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Executive summary
This is the country synthesis and global report of the End-of-Project EvaluaƟ on (EPE) of the 
WASHCost project, carried out by a team of consultants from January to May 2013. WASHCost 
is a fi ve-year, US$ 14.5 million project, funded by the Bill & Melinda Gates FoundaƟ on (Gates 
FoundaƟ on) and executed by the IRC InternaƟ onal Water and SanitaƟ on Centre (IRC). Its 
objecƟ ve was to improve access to accurate knowledge on disaggregated water, sanitaƟ on and 
hygiene (WASH) costs in rural and peri-urban areas. WASHCost set out to develop a methodology 
and data set for a life-cycle costs approach (LCCA) to assist sustainable water and sanitaƟ on 
service delivery. It aimed to inform and infl uence decisions and business models at local and 
naƟ onal levels (focusing on Burkina Faso, Ghana, India [Andhra Pradesh] and Mozambique) and 
internaƟ onal levels. Globally WASHCost aimed for the adopƟ on of life-cycle-cosƟ ng terminology 
whilst infl uencing global sector agencies to incorporate these approaches into WASH policy and 
budgeƟ ng frameworks.

The EPE is an independent assessment of WASHCost’s achievements and is conceived as part of 
a CriƟ cal Review—a suite of products to document results and refl ect on project experiences. 
The EPE undertook fi ve separate analyses: assessments in each of the four focus countries and 
a global assessment. Each country was scored on progress towards achieving project outcomes. 
The global assessment undertook a survey of 220 sector leaders drawn from diff erent 
consƟ tuencies, and held in-depth interviews with 28 key informants. The terms of reference 
required the assessment to focus on six areas of enquiry: uptake and use of LCCA; the potenƟ al 
of conƟ nued adopƟ on and growth of LCCA; the record of WASHCost’s management in learning 
and adapƟ on; what has changed as a result of WASHCost; how well the iniƟ al project design 
worked; and what unexpected outcomes had occurred.

Evaluation conclusions
WASHCost’s importance: WASHCost, in seƫ  ng out to unpack all the costs that lead to sustainable 
WASH outcomes, has focused on a very strategic and much neglected area of sector discourse.

Remarkable project in diffi  cult terrain: Costs in the WASH sector are aff ected by many diff erent 
factors and there has been a historic reluctance to examine them comprehensively.  WASHCost 
has been a remarkable project: a bold concepƟ on that has made a substanƟ al contribuƟ on to 
transforming the global debate on WASH in rural and peri-urban areas. Powerful conclusions 
have been reached on the costs of water, sanitaƟ on and hygiene, which can help to improve the 
design and impact of sector fi nancing.  

Not everything has been achieved in the original expectaƟ on of fi ve- and ten-year outcomes: 
The project has made excellent progress especially in arƟ culaƟ ng LCCA, spelling out its 
implicaƟ ons, and linking this to a Service Delivery Approach (SDA).  Extensive fi eld-based 
research presented new insights, confi rmed facts already known (but not substanƟ ated), and 
marketed cosƟ ng issues at a scale that has not been done before in the rural and peri-urban 
sectors. But this good work has not yet been translated into large-scale impact on the ground 
in terms of new policies being implemented, changed budget processes, new investments, new 
fi nancing strategies, and in triggering insƟ tuƟ onal change.  
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CriƟ cal elements missing from the theory of change: Achieving this less than anƟ cipated impact 
was not for lack of trying. WASHCost made a substanƟ al eff ort, learnt a great deal about how 
to manage a global learning project and developed a nuanced approach to helping reformers 
to reform and create country-owned change on the ground. Missing elements in WASHCost’s 
theory of change are: (i) evidence alone will not create large-scale change: poliƟ cal will is a 
vital ingredient and mobilising poliƟ cal support should be integral to acƟ on research acƟ viƟ es 
like WASHCost; (ii) the theory lacks a detailed analysis of the “dynamics of acceptance”, in 
parƟ cular by governments; (iii) the good work on beƩ er understanding cosƟ ng will not translate 
into impacts unƟ l this criƟ cal informaƟ on is used to design and implement innovaƟ ve fi nancing 
strategies to cover all idenƟ fi ed costs (stopping the project at costs has been a signifi cant 
limiƟ ng factor on project impacts); and (iv) since rural and peri-urban WASH management are 
mainly a local concern, ulƟ mately LCCA needs to be adopted by local decision makers (in local 
governments, municipaliƟ es and amongst community managers).  

Yet WASHCost has achieved most impressive results: WASHCost can count amongst its 
achievements: helping to shape the post-MDG debate, bringing aƩ enƟ on to life-cycle costs; 
galvanising aƩ enƟ on on sustainability; infl uencing the approaches of several major donors and 
some planned investments in focus countries; making signifi cant contribuƟ ons to the policy 
dialogue on costs in the four focus countries, in parƟ cular in Ghana; developing a methodology 
for assessing costs, which is now being applied in at least eight other countries (Bangladesh, 
Colombia, El Salvador, Honduras, Nepal, Paraguay, Sierra Leone and Uganda); developing an 
off -line and on-line training facility which has already trained more than 1000 people from 91 
countries in LCCA and SDA; establishing a WASHCost network of over 1200 people interested in 
cosƟ ng in the WASH sector; establishing a dialogue with over 70 organisaƟ ons/ governments in 
at least 20 countries and including 34 organisaƟ ons with global outreach; and so far produced 
an extraordinary array of 176 high quality publicaƟ ons. A tool to beƩ er navigate this large body 
of publicaƟ ons would be helpful.

Using WASHCost’s impact on NGOs: The EPE shows that WASHCost achieved an especially 
posiƟ ve impact on INGOs (InternaƟ onal Non-governmental OrganisaƟ ons) and NGOs (Non-
governmental OrganisaƟ ons).  A conscious strategy of adopƟ ng NGOs as a “vehicle for change” 
might be an addiƟ onal strategy to encourage adopƟ on of LCCA and SDA, and in future IRC 
learning acƟ viƟ es.  

The project achieved widespread adopƟ on of LCCA and SDA: Through persuasive argument, 
credible research, good quality publicaƟ ons and hard work, WASHCost achieved a high level 
of LCCA and SDA adopƟ on. LCCA is a powerful concept especially when linked to a SDA, but 
it applies mainly to infrastructure investments and is of less relevance to behaviour change 
and hygiene promoƟ on. Also the LCCA model needs further development, making linkages to 
fi nancial strategies best suited to diff erent cost items, and promoƟ ng roles for diff erent actors, 
including government, user tariff s, fi nanciers and the private sector. SDA made a signifi cant 
contribuƟ on in systemising service levels and developing language which has been infl uenƟ al in 
the post-MDG and global monitoring dialogue.  

AdapƟ ve management has been a key success factor: The story of WASHCost is a rich one, 
with many twists and turns, and the project delivered a huge volume of documentaƟ on. Key to 
the project’s success was a dedicated project management willing to adapt. The project faced 
evolving objecƟ ves and rapid changes in IRC itself.  Despite several low points and pressures 
from many parƟ es who had a diff erent interpretaƟ on of the project, WASHCost’s management 
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kept the project on course.  More than that, it operated in a consultaƟ ve and inclusive manner 
with collaboraƟ ng agencies. It adapted the original concept and amended plans with the goal 
not only of producing high quality research results to change the global mind-set for cosƟ ng in 
the rural and peri-urban sector, but also helping focus country’s sector leadership to improve 
service delivery on the ground.  

WASHCost has developed a nuanced model of country/ global learning or acƟ on research:  
Elements of this model include: selecƟ ng a strategic area that triggers change; establishing 
a strong country presence with a trusted and supporƟ ve relaƟ onship with local lead sector 
agencies; undertaking comparaƟ ve research which both addresses local problems whilst 
providing a basis for cross-country comparisons and global learning; supporƟ ng a naƟ onal 
learning alliance to share learning and bring these to the aƩ enƟ on of naƟ onal fi nanciers; and 
global posiƟ oning and networking to place new insights into the global domain.  

Several lessons have been learnt from implemenƟ ng this model: These include: it takes Ɵ me 
to develop; it needs suffi  cient resources to enable management to change course and adapt 
to change; it needs strong country offi  ces with strong insƟ tuƟ onal visibility and branding; the 
staffi  ng mix should contain high calibre analyƟ c staff  together, with in-country operators and 
infl uencers; the research phase in the project design should be balanced to allow enough Ɵ me 
for the project to gather key and strategic informaƟ on (but should avoid full-blown, academic 
research, leaving this to academic insƟ tuƟ ons); the majority of the eff ort should be planned for 
embedding, supporƟ ng learning alliances, triggering poliƟ cal will, advocacy on research fi ndings 
and recommended soluƟ ons, and in seƫ  ng out to infl uence naƟ onal and global decision makers 
and investors.

Triggering poliƟ cal will: IRC should incorporate triggering poliƟ cal will as an integral part of 
its acƟ on research projects. IRC’s membership in SWA provides one opportunity, but strategic 
relaƟ onships need to be developed to infl uence poliƟ cal leadership to adopt lessons from 
acƟ on research. 

WASHCost has been the catalyst to transform the IRC: Through WASHCost the IRC has become 
a more credible global learning agency in the WASH sector. WASHCost helped the IRC to make 
the leap from a relaƟ vely unknown Dutch NGO fi lling small gaps in the WASH sector, to being 
perceived as a global learning agency capable of managing large, complex global projects 
that deliver high-quality results. WASHCost achieved this because of a relaƟ vely small group 
of talented and moƟ vated individuals. IRC has the opportunity to build on this achievement 
to create the organisaƟ onal drive, culture and systems to manage other large and complex 
projects. Finding the resources to enable the IRC to conƟ nue to contribute to global learning 
must be a top priority for IRC management.

Future global learning: WASHCost has created momentum to change behaviour on one of 
the fundamental issues holding the sector back from reaching internaƟ onal goals.  Building 
on the global learning style that IRC has developed in WASHCost and Triple-S, the evaluaƟ on 
recommends that the IRC posiƟ ons itself to address related global learning issues which logically 
follow from and build on this momentum. The two major issues which suggest themselves from 
the country analyses are: (i) Finance: country-embedded global research to assist countries to 
put in place strategies to generate the fi nance to meet life-cycle costs for diff erent service levels 
and promote innovaƟ on in fi nancing approaches; and (ii) Local government: an iniƟ aƟ ve to 
embed beƩ er cosƟ ng, a focus on sustainability and more eff ecƟ ve/ innovaƟ ve fi nancing opƟ ons 
into local government seƫ  ngs. 
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1  Background and methodology

1.1  Background
In December 2007, the Bill & Melinda Gates FoundaƟ on (Gates FoundaƟ on) awarded a fi ve-year 
(2008-2012) US$ 14.5 million grant (extended to 64 months, January 2008 to April 2013) to the 
IRC InternaƟ onal Water and SanitaƟ on Centre (IRC) to undertake a project enƟ tled “QuanƟ fying 
the costs of delivering safe water, sanitaƟ on and hygiene services”. The project is known as 
WASHCost.  

