholder of two local utilities in Rwanda and Senegal. 
 
About the mentees 
The 20 WOPs under review involve 29 partner utilities, in addition to Dutch partners. As 
presented in Table E 1 below, some WOPs are between two utilities only (Dutch mentor and 
local mentee); however, in four cases, WOPs are partnerships between one Dutch utility 
and several local utilities (from the same country).  
 
Table E 1: Mentee utilities in the WOPs under review 

 Country Mentor 
utility 

Mentee utility Population in 
service area 

1 Philippines 
 

VEI 
 

Bogo Water District (WD) 79,839 
Toledo WD 172,975 
Carcar WD 105,550 
Bayawan WD 118,666 

2 Myanmar VEI Mandalay City Development Committee (MCDC) 1,655,577 
3 Laos WWN Luang Namtha Nam Papa 70,258 
4 Indonesia Oasen PDAM Sragen 879,027 

5 Colombia 
 

VEI 
 

Acuavalle 950,000 
Aguas de Huila 20,000 
Las Ceibas 345,000 

6 Zambia VEI 
Nkana Water & Sewerage Company Limited (NWSC) 794,906 
Choma Southern Water and Sewerage Company (SWSC) 462,848 

7 Tanzania VEI Arusha (AUWSA) 451,093 
8 Tanzania WWN Morogoro (MOROWASA) 379,568 
9 Tanzania VEI Mwanza Water and Sanitation Authority (MWAUWASA) 852,375 

10 Malawi VEI Lilongwe Water Board (LWB) 1,060,000 
11 Malawi VEI Zomba 434,000 
12 Zimbabwe VEI Harare Water Department (HWD) 2,100,000 
13 Zimbabwe VEI Bulawayo Water Department (BWD) 1,000,000 
14 Uganda VEI National Water and Sewerage Company (NWSC, Kampala) 5,871,224 
15 Rwanda Aquanet Aquavirunga 252,000 
16 Senegal Aquanet Société d'Exploitation des Ouvrages Hydrauliques (SEOH) 376,000 
17 Mali WWN Société Malienne de Gestion de l’Eau Potable (SOMAGEP) 3,200,000 
18 Kenya WWN Nairobi City Water and Sewerage Company Ltd. (NCWSC) 4,066,600 

19 Kenya Dunea Homa Bay County Water & Sanitation Co. Ltd 
(HOMAWASCO) 333,891 

20 Ethiopia 
 

VEI 
 

Ambo TWSSSE (Oromia) 88,209 
Nekemte TWSSE (Oromia) 95550 
Dukem TWSSE (Oromia) 42,905 

 
3 The five other Dutch water companies are mobilising STEs via VEI.  
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 Country Mentor 
utility 

Mentee utility Population in 
service area 

Modjo TWSSE (Oromia) 64,635 

 
Most utilities involved in WWX are secondary town or small-town utilities, although the 
programme also involve national utilities (SOMAGEP, NWSC and NCWSC). A few of the 
utilities cover an entire region, including both urban (small town) areas in that region, as 
well as rural areas. 
 
Partner utilities presented different governance, technical and financial situation at the 
start of the programme. Using the World Bank Turnaround Framework, utilities involved 
appeared to present different maturity levels, with the largest group comprising “basic” 
utilities (Figure E 2). In terms of governance, for example, although most utilities (26) were 
corporatised, which provides them with a certain level autonomy, others were still 
municipal departments with limited control over budgets and staffing. Most utilities were 
struggling to increase coverage, with at least 12 not surpassing a 50% coverage rate within 
their service area, although some had coverage rates above 80%. The vast majority of 
utilities did not provide 24/7 water supply services, in many cases due to a lack of 
production capacity. On the financial side, utilities showed very different pictures. At least 
nine (out of the 29) were estimated not to cover their operating expenses. The top 
performing utilities on this KPI include: LWB (Malawi), Ambo TWDSS (Ethiopia) and Bogo 
WD (Philippines). However, this performance can also hide underspending in operations and 
maintenance. This diverse situation at baseline indicate that partner utilities also had 
different priorities. 
 