WASHCost’s objecƟ ve is to improve access to accurate knowledge on disaggregated water, 
sanitaƟ on and hygiene (WASH) costs in rural and peri-urban areas (box 1).   These market 
segments are of the greatest interest to donors and agencies working in external aid. Improving 
services in rural and peri-urban areas is criƟ cal for developing countries to reach the Millennium 
Development Goals (MDG). Reliable informaƟ on on the costs of sustainable water and sanitaƟ on 
in these sub-sectors is diffi  cult to obtain and are not reliable. Most budgets include the capital 
costs of infrastructure but overlook ongoing operaƟ ons, maintenance, depreciaƟ on, and other 
costs associated with sustainability. The project’s contenƟ on is that a good understanding of 
disaggregated life-cycle costs, in these neglected aspects of WASH development, will help 
improve planning, budgeƟ ng, and fi nancial control; inform economic analysis of technologies 
and business models; and, in turn, improve effi  ciency, eff ecƟ veness, impact and service 
sustainability. WASHCost takes cosƟ ng models developed in the urban uƟ lity environment and 
applies them to services for the poor.

Box 1  WASHCost: purpose and tasks

Main purpose: to achieve measurable improvements in WASH service delivery by:
 □ Improving access to generate accurate knowledge on disaggregated costs; and

 □ Embedding improved decision-making processes in lead organisaƟ ons in the WASH sector  at  
 intermediate, naƟ onal and internaƟ onal levels. 

Main tasks: to achieve the purpose, the following main tasks were proposed:
 □ Collect and collate informaƟ on relaƟ ng to the real disaggregated costs in the life cycle of   

 WASH  delivery services to poor people in rural and peri-urban areas. The collecƟ on would  
 take place in around 100 sites per country/ state;

 □ Establish a range of staƟ sƟ cal and modeling techniques using factors that infl uence these  
 costs – the cost drivers, and enable a comparison among the four countries;

 □ Develop a benchmark criteria for the same areas, which is applicable globally – an   
 internaƟ onal database;

 □ Establish a learning strategy including the development of CoPs at country level, and embed  
 improved pro-poor decision-making processes in lead WASH organisaƟ ons;

 □ Develop a free, easy to use web-based ICT interacƟ ve tool for sharing and the conƟ nuous  
 upgrading of WASH unit cost informaƟ on worldwide; creaƟ ng a decision support system that  
 may be  embedded into governance systems;

 □ Map and monitor changes in planning and decision-making processes mainly at country level;  
 and

 □ Set up a Challenge Fund to support iniƟ aƟ ves that update, replicate and scale up the   
 development of good quality data and knowledge to other areas.
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Box 1 gives the detailed purpose of the project and related tasks menƟ oned in the fi nal proposal 
submiƩ ed to the Gates FoundaƟ on on 14 September 2007; and box 2 presents the expected 
project impacts over fi ve and ten years. 

To achieve this vision, WASHCost developed a theory of change that specifi ed four main out-
comes presented in box 3.

The theory of change for the short term is illustrated in fi gure 1, and for the long term in 
fi gure 2.

Box 2   The WASHCost vision of success

Long term: Within ten years, good quality disaggregated cost informaƟ on is readily accessible to 
and being used globally by stakeholders in the WASH sector to improve the outcomes of planning 
processes and, in parƟ cular, to achieve: (i) A 25% like-for-like improvement in cost effi  ciency; and ii) 
A situaƟ on where at least 25% of WASH implementaƟ on plans include or are explicitly linked to unit 
costs analysis and poverty reducƟ on strategies.

Short term: Within fi ve years, good quality WASHCost data, benchmark criteria and knowledge from 
four countries is readily accessible through an interacƟ ve tool, which includes a decision-support 
system, and is being used by naƟ onal and internaƟ onal decision makers for the WASH sector in rural 
and peri-urban areas.

Box 3   WASHCost outcomes

Outcome A: The terminology and concepts of life-cycle costs and methods of data collecƟ on and 
analysis are widely shared, understood and valued by project staff , country Learning Alliance (LA) 
members and internaƟ onal COP members.

Outcome B: NaƟ onal learning alliances and their acƟ viƟ es strengthen local ownership, adopƟ on, up-
scaling, adaptaƟ on and embedding of the Life-Cycle Costs (LCC) approach within WASH governance 
processes at all levels.

Outcome C: InternaƟ onal and naƟ onal learning alliance and project acƟ viƟ es result in sector-
wide adopƟ on and support for the LCC approach so that naƟ onal and internaƟ onal organisaƟ ons 
incorporate it into WASH policy and budgeƟ ng frameworks.

Outcome D: Eff ecƟ ve project management leads to the achievement of project objecƟ ves and 
milestones on schedule and within budget.

Figure 1  WASHCost short-term theory of change

IniƟ al research 
into unit costs and 

service levels

Triggering 
understanding of the 
value of this type of 

data

Others begin collecƟ ng 
this data for their own 

use

Improving quality, targeƟ ng 
and cost eff ecƟ veness of 

WASH services
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Overall, the project set out to manage a conƟ nuous process of learning, validaƟ on of results and 
stakeholder engagement. The project chose to focus on four countries: Burkina Faso, Ghana, 
India (Andhra Pradesh) and Mozambique1. The project adopted a three-phase approach:

IncepƟ on phase: MobilisaƟ on, country selecƟ on, development of methodologies for data 
collecƟ on and training; 

Research phase: Developing and tesƟ ng a methodology for cost assessment through 
detailed research, data collecƟ on and analysis on costs in developing countries;

Infl uencing/ embedding phase: Raise awareness on the research fi ndings, embed 
fi ndings and mainstream life-cycle cosƟ ng into budgeƟ ng and planning processes in WASH 
governance systems. Methods of embedding included: CommuniƟ es of PracƟ ce (CoP), 
Learning Alliances (LA), Challenge Fund, advocacy materials, cost guidelines, benchmarks, 
tools, training materials, training and capacity building events. Embedding was envisaged 
both with local and naƟ onal decision makers and, at a global level, with governments, 
INGOs, donors and private business. 

From 2010, the IRC took on a large, closely-related project called “Sustainable Services at 
Scale” (Triple-S), also fi nanced by the Gates FoundaƟ on. Coming aŌ er WASHCost, Triple-S 
benefi Ʃ ed from many of the lessons learnt from WASHCost and is well-posiƟ oned to conƟ nue 
the momentum and components of WASHCost. Box 4 provides further background informaƟ on 
on Triple-S. 

1 Throughout this report the phrase “country” studies refers both to the three country units of study as well as the  study 
in one state in India—Andhra Pradesh. 

Figure 2  WASHCost long-term theory of change

FacilitaƟ on of the 
learning aliances
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1.2  End-of-Project evaluation
In late 2012, the IRC commissioned an independent appraisal of WASHCost to be undertaken 
in the fi rst quarter of 2013. The End-of-Project EvaluaƟ on (EPE) is one component of a broader 
WASHCost CriƟ cal Review package. The emphasis of the package is to “tell the story” of how 
WASHCost progressed towards its goals, and to document changes resulƟ ng from the uptake 
of LCC in the four countries and in the internaƟ onal arena. The CriƟ cal Review is comprised of 
three components: a fi lm series, a book, and an end-of-project evaluaƟ on. 

The external EPE is a criƟ cal examinaƟ on of WASHCost’s progress towards its goals and 
provides external  validaƟ on of opinions about WASHCost expressed in the other CriƟ cal 
Review products. The full Terms of Reference for the WASHCost EPE are aƩ ached as Annex 1. 
The IRC required the evaluaƟ on to focus on six key areas of enquiry (as presented in box 5).

Box 4  The Triple-S project

The vision of the Sustainable Services at Scale (Triple-S) project is a world where all rural people can 
easily and reliably access water that is of good quality and suffi  cient quanƟ ty, from a source that is 
reliable and easily accessible. Triple-S contributes to this by catalysing a change process in the rural 
water sector.

At the heart of this change process is a shiŌ  in mission: away from (primarily) the provision of new 
infrastructure and towards the provision of a lasƟ ng service. Triple-S will achieve proof of concept 
of its approach to sector change in two countries (Ghana and Uganda), whilst using this proof to 
leverage the same change in other countries (starƟ ng with Burkina Faso, Mozambique and India) as 
well as among internaƟ onal actors (mulƟ - and bi-lateral donors, INGOs, philanthropic organisaƟ ons, 
etc.) in rural water.

At the country level, Triple-S is working with local partners in:
 □ Diagnosing the problem – to see what is working and what is not in terms of policies and 

pracƟ ces.

 □ Developing, tesƟ ng and implemenƟ ng new soluƟ ons at the district level.

 □ Scaling up successful models.

 □ Strengthening sector learning and knowledge management.

At the internaƟ onal level, acƟ viƟ es include:

 □ Capturing and sharing posiƟ ve examples and learning from organisaƟ ons and governments that 
are making the shiŌ  to more sustainable approaches, including partners in Ghana and Uganda.

 □ Developing and promoƟ ng tools and concepts for sustainable service delivery.

 □ Working with donors, internaƟ onal fi nancial insƟ tuƟ ons, NGOs and development partners 
to incorporate sustainability concerns into rural water sector programmes, and improve 
harmonisaƟ on and alignment.

Triple-S is acƟ vely building on the work of WASHCost. InternaƟ onally the project promotes life-
cycle cosƟ ng as one of the ten key building blocks in the shiŌ  towards sustainable delivery of water 
services. In Ghana and Uganda, the project is working with partners in local government to integrate 
the life-cycle costs approach into planning and budgeƟ ng. Evidence and lessons from this work will 
be used to scale up the approach.
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1.3  Assessment approach and methodology
IRC recruited an evaluaƟ on team (annex 2) with complementary skills and a blend of global and 
country experience to take on diff erent roles in the evaluaƟ on. 

The EPE was carried out in three phases.

1. MobilisaƟ on and preparaƟ on
 Preparatory briefi ng meeƟ ngs
 Desk review of background documentaƟ on on project
 Desk review of country sector literature
 PreparaƟ on of evaluaƟ on instruments

Box 5  Key areas of enquiry for the WASHCost EPE

Uptake: the WASHCost short-term vision 
 □ Evidence of uptake and use of the LCC concepts and methods by sector actors.

ConƟ nuing model: the WASHCost long-term vision 
 □ The fi ve-year project duraƟ on is insuffi  cient to account for well-established changes in budget 

planning and related behaviour. However, based on exisƟ ng “signals of change” WASHCost has 
established a so-called conƟ nuing model in the respecƟ ve project countries, enabling a further 
uptake and integraƟ on of the LCCA. The external evaluator is expected to assess and review 
the establishment of the conƟ nuing model and its potenƟ al to guide and moƟ vate further 
integraƟ on of the LCCA.

Learning and changing: adapƟ ve management in WASHCost 
 □ Revisit the WASHCost Mid-Term Assessment, its fi ndings and recommendaƟ ons, as well as other 

key reports (e.g., 2011 reporƟ ng exercise) to refl ect on the project’s capacity to respond to 
signals for change.

 □ What served to trigger adaptaƟ on in WASHCost—or a change in course direcƟ on—of the 
WASHCost project acƟ viƟ es and outcomes? Why?

 □ What was the outcome of this adaptaƟ on?

Change or progress towards change: in light of the project’s stated four outcomes  
 □ What is the status of what has been achieved in the four countries and the internaƟ onal arena? 

 □ What are examples of change resulƟ ng from the uptake of LCC in WASHCost countries and at 
internaƟ onal level? 

 □ What has changed as a consequence of WASHCost acƟ viƟ es? Where and why?

 □ How did WASHCost work to achieve those changes? 

(IniƟ al) risks and assumpƟ ons, project set-up 
 □ How did WASHCost work: that is what did the design, implementaƟ on and management of a 

project this scope (budget, number of countries, project staff , internaƟ onal level outcomes, etc.) 
entail? 

 □ How, if at all, did the project approach contribute to the achievement of the project’s outcomes 
(e.g., Learning Alliances, AcƟ on Research, Local HosƟ ng, etc.)?

Unexpected outcomes 
 □ IdenƟ fy and refl ect upon unexpected outcomes—negaƟ ve or posiƟ ve—that have come about in 

the four countries, or globally, through the work of WASHCost.
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2. Data collecƟ on 
 Interviews: WASHCost Management, Staff  and IRC
 Country/ state assessments, including visits to each focus country
 CompleƟ on of country/ state scorecards
 Interviews with internaƟ onal agencies
 Short survey of sector stakeholders

3. DraŌ ing report
 Analysis
 DraŌ ing fi nding and recommendaƟ ons
 PresentaƟ on of main fi ndings to WASHCost management
 DraŌ ing and fi nalising fi nal report

Methodological Issues
Country assessments 
These were developed from interviews with leading sector stakeholders, including the lead 
government ministries (e.g., responsible for water and sanitaƟ on but also local government, 
fi nance, staƟ sƟ cal monitoring), regulators and parastatals, local consultants and sector 
specialists, local sector partners, sector fi nanciers and locally established internaƟ onal 
and local NGOs. In each country assessment, the EPE consultant undertook a visit to the 
country and met with country WASHCost project staff  and partners and in most country 
visits, undertook fi eld trips to the actual study sites. On the basis of informaƟ on gathered in 
the fi eld, the team of consultants completed a scorecard on performance against the main 
EPE criteria. From the Mid-Term Assessment (MTA) a management unit called WASHCost 
Netherlands was created to manage global and project-wide acƟ viƟ es. These acƟ viƟ es 
were also ranked against the same scorecard. Scorecard raƟ ngs were: 5=Excellent; 4=Good; 
3=SaƟ sfactory; 2=Poor; and 1=UnsaƟ sfactory.

InternaƟ onal agencies
Interviews were undertaken with 28 key internaƟ onal stakeholders/ partners/ sector thought 
leaders/ operaƟ onal agencies. A short email survey was sent to 220 agency lead staff  or 
experts in the WASH sector (the response rate, 90/220, was high for an email survey). The 
list of survey recipients was taken from the SanitaƟ on and Water for All (SWA) contact list 
(comprising civil society networks, development banks, donors, governments, mulƟ laterals, 
research and learning insƟ tuƟ ons and sector partners), with 30 private sector and NGO 
agencies added from the IRC contact lisƟ ng (to give a more balanced representaƟ on of 
sector agencies).
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2  Findings

2.1  Project design 

Bold project concept: highly anticipated results 
The WASHCost project was perceived by all interviewed 
agencies as a remarkable opportunity for the sector (“a 
once in a generaƟ on chance”) to do the fundamental 
invesƟ gaƟ on on costs, and to help improve the effi  ciency 
of investment decisions and sustainability of services. With 
the Gates FoundaƟ on’s fi nancial support, WASHCost was a major opportunity to undertake 
the basic research necessary to understand the costs of WASH services in rural and peri-urban 
areas. Many felt that the opportunity of arriving at a clear understanding of unit costs—that 
has been so persuasive to make the case for investments in the educaƟ on and health sectors—
would greatly help make a beƩ er and clearer case for fi nancing WASH.

This would also address the long-standing pracƟ ce that in developing countries, donors support 
the capital costs of development, yet other costs are not properly considered and are oŌ en 
underesƟ mated and inadequately fi nanced. It is assumed that post-construcƟ on costs will 
be covered by local sources of fi nance, which is rarely the case, leading to high rates of non-
funcƟ onality, and frequent replacement or major rehabilitaƟ on. The bias of development 
fi nance towards capital expenditure and the neglect of service management is one of the most 
fundamental challenges facing infrastructural development in developing countries.

During interviews some expressed scepƟ cism that IRC was suited to the academic demands 
of this global study. Others felt that the IRC did not have the convening power to aƩ ract the 
aƩ enƟ on of the major sector fi nanciers. Many would have liked to see results sooner. A few 
wondered if a US$ 14.5 million investment was in fact needed to obtain cost data; and several 
commented on the fuƟ lity of collecƟ ng global unit cost data in such a diverse, context-specifi c 
environment, where costs are constantly evolving in line with price factors, such as infl aƟ on. But 
overall, sector leaders have been graƟ fi ed that an organisaƟ on with the resources and vision of 
the Gates FoundaƟ on could allocate resources of this size to this fundamental sector problem, 
and that the IRC—an independent agency—was taking on a strategically important piece of 
work that could benefi t all in the sector.    

An unnecessarily complex project? 
A few commentators observed that WASHCost’s design 
was complex. WASHCost appeared to be a global research 
project, a country acƟ on research iniƟ aƟ ve, and an 
advocacy project on LCCA and service levels. Achieving 
all these dimensions may have been too ambiƟ ous. The 
iniƟ al design also specifi ed some components that were 
not implemented. The challenge fund was not set up 
because it was felt to add liƩ le value and took the focus away from the research. Providing 
generic ‘decision-support tools’ was also dropped in favour of producing a methodology so that 
each country could collect their own data and own LCCA/ SDA cost frames. WASHCost project 
management adapted the original overly ambitious design as the project progressed. 

“Did WASHCost need to be 
so complex?”

NGO

 

 

“WASHCost was a once in a 
generation opportunity”

Development Bank
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Global research versus action research
A tension from the outset was found between a project 
designed as a global research project; and an acƟ on 
research designed to infl uence acƟ on on the ground. The 
trajectory of the project shiŌ ed towards the laƩ er—acƟ on 
research, more in IRC’s area of comparaƟ ve advantage. 
The sample survey (fi gure 3) below showed that some 
academics conƟ nue to quesƟ on the validity of the research design. One interviewee argued 
that aƩ empƟ ng to do both put the project at risk of fulfi lling neither suffi  ciently. 

A global research project might have designed a research protocol, tested it out in one country 
and then rolled it out to other strategically-selected countries that refl ected the range of issues 
to be studied. Instead, WASHCost started in four countries simultaneously and worked out a 
research approach iteraƟ vely. Some global stakeholders (academics) thought that this made 
the path to global products longer and more complicated; they also raised concerns about the 
consistency and robustness of indicators and data, as well as the usefulness of global outputs. 
But as fi gure 3 indicates, the great majority (81%) of those surveyed felt that the research 
design was of credible quality.  The project has succeeded in execuƟ ng a research project as a 
development iniƟ aƟ ve.

Country selection: could have been more 
strategic?
Country selecƟ on was amongst the most pivotal decisions 
made in the project design. Countries were selected 
on the basis of demand and willingness to work with 
WASHCost, rather than cost characterisƟ cs or a strategy 
relaƟ ng to understanding a global cost range. This led to a focus mainly on Africa, and from 
the outset, emphasised the acƟ on research and country impact aspects of the project design. 
Ghana, Mozambique and Burkina Faso were all selected because knowledge on cost was weak 
and they were countries in which WASHCost felt it could make a diff erence. Andhra Pradesh 
in India was selected because it had a government responsive to understanding WASH issues 
together with a credible research insƟ tuƟ on willing to host the project with strong links with 
the government. The State government saw the primary project objecƟ ve of the research to 
“validate” their own already extensive (but sƟ ll inadequate) cost data.  

The country-level approach has been sensiƟ vely designed and carefully implemented, striving 
for local ownership of products and processes. The decision to develop the project with and 

“Was WASHCost a research 
project or a development 

initiative?”

Academic

s 
d 
h 

“One thing WASHCost 
teaches us is that context 

matters.”

Multi-lateral Agency

Figure 3  Survey responses on the quality of the research design
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through country sector leadership has meant that WASHCost evolved into a much broader and 
more ambiƟ ous project (helping reformers reform) than simply gathering cost informaƟ on.  But, 
as the country story-lines demonstrate, WASHCost has evolved in very diff erent ways that few 
could have been predicted at the project outset.  Context maƩ ers: both with respect to making 
a diff erence and determining costs.

A dimension that was perhaps not suffi  ciently taken into account was the implicaƟ on of 
country selecƟ on for the IRC. A fi ve-year investment in building in-country relaƟ onships gives 
a development organisaƟ on a real opportunity to develop a foothold and make a substanƟ al 
contribuƟ on to the long-term challenge of WASH service development.  From a perspecƟ ve of 
global posiƟ oning, a more strategic approach to country selecƟ on might have selected, say, six 
countries, including one each in East Africa and East Asia. This would have beƩ er laid the basis 
for the IRC to develop as a truly global learning agency. Similarly, IRC’s longer-term impact might 
have been beƩ er consolidated and WASHCost results beƩ er followed up (as happened in the 
case of Ghana) if Triple-S had been implemented in WASHCost selected countries, and if IRC had 
ended up establishing a country offi  ce in each selected country. 

Selection of country host: avoid research institutions
Another criterion for success was in the selecƟ on of the in-country host. In general, the evidence 
from countries is that—if the main purpose of the project was to make a development impact—
hosƟ ng the project in a research agency (as in Burkina Faso, India and Ghana) gave credibility to 
the research, but limited the ability to engage in policy dialogue. A university context does not 
give the fl exibility needed to manage an evolving project. Projects that seek to infl uence sector 
stakeholders need to be located in an operaƟ onal environment.   

Evidence does not always determine policy: politics matters!
The project design assumed that embedding a beƩ er 
understanding of cost with key decision makers would result in 
this knowledge being used for achieving effi  cient and sustainable 
service development. The 2006 UNDP Human Development 
report makes the point that poliƟ cal relaƟ ons underpin the 
global crisis in water and sanitaƟ on and that poliƟ cal leadership 
is necessary to eff ect change. A dimension to the design of this 
acƟ on project that might have been considered would have been mobilising poliƟ cal support 
around WASHCost’s fi ndings. The sector has vested interests and cost data is highly poliƟ cal. 
Eff ecƟ ng a real change will not only require strong evidence on costs and credible alternaƟ ves, 
but also substanƟ al poliƟ cal and fi nancial leverage to change behaviour and eff ect change. 

Link between costing and inancing not suf iciently addressed
Another weakness in the theory of change is that WASHCost 
did not address fi nancing. BeƩ er cost data could only achieve 
sustainable services if there were beƩ er mobilisaƟ on of 
fi nance.  ConsideraƟ on of how best to mobilise fi nance 
to fi ll life-cycle cosƟ ng gaps would consider tariff s, taxes, 
addiƟ onal transfers, design modifi caƟ ons to reduce costs 
and benchmarking to incenƟ vise effi  ciency gains. Stopping 
WASHCost at the point of understanding costs necessarily 
meant a more limited project impact.

“Political leadership 
matters.”

NGO

“Costing and fi nancing are 
two sides of the same coin.”

Consultant
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Dynamics of acceptance by governments
Looking at the country results, an area that the theory of change might have examined in more 
detail, was the process of acceptance by governments. What are the drivers of budgetary change? 
How realisƟ c is it that governments would adopt all the LCCA cost categories in their budgeƟ ng 
and fi nancing processes? In what Ɵ me frame is it reasonable to expect that governments might 
undertake the necessary changes?  