Figure E 2: Partner utilities’ “maturity level” 

 
 
WOPs objectives and planned activities 
In line with WWX, all WOPs set to achieve ambitious objectives. These objectives were 
expressed in project plans and combined both objectives of performance improvement and 
direct improvements in water and sanitation services so as to meet the 1 million direct 
beneficiaries expected in Phase 1.  
 
However, not all WOPs set quantifiable targets with regards to performance 
improvements. Only eight WOPs involving 13 utilities have set specific utility KPIs as targets, 
as reported to WWX management. Within those KPIs, most targets that have been set 
concern water coverage rates, NRW and hours of supply. Only four WOPs have set 
quantifiable objectives for operating cost recovery and two WOPs have specifically 
identified collection efficiency as a target. The lack of quantifiable targets on important 
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objectives of the WWX programme make it difficult to assess the performance of WOPs in 
these areas.  
 
In general, all WOPs planned activities across all three Work Packages: People & 
Organisation, Water and Finance. However, not all activities proposed under WWX were 
planned to be implemented across all WOPs. Some key facts on planned activities are as 
follows: 
• Nearly all included activities related to leadership development and gender assessment; 
• Nearly all planned to work on NRW through DMAs and the preparation of a 

maintenance programme; 
• At least 16 WOPs planned to develop proposals for increasing access to services, with 19 

WOPs planning to work on climate resilient proposals; 
• Less common activities include audits on transparency, water safety planning and 

business planning; and 
• Only four WOPs set to work on planning for sanitation. 
 
From the Dutch side, WOP activities are led by a “WOP lead”, who is either a Resident 
Project Manager (RPM) or a project lead based in the Netherland. The RPM approach is 
systematically used by VEI and is found in 13 WOPs (out of the 20 WOPs under review). In 
Mali, WWN has a RPM as well. RPMs and project leads are responsible for planning 
activities, monitoring their implementation and reporting of results to WWX’s management. 
Some WOPs also employ local project coordinators, whose role is to facilitate the smooth 
planning of trainings and other TA activities. 
 
WOPs budgets 
Under WWX Phase 1, the budget for WOPs implementation totals EUR 54.0 million. The 
MFA contribution amounts to EUR 29.7 million or 55% of the budget. The total budget of 
the 20 WOPs under review is EUR 43.4 million. Whilst the average budget per WOP is EUR 
2.1 million, there are significant differences between WOPs. The smallest WOP is in Laos 
with a budget of EUR 800,000 and the largest in Uganda, with a budget of EUR 3.6 million. 
 
Most of the WOPs’ budgets is allocated to staff costs (e.g. RPM and STE time). An 
envelope of EUR 12 million or 27% of the total WOP budgets of EUR 54 million has also been 
allocated to investments in operational performance and water services expansion. On 
average, EUR 368,000 has been allocated for such investments for each WOP. 
 
Programmatic components design 
 
Enabling environment 
The work package is implemented at two levels, at country-level in four selected countries 
and at global-level, and is led by MFA given its advantage in this area. In addition, this work 
package channels support to the Finance work package implemented via WOPs, specifically 
looking at how to support utilities accessing additional finance for large-scale expansions. 
 
At country-level, this work package only works with four countries, due to resources 
constraints. These four countries are Colombia, Ethiopia, Kenya and Vietnam. Following a 
scoping study, the following objectives were expected from the work package: 
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• In Colombia: to improve the performance of urban water service providers by promoting 
regionalisation through support of policy development and TA to service providers. 

• In Ethiopia: to improve the performance of urban water service providers in selected 
areas by supporting the establishment a regulatory agency at State level, the roll-out of 
a national system to monitor the performance of all urban water services and the 
development of guidelines for utilities’ asset management regimes. 

• In Kenya: multiple objectives, including establishing and County Coordination Platforms 
for Homa Bay, Nakuru and Nairobi City Council for the development of legislations and 
master plans, developing a Water Utility Governance Assessment Tool and investigating 
the feasibility of setting up a Water Academy. 

• In Vietnam: to support the definition of institutional, financing and regulatory 
arrangements for regional bulk water supply in the Mekong Delta region. 

 
Global-level activities in support of WWX aimed to attract the interest of development 
partners for the WOP model as a vehicle to deliver on the ambitions of the SDG 6. This 
work stream, implemented with support from GWOPA, consists in communicating the 
benefits of the WOP (in comparison, for example, with Public-Private Partnerships) and how 
to fund the model via the 1% rule. 
 