Overall country scorecard for project design: SATISFACTORY
Taking all the above issues into account, the project design was innovaƟ ve and the scorecard 
refl ects an overall score of fully saƟ sfactory (fi gure 4 in which 3=saƟ sfactory and 4=good2).  

2.2  Project management

Adaptive management
The WASHCost project concept has evolved through fi ve 
stages:

1. Unit costs: IniƟ al concept focused on a beƩ er  
 understanding of unit costs (mainly associated 
 with capital costs), developing a useful categorisaƟ on of cost components. 

2. Life-cycle cosƟ ng: Puƫ  ng these cost components together, the project developed the  
 concept of life-cycle cosƟ ng, which includes all cost components, contributed by all  
 parƟ es, throughout the life Ɵ me of a facility. 

3. Service levels: The next evoluƟ on was the recogniƟ on that it is not technology that 
 must be costed, but service levels on a service ladder. 

4. Tools and methods: Bringing this back to a global audience, the project recognised 
 that its real added value was not so much producing global cost fi gures, but producing 
 a methodology for local cost assessments.

5. Advocacy and outreach: With the publicaƟ on of the results and the development 
 of some high quality presentaƟ ons and staff  who were excellent communicators,   
 WASHCost shiŌ ed focus to global advocacy of key messages, training and applicaƟ on 
 of rapid cosƟ ng exercises in new environments. 

2 This scale is used in all the presented scorecard charts.

“A strength of WASHCost 
management has been its 

adaptability.”

Multilateral Agency

Figure 4 Composite scorecard on the overall eff ecƟ veness of the project design
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Changing the project concept is confusing, since products are diff erent from those iniƟ ally 
expected. BeƩ er communicaƟ ng changes to sector stakeholders might have avoided some 
confusion.

But these shiŌ s also bear important tesƟ mony to an adapƟ ve management style, which 
sought to shiŌ  the project focus according to what was felt would make most diff erence and 
would make the best use of the opportuniƟ es and resources at IRC’s disposal.  WASHCost 
energeƟ c management’s consultaƟ ve style was prepared to take risks and learn by doing. 
Close collaboraƟ on between IRC and the Gates FoundaƟ on helped in making the decisions that 
enabled the project to evolve, though the Gates FoundaƟ on’s engagement declined in the laƩ er 
years of the project. 

Key project milestones achieved
Notwithstanding the changing goal posts, WASHCost management has a sound record with 
respect to meeƟ ng project milestones. ReporƟ ng has been of a high quality and there has been 
a frank and sustained dialogue between the funder and project execuƟ ve commiƩ ee, especially 
during the early years of the project. This meant that, where jusƟ fi ed, milestones could be 
adapted on an annual basis.

Financial management
Financial management of the project appears to have been sound. The EPE team was not made 
aware nor noƟ ced any serious areas of concern. The one negaƟ ve point raised by some countries 
was the lack of transparency in budget management, as country staff  appeared to have limited 
informaƟ on about how their country-level allocaƟ on fi Ʃ ed in the overall budget. 

The iniƟ al grant budget was fully spent. The budget requested decreased from US$ 14,481,635 
in 2008 to US$ 14,250,141 in 2013; with this reducƟ on mainly due to the impact of the currency 
fl uctuaƟ ons (as the euro appreciated against the US dollar throughout the period of project 
implementaƟ on). 

At proposal stage and for the purpose of cost management, the project’s expenses were allocated 
to ten sub-projects corresponding to the diff erent objecƟ ves of the grant, which can be used as 
cost categories for analysis of how the funds have been deployed. For such purpose, however, 
it is in fact easier to use a more reduced number of cost categories, including: IncepƟ on phase, 
Research, CommunicaƟ on and embedding, Monitoring and learning, and Management3. Some 
indirect costs remain unallocated. 

Figure 5 shows that overall, the grant funds have mainly been allocated to CommunicaƟ on 
and embedding (32%), Management (26%) and Research (24%). The allocaƟ on of fund to the 
various acƟ viƟ es and its evoluƟ on over the fi ve years is coherent with the grant’s objecƟ ves. 
Figure 6 shows that annual spending increased over the fi rst three years, from US$ 2,407,619 
in 2008 and reaching a maximum of US$ 3,410,643 in 2010. It then decreased again to US$ 
2,372,502 in 2012.

3 The sub-projects were grouped as follows: “Research” includes the analysis of exisƟ ng data (WC02); methodologies and 
training (WC03); data collecƟ on (WC04); analysis and pracƟ cal use (WC05); decision support tools (WC07); “communicaƟ on 
and embedding” groups and embedding and replicaƟ on (WC06); and learning and sharing (WC08). IncepƟ on phase (WC01), 
monitoring, learning and evaluaƟ on (WC09) and project management (WC10) were leŌ  as standalone categories. 
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In the fi rst year, funds were mainly allocated on incepƟ on phase acƟ viƟ es to set up the project, 
with some research and communicaƟ on acƟ viƟ es. In years two and three, research became 
the fi rst outlay by far, and communicaƟ on the second. However, from 2011 onwards, research 
expenditures were reduced and communicaƟ on received the bulk of funding. 

This followed the planned phasing of the project, with a slight delay as the project had 
accumulated a delay of between four and eight months with research acƟ viƟ es. 

Overall, 58% of the grant funds were allocated to country-level acƟ viƟ es4. The four country 
projects received a comparable and constant share of the total grant through the years (13% for 
Ghana and Burkina Faso and 16% for Mozambique and Andhra Pradesh). About 42% was spent 
on headquarters expenses to support the overall project and conduct internaƟ onal acƟ viƟ es, 
such as overall learning and communicaƟ on. 

4 “Area served”, following the Gates FoundaƟ on’s terminology in their Geographical ReporƟ ng. If “locaƟ on” is used,  then 
the total allocaƟ on of in-country expenses is 53% (as compared to a planned 47% in the Project Proposal). 
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Figure 5 AllocaƟ on of the total grant amount per sub-project over 2008-2013
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“The WASHCost director 
should give full-time focus to 

producing high quality products 
and promoting key research 

fi ndings.” 

MTA Recommendation

Overall, the allocaƟ on of funds has been coherent with the project’s objecƟ ves and life cycle, 
and with the iniƟ al proposal. 

Stronger global leadership since MTA
One of the Mid-Term Assessment (MTA) conclusions that 
was implemented was to strengthen WASHCost’s global 
leadership. The MTA recommended that the project 
director should be working full Ɵ me on WASHCost, and 
focus on compleƟ ng the research, synthesising and 
producing high quality global products, and promoƟ ng 
key fi ndings.  The laƩ er part of the project has been 
characterised by stronger global leadership, a concerted 
eff ort to get quality research products out, and eff ecƟ ve 
promoƟ on of WASHCost fi ndings globally.

Balancing the phases: too much effort spent on data gathering?
A common theme in the country assessments is that the project spent too long gathering 
data, leaving too liƩ le Ɵ me for applying the research results either in-country or globally in the 
project Ɵ me frame. Project management in the earlier years of the project gave less direcƟ on 
to countries. One result of this was that the scale, scope and Ɵ me taken on data collecƟ on and 
country research were not controlled. Too much data was gathered—much of it unlikely ever 
to be used. Much of the data that was gathered also had a short shelf life; so spending so much 
Ɵ me and eff ort on this project phase may not have been fully jusƟ fi ed. An alternaƟ ve approach 
might have been more focused in the research and data phase of the project; and more Ɵ me 
and resources allocated to embedding, advocacy and infl uencing, and increasing the project’s 
fi ve-year impact.

Much of the success of WASHCost global advocacy is based on promoƟ on of concepts and 
headline messages. InteresƟ ngly, few quesƟ ons have been asked about the scope of the studies. 
This gives further credence to the view that a sharper focus in the research and a shorter period 
in data collecƟ on would have given more Ɵ me and resources for the tasks of using the data to 
achieve an impact.

Country management needs direct IRC management
A lesson from the country studies was that country engagement requires direct IRC management. 
Country-level management showed the limitaƟ ons of management through local partners. This 
was acutely felt in Burkina Faso where more hands-on management might have avoided the 
failings of the local host agency. In Ghana the project worked through both a local NGO in Accra 
and a research insƟ tuƟ on in Kumasi, and led to unnecessary complexity. In India the project 
worked through a research insƟ tuƟ on whose personnel changes had an impact on local project 
management. All these opƟ ons leŌ  the IRC vulnerable to changes in the local partner. 

Global and country learning/ facilitation needs high calibre staff
A lesson from WASHCost is that acƟ on research requires high calibre staff  that are strong 
academic performers to lead research and learning, whilst at the same Ɵ me have staff  with 
strong commitment and operaƟ onal skills to organise pracƟ cal intervenƟ ons.  Most country 
programmes had examples where key staff  could not rise to this challenge.  The project was 
held back in the early months when local staff  did not have adequate basic offi  ce administraƟ ve 
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skills. More focus on analyƟ c capability, preparedness to recruit internaƟ onally if necessary, is 
essenƟ al to creaƟ ng teams that can deliver the quality necessary in global learning iniƟ aƟ ves.

Project management gains highest scores: GOOD
Notwithstanding the above comments, overall country scorecards gave project management 
the highest scores (fi gure 7) of all the scored project components, in parƟ cular in India and The 
Netherlands.  

2.3  Data and research

Divided opinions on the quality of WASHCost data
Stakeholder opinions are divided on the quality of WASHCost’s research data. Figure 8 shows 
that the stakeholder survey percepƟ ons on the quality of WASHCost data are posiƟ ve, but also 
show a small grouping of academics and governments feeling that data could have been beƩ er.

Interviews with academics and consultants, some of whom had aƩ empted to use the data, 
expressed less confi dence. Academics felt that the IRC research leaders did not, perhaps, have 
a suffi  ciently criƟ cal perspecƟ ve or lacked suffi  cient experience in research design. As a result 
several indicators appeared rather crude, and the same academics raised quesƟ ons on the 
data’s reliability. WASHCost’s early draŌ s of the methodology for measuring hygiene outcomes 
were parƟ cularly singled out for criƟ cism. Hygiene behaviour cannot credibly be measured by 
recall and requires more sophisƟ cated behaviour change measurement techniques. Timely 
engagement with world-leading sanitaƟ on and hygiene behaviour change researchers might 
have improved the project design on these issues.

Figure 7 Composite scorecard on overall eff ecƟ veness of the project management
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Figure 8 Stakeholder percepƟ ons on the quality of WASHCost data
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Another criƟ cal comment made was that data was not always validated. The InternaƟ onal 
Advisory Group (IAG), which was expected to provide internaƟ onal expert guidance to the 
research, was disbanded early on. The MTA recommendaƟ on to re-establish a remodelled IAG 
was not taken up.

Equally, the country studies found that data quality was scored less than saƟ sfactory in two of 
the countries (fi gure 9 below). NaƟ onal agencies wanted the data to represent the full naƟ onal 
picture, whereas the research in all cases had to rely on smaller sample sizes. The full data sets 
from the country studies have only recently become available. WASHCost data sets are not 
going to be integrated into naƟ onal or state sector management informaƟ on systems in Burkina 
Faso, Ghana or India, though in all cases the project has played a posiƟ ve role in infl uencing 
naƟ onal data.

One way of interpreƟ ng these contradictory results is to note that the consƟ tuencies who gave 
the strongest endorsement of the quality of the research design (NGOs, consultants and donors) 
may not have been in a strong posiƟ on to judge the calibre of the research design. 

Data obtains a mixed scorecard: OVERALL SATISFATORY
The country scores for data collecƟ on (fi gure 9) show uneven raƟ ngs. 

Was WASHCost suf iciently selective in the data it collected?
Given this, a quesƟ on raised by several interviewees was: did the project need to spend as much 
Ɵ me as it did collecƟ ng data. Huge household surveys were undertaken, in parƟ cular in India 
and Mozambique, though it is unclear the extent to which this data will have been used to make 
a diff erence on public policy. In India the household surveys have been extensively analysed 
and wriƩ en up. CollecƟ ng too much data (and not knowing what the criƟ cal data items and 
methodologies that would be needed to test specifi c hypotheses) indicates some inexperience.  

It is easier to say in hindsight, but greater selecƟ vity and strategy in data collecƟ on might have 
led to a diff erent selecƟ on of data to be gathered (for example more fi nancial data) and given 
the project, more Ɵ me and resources for follow-up acƟ viƟ es. The MTA made a related point 
that greater engagement with cost specialists (engineers, quanƟ ty surveyors, cost accountants, 
consultants with expert knowledge of sector costs) and community focus groups5 might have 

5 Community focus groups were extensively used in India. 

Figure 9 Composite scorecard on the quality of WASHCost country data
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been a more effi  cient way of geƫ  ng quick esƟ mates of basic costs, than the laborious and 
diffi  cult path of large-scale household surveys. 

High quality and well-appreciated research 
outputs
At the Ɵ me of the MTA, the research fi ndings from the 
country studies had yet to be analysed and published and 
there was some uncertainty that WASHCost would meet 
the high expectaƟ ons it had created. The project had also 
pursued many diff erent ideas of global products and there 
was liƩ le clarity on what WASHCost would actually produce. 

Two and a half years later, WASHCost research output has blossomed. In 2012/13, WASHCost 
published 89 research publicaƟ ons, out of which 29 were published during the fi rst four months, 
and 46 during the last 4 months in 2012. Out of these, 7 publicaƟ ons are peer-reviewed journal 
arƟ cles. During the same period, the WASHCost team published 284 web arƟ cles. The peer 
review process appears to have worked well: all WASHCost publicaƟ ons were internally peer 
reviewed, and addiƟ onally two external peer reviewers needed to sign off  on each publicaƟ on. 

A comment made by interviewees was that navigaƟ ng through the large number of WASHCost 
publicaƟ ons is rather diffi  cult. Developing a short guide or hierarchy of publicaƟ ons might be 
useful.

Interviewees felt that not all the research output was of equal quality, but that WASHCost had 
excelled in producing short, visually aƩ racƟ ve, easy-to-read briefi ng documents with headline 
messages. Some of the country studies (for example Mozambique) noted the absence of a 
country fl agship document summarising the country studies. This would have been a more solid 
product than the slim briefi ng reviews.

From research outputs to tools
The iniƟ al commitment to produce generic decision-support tools was replaced with a focus 
on in-country decision support. In 2011-12, the project returned to develop a generic decision-
support tool, the WASHCost Calculator, for which it was awarded an addiƟ onal grant (budget 
limitaƟ ons were a result of currency exchange fl uctuaƟ ons). The idea behind the WASHCost 
Calculator—an app for a smart phone—is that WASH sector pracƟ Ɵ oners can use their own life-
cycle cost informaƟ on to check on the fi nancial sustainability of the services they provide. The 
idea behind the WASHCost Calculator is that users, without expert knowledge about the life-
cycle costs, should easily be able to get a quick esƟ mate of the implicaƟ ons of current costs on 
service delivery. It is too early to evaluate its impact, but the WASHCost Calculator has generated 
interest from a wide range of users and is indicaƟ ve of the innovaƟ ve thinking on how to turn 
WASHCost into pracƟ cal tools that make a diff erence.  

From defensiveness to broad consultation
Several interviewees made the point that, with the blossoming of research outputs, WASHCost 
appears to have been stronger on outreach and working in a consultaƟ ve manner. Partner 
interviews during the MTA found certain “defensiveness” in the manner in which IRC managed 
its external dialogue. The EPE found quite a diff erent tone. Several agencies now collaboraƟ ng 
with WASHCost lead researchers expressed their appreciaƟ on of their consultaƟ ve and inclusive 
approach to collaboraƟ on. 

“WASHCost materials 
have been very helpful 

and infl uential, especially 
as we consider the post-

2015 context.” 

Donor
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Research outputs achieve a consistently high score: SATISFACTORY
Figure 10 shows that research outputs have been appreciated in focus countries. The products 
from Burkina and the internaƟ onal publicaƟ ons score the highest. Figure 11 shows that 69% of 
respondents to the survey felt that the quality of learning products was excellent or good. 

2.4  National learning alliances and embedding

Mixed experience with national learning alliances and embedding
WASHCost had mixed results from learning alliances. In Ghana, the NaƟ onal Level Learning 
Alliance Plaƞ orm, which provides a plaƞ orm for sector dialogue (and is regularly aƩ ended 
by the Government and most naƟ onal lead sector agencies in the country) was iniƟ ated by 
WASHCost and conƟ nues to provide a plaƞ orm for sector dialogue. In India, the wording of 
“learning alliances” was not accepted by the lead state agency and so an “advisory commiƩ ee” 
(with many agencies in aƩ endance) was created to guide the project and was instrumental in 
geƫ  ng WASHCost staff  onto appropriate government commiƩ ees; but this has not conƟ nued 
beyond the life of the project. In Mozambique, there was a long established sector sharing 
plaƞ orm, the GAS (Water and SanitaƟ on Group) at which WASHCost shared informaƟ on at an 
early stage but did not use it to share results, preferring to focus on its good relaƟ onship with 
the lead sector agency Direcção Nacional de Águas (DNA) rather than try to infl uence other 

Figure 10 Composite scorecard on the quality of WASHCost learning products
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Figure 11 Survey responses on the quality of WASHCost learning products
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sector agencies. In Burkina Faso, the fi rst aƩ empt at establishing a learning alliance failed: it 
paralleled exisƟ ng plaƞ orms and was poorly managed by the host agency. A further learning 
alliance engagement was iniƟ ated under IRC management in the last weeks of the project.  

Success factors for learning alliances were not in place in all settings
The successful experience in establishing a learning alliance in Ghana suggests that success 
factors in establishing naƟ onal learning alliances include: poliƟ cal will from lead government 
agencies; interest amongst key individuals in lead naƟ onal agencies; creaƟ ng momentum 
amongst several partner agencies; developing a culture of shared learning; having suffi  cient 
ongoing sector research iniƟ aƟ ves to create a steady supply of new knowledge to share; and 
having a country IRC offi  ce (or staff ) in place. Many of these condiƟ ons were not present in 
other countries, for example, in Burkina Faso and India.

Learning alliances and embedding achieve uneven scores: SATISFACTORY

Figure 12 refl ects this uneven experience with learning alliances, showing Ghana’s excepƟ onally 
strong performance. WASHCost’s much improved performance in global alliance building since 
the MTA is discussed in a separate secƟ on below.

Results were similarly mixed with WASHCost’s experience of embedding. Figure 13 shows the 
relaƟ vely low level scores achieved, with Mozambique and Ghana showing higher eff ecƟ ve 
embedding. 

Mozambique illustrates that good fortune is a factor in embedding. The embedding process 
was boosted when the key government liaison point for the project (who had enthusiasƟ cally 
embraced what WASHCost was seeking to achieve) became promoted to take on planning 
responsibiliƟ es for the lead agency. In Ghana, lead staff  in the Community Water & SanitaƟ on 
Agency and the Ministry of Water, Resources, Works and Housing fully grasped the importance 
of LCCA. But in both cases weak capacity has limited their ability to use WASHCost insights to 
shape policy changes, and aff ect changes in budgets or fi nancing.  In Burkina Faso and Andhra 
Pradesh, WASHCost did not manage to embed the project within lead agencies, though in India 
there was acknowledgement of lessons learnt from WASHCost studies (including on a naƟ onal 
level—no mean feat in India) and good interacƟ on between project and government staff .

Figure 12 Composite scorecard on the eff ecƟ veness of learning alliances
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2.5  International uptake

Uptake of LCCA and SDA in the pro-poor WASH services sector
Perhaps WASHCost’s most recognised achievement has been to bring LCCA terminology and 
concepts to WASH pracƟ Ɵ oners who work on services to rural and peri-urban areas in developing 
countries, internaƟ onally and in the focus countries. Figure 14 shows that 55% of sector leaders 
in the SWA contact database (few of whom had direct engagement with WASHCost) had used 
or were familiar with LCCA concepts and terminology.  FiŌ y three per cent of those respondents 
who used/ planned to use LCCA concepts, said they had been infl uenced by WASHCost, 
(fi gure 15).

The expansion of the WASHCost contact database is also indicaƟ ve of the uptake of LCCA cost 
concepts. Figure 16 shows a steep increase in interest (to 1,234 persons) interested in remaining 
connected to WASHCost. This escalated when WASHCost research results became available and 
training acƟ viƟ es commenced.

Figure 13 Composite scorecard on embedding WASHCost in lead agencies
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Figure 14 Survey responses on use of LCCA terminology
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The adopƟ on of LCCA terminology and concepts at country level was measured by looking 
at actual applicaƟ on (including, was the LCCA and SDA used in budgets, fi nancing, policy 
statements, and had it been adapted to local circumstances). The lower results (fi gure 17) 
suggest that whilst there is strong familiarity with the concepts amongst lead sector agencies in 
focus countries, less progress had been made in puƫ  ng the concepts into pracƟ ce.

Figure 15 Survey respondents whose use of LCCA was infl uenced by WASHCost
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Figure 16 Increase of the WASHCost network since 2008 Ɵ ll 2012

Figure 17 Composite scorecard on acceptance and use of LCCA in focus countries
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WASHCost also has had an infl uence on increased adopƟ on of the SDA approach service levels. 
Of the 53 respondents who said they were familiar with service level concepts, 53% said that 
WASHCost had infl uenced their approach to service levels (fi gure 18).  In interviews WASHCost’s 
main impact was felt to be in promoƟ ng LCCA to the rural and peri-urban sector, rather than 
the concept of SDA. Whilst WASHCost has not been the fi rst to systemise service levels, IRC’s 
development of a model linked to costs has been well-received and has been very useful in the 
post-MDG dialogue, and in considering future global monitoring improvements.

Does LCCA it behaviour change?
An area in which there was less posiƟ ve feedback on the uptake of LCCA is that of its signifi cance 
to the hygiene sub-sector. WASHCost broke new ground in asking important quesƟ ons regarding 
the costs of sustainable hygiene improvement. But interviewees quesƟ oned whether LCCA is 
an appropriate cosƟ ng model for hygiene outcomes and behaviour change. The LCCA model 
has the greatest fi t with water supply, where the important insight led to the realisaƟ on that 
there are costs other than capital development that need to be taken into account at project 
design and budgeƟ ng stage. In the case of hygiene behaviour change, the capital investment is 
minimal. Sustainable behaviour change requires a triggering stage and then on-going fi nancing 
to reinforce and hardwire new behaviours into society. So whilst asking important quesƟ ons 
about hygiene costs, the LCCA model appears to not focus on the key issues in behaviour change, 
and the iniƟ al aƩ empts to apply the model in country studies are unconvincing. 