Programmatic support to the Finance work package was introduced to accelerate the 
achievement of one of the key objectives of the programme, which is to attract EUR 200-
500 million in investments for the water sector. Activities were implemented with the 
support of an external advisor, who has carried out a landscape study of potential financiers 
of the water sector in the countries involved in WWX. This study made apparent that the 
larger financiers remain development banks or bilateral donors. Activities have then 
consisted in identifying how WWX, and the WOPs in particular, can align with these 
financiers’ project preparation processes and trigger their interests for financing utilities 
involved in the programme. 
 
Programme coordination – knowledge management 
The work package, implemented with support from IHE-Delft and GWOPA, has set-up 
eight Communities of Practice (CoP) on key themes of the WWX as follows: 
• Development of management and leadership skills / Organisational improvement / 

Human Resources development / Integrity / Transparency audit 
• Business plan / Investment proposals / Climate resilient water supply / Management 

Information System (MIS) 
• NRW reduction (methods, hydraulic modelling, GIS activities) 
• Operation and Maintenance / Asset management / Energy saving program 
• Pro-poor access to water and (on site) sanitation  
• Water quality / Water safety 
• Customer satisfaction / Billing and Collection 
• Project management 
 
CoPs are designed to operate under the leadership of “thematic experts” selected from 
the Dutch partner utilities, together with IHE and GWOPA staff who act as coordinators. 
CoPs take the format of an online platform for documents sharing and posting questions.  
CoPs are expected to be “demand-led” with input from STEs (asking question or inquiring on 
a topic) and STEs able to provide an answer. It is not clear whether local utilities have any 



 xiii 

role to play in the initiation of topics and discussions, though they can access the 
information. In addition to the online platform, some workshops are organised on key 
topics. 
 
Programme coordination – results monitoring and steering 
WWX operates on a “coordination” basis following the nature of the partnership between 
Dutch utilities and MFA, who are both partners in this programme. VEI has been appointed 
as the lead programme coordinator and manager, providing a secretariat for programme. 
Coordination activities entail, first and foremost, harmonising/aligning implementation 
approaches. In order to achieve this, the programme has set-up regular consortium 
meetings and has produced common reporting formats for the WOPs to track 
implementation progress. Reporting templates include a matrix of WOPs outputs and 
intermediary outcomes to capture expected results from the WOPs and progress. In 
addition, WOP leads are expected to fill a matrix of utility KPIs to track the outcomes of the 
WOP on the performance of the mentee utility. 
 
The coordination also provided templates to plan activities: a project plan template at the 
start of the WOP to set the objectives, planned activities and related budgets. WOP leads 
also plan annually using an annual plan submitted to the WWX coordinator. 
 
E.4. Findings from the MTR 
 
Findings from the WOPs review 
Table E 2 below provides an overview of the WOPs performance against the four OECD DAC 
criteria used in this review. Most WOPs present scores between 3 and 5 across the four 
criteria, indicating that the WOP component of the programme is, overall, performing well. 
There are, however, some areas of improvement. Whilst nearly all WOPs are highly relevant 
to the mentees’ context, the MTR found that some could be more effective in delivering 
tangible outcomes within partner utilities. There are also some issues with budget execution 
(although this is not an area of concern yet). More importantly, the MTR highlighted some 
risks to the sustainability of WOPs results, which call for a more careful planning of activities 
to ensure that mentees have the capacity and willingness to implement new approaches 
and continue to invest in operational efficiency. 
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Table E 2: Overview of WOP performance against OECD DAC criteria 

 
 
Relevance to partner utilities’ needs and context 
Most WOPs are relevant to partner utilities’ needs and context. As most partner utilities 
were found elementary to just good on the scale of the utility maturity level, WOP activities, 
which seek to improve on their performance across several areas of water services 
management, are highly relevant. As many utilities also have low coverage levels, WOPs’ 
objective to increase access to services is also very relevant.  
 
The design of WOPs activities in three work packages is also relevant to address the needs 
of partner utilities. Utilities do need support to face organisational challenges related to 
capacity, skills, planning and HR management as well as operational challenges. The Finance 
work package is relevant in that all utilities need to strengthen their financial indicators 
whilst improving on their ability to deliver higher service levels. 
 