Future markets for LCCA uptake
Many rural and peri-urban areas are serviced through decentralised authoriƟ es. In focus 
countries, more work is needed to embed LCCA at the level of municipaliƟ es, uƟ liƟ es and 
especially districts and community authoriƟ es who have responsibility for planning service 
delivery. There is liƩ le evidence that WASHCost managed to reach out beyond the sector, such 
as Ministries of Finance and NaƟ onal Planning authoriƟ es and other sectors engaged in aspects 
of WASH. 

Figure 18 Survey respondents whose use of service level terminology/ concepts  
  was infl uenced by WASHCost
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Is LCCA suf icient to drive a theory of change?
The experience of creaƟ ng a beƩ er understanding of LCCA and SDA made it apparent that uptake 
and embedding these approaches in key naƟ onal decision-making processes will not, on its 
own, improve service management on the ground. Missing elements are: (i) an overall fi nancing 
strategy to complement the cost elements; (ii) since rural and peri-urban WASH management 
are mainly a local concern, ulƟ mately LCCA needs to be adopted by local decision makers (in 
local governments, municipaliƟ es and amongst community managers); and (iii) implanƟ ng 
these radical changes to transform the status quo will need poliƟ cal will. These three elements 
will need to be incorporated into follow-up acƟ viƟ es. 

Signi icant advance in global alliance building in a fragmented environment
From the outset, WASHCost planned to develop a global CoP, mirroring the in-country NaƟ onal 
Learning Alliances. Early aƩ empts to establish a CoP was met with liƩ le interest by sector 
agencies, specifi cally in regards to the mutual sharing of data.    

WASHCost used a strategy (known as AIIM: Alignment, Interest and Infl uence Matrix) to track 
global uptake of LCCA and WASHCost learning. In November 2008, a fi rst AIIM exercise took 
place; from which point onwards WASHCost began tracking global uptake of WASHCost concepts. 
At the Ɵ me of the MTA, WASHCost had made liƩ le progress at building global alliances and the 
MTA recommended for WASHCost to intensify global alliance building since it was a crucial 
project outcome.

The 2010-2012 period has seen increasing collaboraƟ on amongst WASH agencies: both in the 
post-2015 dialogue and at a Ɵ me when the SWA alliance is seeking to improve inter-agency 
collaboraƟ on and mutual accountability.     

WASHCost’s fl urry of research publicaƟ ons came at an opportune Ɵ me for the project to 
return to improving global alliances. Two events, which provided a turning point in WASHCost’s 
internaƟ onal dialogue were: a “global tour” undertaken to promote WASHCost’s fi ndings; 
and a Stockholm World Water Week seminar in 2012 on the post-2015 targets during which 
WASHCost made important contribuƟ ons.  

WASHCost has since made excellent progress in internaƟ onal learning exchanges and has 
exceeded its outreach targets. There are now at least 70 organisaƟ ons/ governments in at least 
20 countries, including 34 global organisaƟ ons, with whom WASHCost has established dialogue 
(fi gure 19 shows the countries where there is proven LCCA uptake, and fi gure 20 shows the 
distribuƟ on by type of organisaƟ on). 

WASHCost reports that 56 of these agencies are using the LCCA terminology and analysis in their 
own documents and policies; 25 have changed internal pracƟ ces that refl ect service delivery 
and life-cycle costs approaches; and 22 are acƟ vely funding programmes and acƟ viƟ es with 
a life-cycle costs approach methodology (fi gure 20). This includes conƟ nued collaboraƟ on in 
focus countries, especially India and Ghana. It is interesƟ ng to note the predominance of INGOs 
in this dialogue.
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Figure 20 LCCA dialogue by type of agency
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Figure 19 Countries where there is proof of uptake and use of LCCA

Global
India

Ghana
US

Mozambique

Uganda

Burkina Faso
Timor Leste

Sierra Leona
Tanzania

Paraguay
NL

Nepal

0 5 10 25 35

Ethiopia
Rwanda

Malawi
Honduras

HaiƟ 
El Salvador

Colombia

Bangladesh

Australia

15 20 30 40

1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2
2

4
3

6
7

34



33IRC InternaƟ onal Water and SanitaƟ on Centre

Cracking the hard nuts
Whilst INGOs have been the most appreciaƟ ve of WASHCost’s work, the project has been less 
successful in engaging with a number of signifi cant, infl uenƟ al “compeƟ tors” in the global WASH 
learning market. Agencies with whom much dialogue has resulted in less collaboraƟ on than 
hoped for include: UNICEF Headquarters, the African Development Bank, the Global SanitaƟ on 
Fund of the Water and SanitaƟ on CollaboraƟ ve Council and the Water and SanitaƟ on Program 
of the World Bank. Global learning alliances have a chequered history in the WASH sector and 
are constrained by fragmentaƟ on, compeƟ Ɵ on for resources, and power relaƟ ons amongst 
internaƟ onal WASH sector insƟ tuƟ ons. The sector donors who control resources to all these 
agencies have not, as yet, fully aligned their approaches nor put in place norms for collaboraƟ on 
and sharing of data and approaches amongst the compeƟ ng agencies that they support. 

The growing uptake of the WASHCost methodology
Building on the lessons learnt from the country studies, WASHCost has had a short, but highly 
successful phase of promoƟ ng adopƟ on of a lighter version of the methodology in several 
other countries. The governments of Honduras, Sierra Leone and Uganda are engaged in 
implemenƟ ng variaƟ ons (“light-touch” versions) of the WASHCost methodology.  WaterAid is 
fi nalising a six-country study using the LCCA. BRAC, the world’s largest NGO, has used the LCCA 
approach in piloƟ ng a case study in Bangladesh and requested for the approach to be scaled up 
in several other districts. IRC, in partnership with SNV Nepal, is acƟ vely pursuing a naƟ on-wide 
programme on sustainable service delivery. At the request of the Ministry of Water Resources 
and Environment in Sierra Leone, the Kwame Nkrumah University of Science and Technology 
(KNUST) is leading the WASHCost Sierra Leone project which encompasses research and capacity 
building exercises for key government staff  during 2013/ 14. In Honduras, a cosƟ ng study was 
undertaken on components of the life cycle of water and sanitaƟ on services. The Inter-American 
Development Bank contracted IRC to help them develop a generic approach towards monitoring 
sustainability of WASH services; aspects of the WASHCost methodology are now being applied 
in Paraguay (service delivery indicators), Honduras (sustainability monitoring) and El Salvador 
(cosƟ ng exercise). A study on the impact of post-construcƟ on support in Colombia had also 
been published. 

These posiƟ ve developments raise several observaƟ ons. Much of the uptake of the WASHCost 
methodology has been by NGOs. IRC’s comparaƟ ve advantage (it is neither a UN agency nor a 
government fi nancier) appears to be in infl uencing NGOs, rather than governments. Recognising 
and working to IRC’s real compeƟ Ɵ ve advantage is criƟ cal for success. IRC might consider 
developing a strategic relaƟ onship with a main sector fi nancier, such as with the Directorate-
General for InternaƟ onal CooperaƟ on (DGIS), to help open doors to further infl uence developing 
government approaches. The advantage of infl uencing NGOs is that they can adopt new ideas 
quickly, whereas the process of changing government budgets and introducing new fi nancing 
policies is, necessarily, a very slow process. IRC might consider fi ne-tuning their infl uencing 
strategy to use NGOs as “vehicles for change” in infl uencing other stakeholders, and to further 
examine where and how NGOs are successful in infl uencing developing country policy changes. 
The concept of a WASHCost-light version is appealing, but a further review of its impact 
compared with the research-heavy version might be of interest. 
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WASHCost has also been referenced in the dialogue on improving global monitoring.  The 
OrganisaƟ on for Economic Co-operaƟ on and Development and the World Health OrganizaƟ on 
for example both report that they found WASHCost data very helpful in their own work. 
Improvements in the WHO/ UNICEF’s Global Analysis and Assessment of SanitaƟ on and Drinking-
Water quesƟ onnaire have drawn from WASHCost concepts. WASHCost has also been associated 
with the development of Trackfi n, the iniƟ aƟ ve to track WASH sector fi nancing. WASHCost was 
also a signifi cant source of insights at the recent IRC symposium on Monitoring WASH Service 
Delivery. Country analyƟ cal tools—such as Country Sector Overviews and their derivaƟ ves; 
Sector Development Analyses, Monitoring Country Progress in Water Supply and SanitaƟ on and 
WASH BoƩ le-Neck Analysis Tools; and the UNICEF BoƩ leneck Tool—have incorporated LCCA 
and SDA into their analyƟ c models, though direct aƩ ribuƟ on to WASHCost is diffi  cult to verify. 

WASHCost’s impact on sustainability
WASHCost promoƟ on of sustainability, post-construcƟ on and capital maintenance have had a 
Ɵ mely infl uence in the global dialogue on service sustainability. Advised by the IRC (drawing 
from the experience of WASHCost and Triple-S), DGIS is requiring Dutch WASH aid recipients to 
sign a sustainability clause. This is based on the premise that the implemenƟ ng organisaƟ on will 
conduct a life-cycle costs analysis, idenƟ fying where post-construcƟ on fi nance will come from 
for at least a ten-year period. The Department for InternaƟ onal Development (DFID) and the 
U.S. Agency for InternaƟ onal Development have also recently referenced WASHCost and LCCA 
approaches. DFID has published a call for proposals that specifi cally references WASHCost and 
the life-cycle costs approach. Emphasis on payments for operaƟ on and maintenance are also 
a criƟ cal component in the Water-for-People-iniƟ ated concept of “Everyone Forever”.  Whilst 
specifi c aƩ ribuƟ on is diffi  cult to make, WASHCost has certainly played a considerable role in 
raising the issue of service sustainability; it is expected that this dialogue will be refl ected in the 
post-MDG targets. PoliƟ cal will is criƟ cal to turn the dialogue into pracƟ ce.

Outreach in communications, advocacy and networking
Surprisingly, communicaƟ ons has in some respects been poorly managed in an agency that 
comes out of a history of advocacy. The country studies show mixed results on the effi  cacy of 
WASHCost communicaƟ ons (fi gure 21), and the overall score is only saƟ sfactory. WASHCost 
has produced a large volume of documentaƟ on, but it is not easy to navigate through it. 
WASHCost has been very successful in communicaƟ ng key messages, but not always through 
its communicaƟ on funcƟ on. The early appointment of communicaƟ ons offi  cers in country 
programmes had liƩ le impact because it took a couple of years for results to emerge. Tackling 
WASHCost’s high-level targets also required nuanced and analyƟ cal communicaƟ ons, rather 
than copy produced by communicaƟ on offi  cers. WASHCost’s best communicators have been 
its lead researchers, who, in the laƩ er years of the programme, have been on the front line 
communicaƟ ng fi ndings and concepts. WASHCost branding has been highly eff ecƟ ve.  Almost 
too much so, in that it promoted a project, not a methodology nor an insƟ tuƟ on. 