WOPs also provided much needed operational investments. These have the potential to 
improve the efficiency of operations, in terms of improved water quantity and quality and 
reduction of operating expenses. For example, in Nairobi and Homa Bay, WWN and Dunea 
contributed to the repair and rehabilitation of water treatment plants to improve 
production capacity. 
 
However, planned strategies to increase access to the poor or vulnerable groups were 
found only partially relevant. To date, following the programme’s recommendations, WOPs 
are intending to extend services by subsidising connections to the network or by 
constructing water kiosks. Most WOPs also set to appoint a pro-poor coordinator.4 These 

 
4 The programme inception report focuses particularly on the appointment of pro-poor units within utilities 
and water kiosks as approaches to reach the poor, following a model that has been championed by 
development partners in certain African countries (e.g. GIZ in Kenya). 
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approaches are partly relevant because some countries in which WOPs operate are already 
moving to higher service levels (and therefore the kiosk model is not appropriate); or 
because the subsidy approach is not supported by a thorough analysis of all the barriers 
affecting demand for water services (households may already have a source of water or may 
not be able to afford monthly bills, for example). The pro-poor coordinator approach is only 
one option among several solutions that can be envisaged to ensure services are inclusive. 
The need for a pro-poor coordinator would need to be asserted on a case by case, which has 
not been done when WOPs were designed. 
 
Similarly, some themes embedded in the work packages were found partly relevant to 
some utilities’ needs or to the nature of the partnership. For example, gender inclusion is 
not an issue for utilities in Asia where many management positions are filled by women. In 
other contexts, the WOP is new and therefore not ideal to address the gender issue. In 
addition, whilst climate resilience should be a concern for all utilities, many face immediate 
operational challenges, which render long-term planning irrelevant, at least at this stage of 
their development. 
 
Relevance to WWX’s ToC 
The MTR found that not all WOPs being implemented seek a utility turnaround or can be 
in a position to contribute to such a turnaround. The level of ambitions of WOPs, by design 
or in their actual implementation, is very different from one another. Some WOPs, as in the 
Philippines and Homa Bay (Kenya) seek to address a large number of challenges faced by 
utilities across all work packages, whilst others, as in Sragen (Indonesia) and Laos have more 
modest ambitions. “Smaller” WOPs, which often have a stronger focus on technical areas of 
improvements (e.g. NRW, GIS, Epanet, water quality) are less close to WWX’s ToC of 
broader utility turnaround. Certain areas of improvements that are critical for a utility 
turnaround do not therefore appear to be widespread across WOPs. For example, only 11 
WOPs set to work on business planning and 13 WOPs on a pro-poor vision & strategy. 
 
Additionally, only four WOPs planned to prepare sanitation improvement plans, which 
does not reflect WWX’s ambition to deliver on both water and sanitation. This is expected 
considering that most Dutch partners in this programme do not provide sanitation services.  
 
Further, the MTR found limited relevance to the assumption of the ToC that well-managed 
utilities are in a better position to attract investments than ones with a poorer 
performance. Several under-performing utilities are already attracting financing. This is the 
case, for example, of SOMAGEP. On the other hand, quite well-performing utilities (as a few 
utilities in the Philippines) are in need of funds, but with limited concrete funding 
opportunities. This implies that performance improvements (that can be supported via a 
WOP) are not a precondition for attracting investment finance. 
 
Rather, the MTR found the WOPs to be more relevant to support partner utilities manage 
their existing investments. Several of the partner utilities already manage large-scale 
investments (e.g. in in Lilongwe, Mwanza, Nairobi, Mandalay, Mali). WOPs, especially where 
there is a RPM deployed with a good relationship with the partner utilities are in a unique 
position to act as advisors in the implementation of these investments. 
 
Effectiveness of the WOPs 
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WOPs are rather effective at rolling-out activities and delivering expected outputs 
according to their plans. Most WOPs are following through the deployment of STEs as 
planned and have started the design and implementation of operational and services 
expansion investments. 
 
There are a few cases, however, where the implementation of activities is lagging behind. 
This is the case, for example, in Senegal and Rwanda, in Laos, Sragen and in Zomba. Reasons 
for this, may include a shortage of STEs and some external factors (e.g. political situation in 
Myanmar). 
 
Some specific activities planned under WWX, related to organisational improvements, are 
also particularly slow to materialise according to progress reports. These relate to business 
planning and the development of pro-poor visions, that have been recognised as “not on 
track” for the majority of WOPs that planned to implement them. 
 
Although WOPs are effective at delivering outputs, they are less effective at delivering the 
expected outcomes . All WOPs have prepared a project plan in which objectives, outcomes 
and planned activities are defined. However, the MTR found that most WOPs lacked a clear 
articulation between activities, planned outputs and outcomes. In addition, it is not clear 
that these objectives were set in coordination with the mentee utilities. In practice, these 
objectives do not appear to provide a common framework for several of the WOPs partners. 
This lack of strong coordination reflects on the results of certain WOPs. Whilst trainings and 
the technical assistance provided have led to knowledge transfer, there is mixed 
effectiveness in delivering broader results related the organisational change. Knowledge at 
the individual level is not necessarily translated to internal procedures. There are positive 
examples, however, as in Colombia and Zambia, but many WOPs struggle to trigger the 
organisational change for all outputs they are working on.  
 
The most effective WOPs – in terms of reaching the objectives defined in the project plans 
- are the smaller ones, which are technical and demand-driven. The effectiveness of WOPs 
rolling-out a large set of activities at a fast pace is limited by: (i) the limited absorption 
capacity of mentee utilities (e.g. they do not have the right equipment or the required 
skilled staff nor have adequate data); (ii) the internal working culture of the utility that does 
not incentivise performance; (iii) some language barriers, which means that some 
knowledge transfer is slow to take on. 
 
Efficiency of the WOPs 
Overall WOPs’ budget execution is slightly behind planning, but not a concern, apart for 
some WOPs where there is significant underspending.  The concern here is that the WOPs 
are not making the planned progress, and may not be able to get on track towards the 
budget envelopes. he overall budget execution rate is 81% to date as presented in Table E 3. 
 
Table E 3: WOPs budget execution 

 2017 2018 Total 
Planned 1,582,276 9,150,862 10,733,138 
Executed 1,741,128 6,998,485  8,739,613  
Execution 110% 76% 81% 
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Particular underspending occurred in in Sragen, Oromia, Colombia, Zomba and Bulawayo. 
This may indicate a shortage of STEs for carrying out planned activities. Some overspending 
has been identified in Myanmar and Mali.  
 
Sustainability of the WOPs results 
Many WOPs have the potential to bring sustainable results within the mentee partner 
utility, through the institutionalisation of the knowledge, methods and tools. The MTR 
found many examples of water management systems and approaches that have been 
already embedded in the procedures of the utility. For example, training in asset 
management software (GIS, BOP5) and Epanet have resulted in procedures and systems 
already in use by the utility, in some cases with good autonomy. 
 
Results appear less sustainable where there has been a mismatch between planned 
activities and the capacity of the utility to absorb knowledge and implement the know-
how. In the same way as some activities are not effective at reaching broader outcomes, 
some activities are unlikely to lead to changes that will be sustained over time, mainly due 
to internal capacities, the organisations’ working culture and the related enabling 
environment. 
 
Operational investments and investments in network extension carry some sustainability 
risks where partner utilities do not have autonomy in budget decisions. Many utilities 
under the programme either need the approval of their local or national government on 
budgeting decisions in the context of limited scope for tariff increase. 
 
On the whole, the MTR found WOPs to be supporting partners on their path towards 
greater sustainability; however, more robust planning and monitoring systems need to be 
developed to assert whether the utilities are indeed becoming more sustainable and 
whether the WOPs are contributing to that. Nearly all utilities need to be supported to 
deliver more financially and technically sustainable operations. With its range of support, 
WWX, via WOPs, has the potential to support utility partners in improving their 
sustainability. However, at present, there is little means to assess whether partnerships are 
successful in this endeavour. Project plans have set objectives but lack measurable 
(intermediate) outcomes. 
 