35IRC InternaƟ onal Water and SanitaƟ on Centre

Training outreach
Global training was not part of the original 
proposal, but has been a highly successful addiƟ on 
to WASHCost’s outreach tools. On the basis of 
its research outputs, WASHCost developed a 
comprehensive LCCA training package and an 
online course. Both have been well received. 
By February 2013 more than 1,000 people from 
91 countries have been exposed to LCCA training. The LCCA training package was used as a 
basis to develop the Akvopedia fi nance portal. Launched in April 2013, within two weeks the 
portal had more than 10,000 page views. The package has also been integrated into Centro de 
Formação Profi ssional de Águas e Saneamento Water Supply training course in Mozambique. In 
collaboraƟ on with UNICEF and the Government of India, IRC is conducƟ ng training programmes 
for senior staff  on post construcƟ on maintenance. Feedback from trainees aƩ ending courses 
has been very posiƟ ve (see the high scores in the scorecard in fi gure 22). The main demand has 
been from NGOs and the private sector.

Delays in research fi ndings constrained some of the planned country-level training. In Ghana 
and India the training was eff ecƟ vely carried out. In the case of Mozambique this amounted to 
a few workshops targeted at government and local government offi  cials. 

“WASHCost training was a 
revelation. Concepts, briefi ng 
papers, processes, tips and 

tricks: all useful”

NGO Trainee

Figure 21 Composite scorecard on the eff ecƟ veness of communicaƟ ons and advocacy
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Figure 22 Composite scorecard on the eff ecƟ veness of training acƟ viƟ es
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2.6  Impacts

Good progress against all four planned outcomes
An assessment of progress against the four project outcomes has been made in previous 
secƟ ons and only the conclusions are summarised here.   

Outcome A (LCCA terminology/ concepts shared):  LCCA and SDA concept uptake has been 
highly eff ecƟ ve globally and in focus countries.

Outcome B (NaƟ onal learning alliances/ embedding): The project record of working 
with established naƟ onal learning alliances or creaƟ ng learning alliances and embedding 
WASHCost concepts in naƟ onal decision makers has been uneven. 

Outcome C (Global adopƟ on): AŌ er a slow start, global uptake has been encouraging and, 
notwithstanding some limitaƟ ons in the research, WASHCost has signifi cantly infl uenced 
global level understanding of cosƟ ng and service levels.

Outcome D (Project management): The project has been well managed; it has adapted well 
to internal changes and to country-level responses; completed the project within budget 
with one no-cost Ɵ me extension; used its resources judiciously; and met project milestones. 

Full original project vision unlikely to be achieved
The specifi c goals in the project’s original vision for success are unlikely to be fully achieved. 
No evidence has been found to suggest that the project will reach its long-term goal of “a 
25% like-for-like improvement in cost effi  ciency; and a situaƟ on where at least 25% of WASH 
implementaƟ on plans include or are explicitly linked to unit costs analysis and poverty reducƟ on 
strategies”.  The short-term goal of having “an interacƟ ve tool/ decision support system” in place 
in the four focus countries to provide good quality cost data and to benchmark progress has 
also not been reached. Once the project got going, and the project focus changed, it became 
apparent that these original targets were probably unachievable. This was recognised early and 
targets and products were amended. While the original goal was not accomplished, the project 
has provided tools and approaches with a variety of specifi c impacts.

In-country ive-year impact lower than expected
In-country assessments found the fi ve-year impacts to be saƟ sfactory (fi gure 23).  Despite 
adopƟ on of concepts and research studies which gave governments important insights into sector 
costs, no country has yet translated this knowledge into policy shiŌ s, or changed approaches 
to budgeƟ ng, investment or fi nancing, or introduce diff erent methods of data collecƟ on and 
management. The potenƟ al for behaviour change is strong, but the fi ve-year Ɵ me frame is too 
short to expect signifi cant changes on the ground from an ambiƟ ous and at fi rst sight rather 
technical study; especially since over half the project Ɵ me was spent undertaking research. As 
a result of recent global outreach, the uptake by INGOs and the impact on their pracƟ ces and 
budgeƟ ng approaches appear to have been more substanƟ al. 
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Prospects for the continuing model are encouraging
Many changes have been set in moƟ on at country level that have the potenƟ al to make signifi cant 
changes in the longer term. InteresƟ ngly all country scorecards showed a higher score for likely 
ten-year impacts than end of project impacts (fi gure 24). This is based on the judgement by the 
evaluator assessing impacts on policy and fi nance that might be realised in a longer Ɵ me frame.

WASHCost’s strong impact on INGOs may provide another source of long-term impact.  In some 
ways it could be argued that WASHCost approaches and tools are more geared towards NGO 
impact. NGOs could act as the “vehicles of change” to infl uence sector pracƟ ce over the long 
term. The project’s prospects of leveraging change directly are limited because the project is 
not itself a poliƟ cal change agent. 

Unexpected outcomes
For a project that grew iteraƟ vely, many things were unexpected.  

Three surprising conclusions are: 

1. That the research fi ndings have not been the criƟ cal driver for change. The main   
 outcome of the research was to confi rm what was already known. Strong markeƟ ng of  
 the terminology and concept of the LCCA and SDA has created opportuniƟ es for   
 change.

Figure 23 Composite scorecard on the achievement of the fi ve-year country outcomes

Five-year 
outcomes

Ac
hi

ev
em

en
t

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

Burkina Faso Ghana India (Andhra 
Pradesh)

Mozambique InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

Average

Figure 24 Composite scorecard on the likely achievements of ten-year country outcomes

Ten-year 
outcomes

Li
ke

ly
 a

ch
ie

ve
m

en
ts

 

0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
2.0
2.5
3.0
3.5

Burkina Faso Ghana India (Andhra 
Pradesh)

Mozambique InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

Average

4.0



38 WASHCost End-of-Project EvaluaƟ on. Main Report

2. The original project model implicitly assumed that by focusing on four countries, the  
 greatest project impact would be in-country. In fact, the in-country impact has by   
 and large (with some important excepƟ ons) been less than hoped for. The speed with  
 which WASHCost has catalysed global interest has been a surprising development.

3. The posiƟ ve engagement with the post-2015 dialogue was an unplanned outcome.

Impact on the IRC
An addiƟ onal quesƟ on was added to the terms of reference on accepƟ ng the evaluaƟ on team’s 
incepƟ on report. This was: had WASHCost changed percepƟ ons of the IRC as a development 
agency? The EPE found that the twin and mutually reinforcing strategy of sƟ mulaƟ ng learning 
at global and country levels was an excellent model for IRC future global learning strategy. The 
survey found that WASHCost made a posiƟ ve impact on percepƟ ons of IRC as a global learning 
agency. The resources and internaƟ onal exposure from WASHCost helped the IRC to make the 
leap from a Dutch NGO fi lling small gaps in the WASH sector to a global learning agency capable 
of managing large, complex global projects and delivering high quality results. Figure 25 shows 
that globally 56% of respondents felt that WASHCost had enhanced percepƟ ons of the IRC as a 
global knowledge management agency.

Country scorecards (fi gure 26) found a similarly posiƟ ve reacƟ on, especially in Burkina Faso, 
Ghana and in India (Andhra Pradesh). The grants from the Gates FoundaƟ on have clearly given 
the IRC the opportunity to transform its operaƟ ons and considerably expand its infl uence. One 
observaƟ on made during the in-depth interviews was that an unintended consequence of a Ɵ me-
limited fi xed grant was to create a “fi scal cliff ” for the organisaƟ on to manage at project end. 
Fortunately the subsequent large Triple-S grant has provided a means of absorbing WASHCost 
staff , but without addiƟ onal resources when Triple-S ends, the IRC may yet face a signifi cant 
challenge of restructuring operaƟ ons. Other organisaƟ ons, such as CiƟ es Alliance, experienced 
similar situaƟ ons when large grants ended: rapid downsizing can be very destrucƟ ve to NGOs. 
Another interesƟ ng comment was that “IRC’s strength is also its weakness”. This comment 
referred to the IRC’s strong emphasis on development processes. In the context of WASHCost, 
the comment alluded that WASHCost had, in most country contexts, made signifi cant 
achievements in sƟ mulaƟ ng a broad stakeholder dialogue, building learning mechanisms and 
creaƟ ng consensus, yet these sound processes were not necessarily translated into results on 
the ground.  IRC management may consider how to implement a stronger results focus.

Figure 25 Survey results on whether WASHCost has enhanced the IRC    
  as a global knowledge management agency
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3  Country and international performance sketches

3.1  Burkina Faso thumbnail
A weak performance by the local host CREPA (whose contract terminated mid project) resulted 
in limited data collecƟ on, no embedding in naƟ onal insƟ tuƟ ons and no development of naƟ onal 
learning alliances. The data provided the basis for some signifi cant and useful research results, 
but has not been suffi  ciently comprehensive to form the basis of a naƟ onal sector database. The 
delay caused by the change of host also meant that liƩ le Ɵ me (though quite an amount of budget) 
was spent on the embedding/ infl uencing phase of the project. The strength of the project in 
Burkina Faso has been the producƟ on of some strong research papers in the last year, which 
whilst not resulƟ ng in substanƟ al fi ve-year impacts, has posiƟ vely challenged some naƟ onal 
assumpƟ ons and norms in service delivery and cosƟ ng. The subsequent establishment of an IRC 
offi  ce in Burkina and Triple-S acƟ viƟ es have greatly improved the disseminaƟ on of WASHCost’s 
research results. Engagement with iniƟ aƟ ves such as the WA-WASH and Sanifaso could provide 
good opportuniƟ es to make use of WASHCost data and service ladders. The project has created 
the basis to have more impact in a ten-year Ɵ me frame, but this will require addiƟ onal follow-
up. Overall the EPE scorecard grades the Burkina Faso component as saƟ sfactory (fi gure 27). Its 
highest scores are in: research outputs and enhancements of IRC’s reputaƟ on. 

Figure 26 Composite scorecard on WASHCost enhancing IRC’s reputaƟ on
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Figure 27 EPE scorecard for Burkina Faso
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3.2  Ghana thumbnail
The Ghana EPE has been a well-managed and producƟ ve iniƟ aƟ ve, well-regarded by lead 
government and sector agencies. In the words of a senior government offi  cial, WASHCost was 
“an eye-opener” on how to conceive of costs and post-construcƟ on fi nancing needs; on the 
high breakdown rates in the country; and on the necessity for Ghana to improve its sector 
informaƟ on systems. Whilst the concerns raised have not yet been fully transmiƩ ed to regional 
and local levels, nor translated into new naƟ onal policies and fi nancing strategies, the LCCA 
and SDA concepts have been accepted by leading agencies and are being taken up in several 
signifi cant donor-funded projects (e.g., World Bank, CIDA, UNICEF, USAID) in the sector. So while 
the project has not fully achieved the anƟ cipated fi ve-year impact, the prospects of achieving 
the project’s ten-year impacts are encouraging. Triple-S is strategically placed to uƟ lise many 
of WASHCost fi ndings, but addiƟ onal resources and momentum will be needed to realise this 
potenƟ al. 