Finally, as indicated, the sustainability of many of the partners involved in the programme 
is hampered by a challenging enabling environment. Whilst these challenges vary 
significantly from one utility to another, from a complete lack of autonomy in the form of a 
corporatised structure to a lack of cost-reflective tariffs and limited autonomy in budgeting, 
they all influence utilities’ capacities to operate sustainably. These are also recognised as 
key success factors that would need to be addressed in the conceptual framework of WWX. 
 
Programmatic components review 
 
Enabling environment review – country-level work 
Country-level enabling environment activities are mostly relevant. All activities have been 
designed based on a thorough diagnostic of countries’ water sector bottlenecks and 
discussions with stakeholders on the most optimum use of the MFA’s support in the context 
of upcoming activities related to WWX. 
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In some countries, activities were found to be less relevant to WOPs themselves in the 
short to medium-term. Some activities appear very remote from the immediate bottlenecks 
faced by WOP partners, which are detrimental to WOPs results. Some of the interviewees at 
WOP level in Kenya were not aware of the enabling environment work taking place and 
could not see the immediate value. In Colombia, by contrast, utilities involved in the WOPs 
were anxious to see the results of the enabling environment activities. 
 
The limited geographic scope of the enabling environment activities (only scheduled in 
four countries in this first phase) means that there is a large unmet need. The WOP 
reviews showed that in many other countries there are important factors in the enabling 
environment that limit the sustainability of utilities. For example, in Mali the tariffs are set 
not by the utility but by the government, at a level significantly below cost recovery.  
 
With regards to effectiveness, progress in the implementation of activities is rather slow. 
At the time of this MTR, activities had started in Ethiopia and Colombia only. 
 
Enabling environment review – global-level work 
The global advocacy work is relevant to WWX’s objective, which is to contribute to 
achieving the SDG 6 and effective at generating results. Promoting the WOP model (and 
the financial mechanism behind it) has the potential to unlock further funding towards the 
SDG6. This work stream has been effective at triggering strong interest from European 
partners, with the German launching their first WOPs and the EU preparing a new WOP 
programme.  
 
Enabling environment review – support to the Finance work package 
This approach is only partly relevant to WWX’s ToC as it does not link utilities’ financial 
performance with the potential to attract investments. Water sector financiers that have 
been identified (EIB, World Bank and RVO) do not necessarily make financial sustainability 
(or performance) of the utility a condition of any grant or loan approval. This is also because 
loan or grant agreement are finalised at national level rather than at sub-sovereign level. 
 
Although this support is only partly relevant to WWX’s ToC, it is also the most relevant 
approach to achieving one of the programme’s key objectives within its timeframe. If 
WWX is to attract additional funds to mentee utilities for investments, then working with 
international finance institutions (IFIs) is the most relevant and rapid way to achieve the 
objective.  
 
This support has also been effective at delivering results. It has enabled getting to a better 
understanding of the financing landscape for the water sector, clarify how WOPs (and WWX 
more broadly) can fit within the project cycle of these financiers, specifying the ticket size of 
each potential financiers and the type of projects they would look to finance and has started 
connecting local partner utilities with potential financiers. 
 
Knowledge management review 
The knowledge management activities are relevant for the WOPs and for achieving 
WWX’s objectives more broadly. Indeed, WWX has ambitions that put Dutch utilities and 
their staff outside their “comfort zone” (i.e. mainly support in technical issues). The topics of 
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the seven CoPs are relevant considering these ambitions, the number of Dutch utilities 
involved (who do not all have the same level of experience) and the limited experience of 
STEs on certain topics of WWX (including leadership, business planning, asset management 
and low-income customers). 
 
However, the predominant format of knowledge management, which is a virtual platform 
was found less relevant. Indeed, the target audience of these CoPs at this stage of the 
programme are the project leads and STEs, who are potentially less comfortable with 
written material. By contrast, interviews carried out for this MTR, highlighted that 
practitioners much preferred face-to-face meetings. 
 
The effectiveness of knowledge management within the programme was also found 
limited. Contributions from thematic leads and STEs are very limited to date. 
 
Programme coordination review 
The Programme Coordination has put in place adequate processes to coordinate activities 
and outputs, according to the programme’s results framework. The programme 
coordination has prepared reporting formats to ensure alignment between WOPs and has 
been effective at ensuring timely reporting. 
 
However, the quality of those reports, and the way they are used for planning and 
monitoring WOPs activities, were found less than adequate. Most reporting formats are 
designed to provide an account on output-level progress, i.e. activity level, with limited 
scope for detailing the outcomes that are pursued and how activities are leading to them. 
As a result, most project plans and other reporting template read more like a collection of 
activities, rather than an improvement plan with specified and common objectives for 
partners. In short, project plans have not provided the planning document they should have 
been. Responsibilities of each partners in achieving the objectives were also found lacking. 
 
In addition, where narratives have been provided, these also lack adequate quality. The 
MTR found inconsistent project plans, with numbers that are not credible (e.g. reaching 
250,000 direct beneficiaries in Colombia or 15,000 in Laos) or overly ambitious intentions 
considering the timeframe and resources.  
 
This focus on processes also reflects in the nature of the management meetings to date. 
Most meetings appear to have focused on procedures and reporting rather than steering 
the programme towards the achievement of anticipated results (utility turnaround and 
access to water and sanitation). The Finance work package, which has its own steering 
group, seems to be an exception. 
 
Finally, there is an absence of local partner utilities in the governance of the programme 
as a whole. Partner utilities are absent from the governance of the programme – as they do 
not have a representation during management meetings. In some cases, they also appear to 
be formally absent from the management of WOPs at country level. 
 
E.5. Conclusions  
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By in large, WWX is doing the right thing. The programme is supporting a range of utilities 
on numerous areas of water services management, which are critical to improve their 
performance. WWX is also able to deploy valuable expertise, with WOP leads and STEs able 
to adopt a flexible approach in the design of their activities.  
 
Some WOPs are more in line with WWX’s ToC than others (referred to as Group 2 in 
Figure E 3 below). Some WOPs were found very limited in scope but highly effective at 
delivering results (Group 1); others were found very ambitious (in line with WWX), but less 
effective due to the context of the partner utilities (Group 3). 
 
Figure E 3: Three broad groups of WOPs 

 
 
The effectiveness of the WOPs would benefit from tailoring the sequencing, pace and 
nature of activities based on utilities’ situation, needs and interest. WWX provides a range 
of activities, but not all utilities share the same interests or absorption capacity.  
 
WWX is also rightly providing funds for small-scale investments on network extension to 
cash-strapped utilities. However, the current funding allocation has not proved efficient. 
Several WOPs cannot spend the allocated funds due to production capacity issues or other 
constraints which means that funding is inadequate. The rationale for introducing so-called 
“pro-poor” approaches (subsidies or kiosks) is not always clearly articulated by WOP 
partners. 
 
As a result, there is some risk that the programme will not reach the 1 million direct 
beneficiaries as intended at the inception of the programme. According to programme 
documents, WWX aimed to reach 1 million people with first-time direct access to water (or 
sanitation) services. Whilst some WOPs will be able to invest in network extensions and 
water kiosks construction or rehabilitation, others will only be able to make operational 
investments (e.g. for improving water quality and distribution) within Phase 1. Although 
such investments do not result first-time access to water (or sanitation) services, they can 
directly benefit populations where there are tangible improvements in service levels (e.g. 
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increase in hours of supply). In order to capture this potential impact of the programme, 
WOPs partners should set a specific method, with baseline and measurable targets. 
 
WWX’s ToC is partially valid: the availability of finance is not conditional to the 
creditworthiness of utilities. It is therefore relevant for the programme to turn to IFIs to 
support utilities to raise the finance needed to expand access to services.  
 
Knowledge management has proven to be less effective than planned. The main format, 
an online platform, does not seem adapted to the audience it is targeting. A more active 
role in prompting contribution would be useful, both from those managing the component 
and the programme coordination. 
 
WWX has  well-organised and performing coordination mechanisms, but these need to 
increase their focus on delivering results expected from WWX, including at outcome level. 
This involves more quality assurance over project plans and progress reports, a more active 
role in knowledge management and coordination meetings discussions focused on results 
(in addition to processes). 
 
E.6. Recommendations 
 
Recommendations to enhance the WOPs performance 
• Adopt an outcome-based management: project leads should work with partner utilities 

to improve the definition of what is to be achieved by 2021, which will depend on the 
starting point of the utility (i.e. whether they are well-performing, elementary or basic) 
and can relate to utility KPIs or simply specific processes that need to be in place. 

• Open the discussion on Phase 2 and Phase 3 objectives based on the utility’s needs and 
aligned to medium to long-term plans of the utilities where they exist. 

• Establish a clear approach for reaching out direct beneficiaries for Phase 1: clarify 
whether the WOP will increase service levels for those who already have access to 
services; provide rationale for the provision of subsidies; clarify why these targeted 
groups are poor (or not). 

• Accelerate the implementation of business planning: identify opportunities for growth, 
financing requirements based on the full costs of expansions/operations and how to 
serve the poor (technology options and tariff policy); this business planning could 
support the development of investment proposals. 

• Clarify relevance and nature of leadership support activities: tailored a set of activities 
to the utility’s context, with support from the programme coordination or the 
knowledge management team. 

• Consider the deployment of a local project coordinator in all WOPs where RPMs are 
not present to facilitate coordination and the uptake of knowledge and skills 

• Ensure regular coordination and steering meetings take place: these enable partners to 
take stock of progress to date, what bottlenecks exist and re-assess roles and 
responsibilities. 

•  improve the budgeting process and the planning of resource deployment: Considering 
that some WOPs are under or over-spent, project leads should adjust their budgets 
based on a review of activities and outputs carried out to date 
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Recommendations for enabling environment activities 
• Assess the need and potential to strengthen the enabling environment in priority 

countries, such as in Mali and identify potential sources of additional budget. 
• Involve WOP projects leads in the design of activities to ensure more direct benefits to 

the WOP of these enabling environment activities. 
• Support global advocacy work by gathering evidence of the WOP performance: this 

implies the development of case studies but also conducting robust baselines using 
globally accepted frameworks (e.g. IWA Aquarating or the World Bank Turnaround 
framework). 

• Continue supporting the Finance work package, keeping the following in mind: 
o The financial capacity of utilities to absorb new infrastructure (and associated 

maintenance requirements); 
o Not to de-prioritise business planning and strengthening the financial 

performance of partner utilities; 
o Consider introducing performance-based incentives for partner utilities to access 

finance in Phase 2; this is conditional on the capacity of project leads to 
introduce these incentives and IFIs’ buy-in towards the approach; 

o Aligning with emerging local and global initiatives that are tying financing with 
performance (e.g. the GIZ water catalyst Fund or the Indonesian National Urban 
Water Supply (NUWAS) Framework);  

o Continue to explore local financing solutions, where these exist, as in East Asia, 
and explore potential partnerships with local experts on the financial landscape 
for water and sanitation services; and 

o Small towns could particularly benefit from project preparation support to access 
finance, especially to prepare joint proposals that could be attractive for IFIs.  

 
Recommendations on knowledge management 
• IHE-Delft and GWOPA to take a more pro-active role to incentive STEs’ participation: 

by tracking STEs’ deployment and requesting contributions before and after the visits. 
• Organise more face-to-face meetings and events; and 
• The programme coordination to take a more active role in knowledge management: 

for example, by identifying across WOPs those themes that are lagging behind or that 
project leads and STEs find more challenging to implement and call for organising 
training sessions on those themes; by encouraging direct interactions between WOP 
leads, especially those operating in the same region. 

 
Recommendations to the programme coordination 
• Assess whether all WOPs should continue under Phase 2 of WWX, and if so, under 

which conditions: these should include evidence of a broadening of the scope of the 
WOP (for WOPs in Group 1 in Figure E 3) and of tangible prospects of improvements in 
the enabling environment (for WOPs in Group 3); 

• Increase the focus on results management, especially on whether and how WOPs are 
contributing to performance improvements, rather than the delivery of outputs, taking 
based on the outcomes targeted and achieved by WOPs. 

• Revisit the ToC of the programme to acknowledge that access to finance is not only a 
result of utility performance for all utilities under existing conditions and to clearly 
position WOP as opportunities to better design and manage forthcoming investments. 



 xxiii 

• Provide stronger quality assurance over projects and annual plans, especially on the 
choice and sequencing of activities 

• Consider inviting representatives from partner utilities and other important actors of 
the water sector into the programme’s governance: consider, for example, the setting-
up of an advisory board that will strengthen the management’s focus on the broader 
outcomes of WWX. 
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