Whilst some staffi  ng decisions were not opƟ mal, strong support from IRC staff  helped solve 
problems, manage the potenƟ al risk of having twin project hubs in-country, and kept the 
project on track. The research undertaken by the project’s lead partner—the Kwame Nkrumah 
University of Science and Technology (KNUST)—is regarded as credible and produced useful 
results on rural water supply and sanitaƟ on (hygiene and behaviour change studies have been 
less producƟ ve). CreaƟ ng the WASHCost database in KNUST has given impetus to the local 
research and training, and contributed to the design of a country-wide monitoring system—the 
District Monitoring and EvaluaƟ on System, also referred to as DiMES. The project produced 
35 publicaƟ ons and has conducted highly appreciated training courses. One of its lasƟ ng 
achievements has been to create a strong learning alliance that conƟ nues to promote inter-
agency exchange of experience in the sector.  Overall the EPE scorecard grades the Ghana 
component as saƟ sfactory (fi gure 28), achieving the highest scores in: learning alliances, project 
management, enhancing IRC’s reputaƟ on and prospects for a ten-year impact. 

Figure 28 EPE scorecard for Ghana
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3.3  India (Andhra Pradesh) thumbnail
The context of Andhra Pradesh—a large Indian State making signifi cant sector investments 
and with a well-developed exisƟ ng database on rural WASH—made for a rather diff erent 
WASHCost story-line to the African countries. WASHCost India was a well-managed project 
(overcoming some early changes in personnel) with a strong research team located in a well-
regarded research insƟ tute—Centre for Economic and Social Studies. The project undertook a 
huge data collecƟ on exercise and produced some credible research results in a well-regarded 
range of publicaƟ ons. But the project’s impact has been limited because there was liƩ le poliƟ cal 
buy-in and liƩ le up-front “demand” for the project. WASHCost India made limited progress in 
embedding the project concept at State or naƟ onal levels, and the project learning alliance did 
not survive beyond the end of the project. Whilst methodologies have not been embedded in 
exisƟ ng approaches, the principle of using LCCA to beƩ er carry out WASH planning has been 
appreciated by senior government offi  cials and captured in the new Framework for Detailed 
Project Reports of the Government of India.  

Government offi  cials and NGOs have picked up two key messages from WASHCost India: (1) 
current government allocaƟ ons for operaƟ on and maintenance are inadequate and must be 
re-examined; and (2) ground realiƟ es of service delivery are diff erent from offi  cial staƟ sƟ cs. 
The huge amount of data collected has been used essenƟ ally to raise discrepancies in the 
exisƟ ng database rather than replace or supplement the exisƟ ng database. The project legacy 
includes a large number of persons trained or sensiƟ sed to the concepts of service delivery 
and LCCA. There is also growing interest in using the WASHCost approaches in other sectors 
(e.g., watersheds, irrigaƟ on) by State Government offi  cials who have had long associaƟ on with 
WASHCost India team members. Overall the EPE scorecard grades the India component as 
saƟ sfactory (fi gure 29). The areas of best performance were: project management, research 
outputs and enhancing IRC’s reputaƟ on and ten-year impact. 

Figure 29 EPE scorecard for India (Andhra Pradesh)
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3.4  Mozambique thumbnail
WASHCost Mozambique was a well-managed project successfully housed in a private agency. 
It was the last project to start and in a country with poor data, gave substanƟ al focus to the 
research phase, with the result that less Ɵ me was available for follow-up acƟ viƟ es. The research 
has been successful in markeƟ ng the concept of LCCA and produced some persuasive short 
publicaƟ ons. The project has been well-embedded in DNA, the lead government sector agency. 
But turning these good project outputs into acƟ ons has been limited by the Government’s 
weak capacity, weak project communicaƟ ons and poor follow-up with the established naƟ onal 
learning alliances (such as the donor technical dialogue in the GAS). WASHCost has supported 
the development of the naƟ onal sector database, but much remains to be done for this to 
become operaƟ onal. The gains made in awareness building of LCCA and service levels have 
not been translated into results on the ground. Lack of ability to follow up project iniƟ aƟ ves 
probably means that the prospects of a signifi cant ten-year impact are also limited. The IRC kept 
a low profi le and so the project has made limited gains in enhancing its reputaƟ on. Overall the 
EPE scorecard grades the Mozambique component as saƟ sfactory (fi gure 30). The areas of best 
performance were: project management, data and research outputs. 

3.5  Overall international/ The Netherlands thumbnail
Overall the EPE found that the internaƟ onal and The Netherlands-managed acƟ viƟ es scored 
higher than many of the country-managed acƟ viƟ es. This is understandable in an organisaƟ on 
with its lead staff  in The Netherlands and new to decentralised management.  WASHCost 
management adapted an ambiƟ ous research project to an acƟ on research project. The 
internaƟ onal team produced some strong summary materials and some excellent training 
materials. They have used these to good eff ect in the last years of the project as is refl ected 
in the overall internaƟ onal/ The Netherlands scorecard in fi gure 31. Useful outputs were well 
marketed and the project used its lead staff  well. 

Figure 30 EPE scorecard for Mozambique
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4  Conclusions, lessons and recommendations
WASHCost’s importance: WASHCost, in seƫ  ng out to unpack all the costs that lead to sustainable 
WASH outcomes, has focused on a very strategic and much neglected area of sector discourse.

Remarkable project in diffi  cult terrain: Costs in the WASH sector are aff ected by many diff erent 
factors and there has been a historic reluctance to examine these comprehensively. WASHCost 
has been a remarkable project: a bold concepƟ on that has made a substanƟ al contribuƟ on to 
transforming the global debate on WASH in rural and peri-urban areas. Powerful conclusions 
have been reached on the costs of water, sanitaƟ on and hygiene, which can help to improve the 
design and impact of sector fi nancing.  

Not everything has been achieved in the original expectaƟ on of fi ve and ten-year outcomes: 
The project has made excellent progress especially in arƟ culaƟ ng the LCCA, spelling out its 
implicaƟ ons, and linking this to a SDA.  Extensive fi eld-based research presented new insights, 
confi rmed facts already known (but not substanƟ ated), and marketed cosƟ ng issues at a scale 
that has not been done before in the rural and peri-urban sectors. But this good work has 
not yet been translated into large-scale impact on the ground in terms of new policies being 
implemented, changed budget processes, new investments, new fi nancing strategies, and in 
triggering insƟ tuƟ onal change.  

CriƟ cal elements missing from the theory of change: Achieving this less than anƟ cipated impact 
was not for lack of trying. WASHCost made a substanƟ al eff ort, learnt a great deal about how 
to manage a global learning project and developed a nuanced approach to helping reformers 
reform and create country-owned change on the ground. Missing elements in WASHCost’s 
theory of change are: (i) evidence alone will not create large-scale change: poliƟ cal will is a 
vital ingredient and mobilising poliƟ cal support should be integral to acƟ on research acƟ viƟ es 
like WASHCost; (ii) the theory lacks a detailed analysis of the “dynamics of acceptance”, in 
parƟ cular by governments; (iii) the good work on beƩ er understanding cosƟ ng will not translate 
into impacts unƟ l this criƟ cal informaƟ on is used to design and implement innovaƟ ve fi nancing 
strategies to cover all idenƟ fi ed costs (stopping the project at costs has been a signifi cant 
limiƟ ng factor on project impacts); and (iv) since rural and peri-urban WASH management are 
mainly a local concern, ulƟ mately LCCA needs to be adopted by local decision makers (in local 
governments, municipaliƟ es and amongst community managers).  

Figure 31 Overall EPE scorecard for InternaƟ onal/ The Netherlands acƟ viƟ es
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Yet WASHCost has achieved most impressive results: WASHCost can count amongst its 
achievements: helping to shape the post-MDG debate, drawing aƩ enƟ on to life-cycle costs; 
galvanising aƩ enƟ on on sustainability; infl uencing the approaches of several major donors, and 
some planned investments in focus countries; making signifi cant contribuƟ ons to the policy 
dialogue on costs in the four focus countries, in parƟ cular in Ghana; developing a methodology 
for assessing costs which is now being applied in at least eight other countries (Bangladesh, 
Colombia, El Salvador, Honduras, Nepal, Paraguay, Sierra Leone and Uganda); developing an 
on-line training facility which has already trained 1000 people from 91 countries in LCCA and 
SDA; establishing a WASHCost network of over 1100 people interested in cosƟ ng in the WASH 
sector; establishing a dialogue with over 70 organisaƟ ons/ governments in at least 20 countries 
and including 34 global organisaƟ ons; and so far producing an extraordinary array of 176 high 
quality publicaƟ ons. A tool to beƩ er navigate this large body of publicaƟ ons would be helpful.

Using WASHCost’s impact on NGOs: The EPE shows that WASHCost achieved an especially 
posiƟ ve impact on INGOs and NGOs. A conscious strategy of adopƟ ng NGOs as a “vehicle for 
change” might be an addiƟ onal strategy to encourage adopƟ on of LCCA and SDA and in future 
IRC learning acƟ viƟ es.  

The project achieved widespread adopƟ on of LCCA and SDA: Through persuasive argument, 
credible research, good quality publicaƟ ons and hard work, WASHCost achieved a high level 
of LCCA and SDA adopƟ on. LCCA is a powerful concept especially when linked to a SDA, but 
it applies mainly to infrastructure investments and is of less relevance to behaviour change 
and hygiene promoƟ on. Also the LCCA model needs further development, making linkages to 
fi nancial strategies best suited to diff erent cost items and promoƟ ng roles for diff erent actors, 
including government, user tariff s, fi nanciers and the private sector. SDA made a signifi cant 
contribuƟ on in systemising service levels and developing language, which has been infl uenƟ al 
in the post-MDG and global monitoring dialogue.  

AdapƟ ve management has been a key success factor: The story of WASHCost is a rich one, 
with many twists and turns, and the project delivered a huge volume of documentaƟ on. Key to 
the project’s success was a dedicated project management willing to adapt. The project faced 
evolving objecƟ ves and rapid changes in IRC itself. Despite several low points and pressures 
from many parƟ es who had a diff erent interpretaƟ on of the project, WASHCost’s management 
kept the project on course. More than that, it operated in a consultaƟ ve and inclusive manner 
with collaboraƟ ng agencies. It adapted the original concept and amended plans with the goal 
not only of producing high quality research results to change the global mind-set for cosƟ ng in 
the rural and peri-urban sector, but also helping focus country’s sector leadership to improved 
service delivery on the ground.  

The strong engagement of the Gates FoundaƟ on declined: A success factor in the early years 
of the project was the strong dialogue which the Gates FoundaƟ on conƟ nued with WASHCost 
management. This gave WASHCost management the space and confi dence to adapt as lessons 
were learnt. The Gates FoundaƟ on’s shiŌ  in prioriƟ es meant that engagement in the project 
declined in the last 18 months.   

WASHCost has developed a nuanced model of country/ global learning or acƟ on research: 
Elements of this model include: selecƟ ng a strategic area that triggers change; establishing 
a strong country presence with a trusted and supporƟ ve relaƟ onship with local lead sector 
agencies; undertaking comparaƟ ve research which both addresses local problems, whilst 
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providing a basis for cross-country comparisons and global learning; supporƟ ng a naƟ onal 
learning alliance to share learning and bring these to the aƩ enƟ on of naƟ onal fi nanciers; and 
global posiƟ oning and networking to place new insights into the global domain.  

Several lessons have been learnt from implemenƟ ng this model: These include: it takes Ɵ me 
to develop; it needs suffi  cient resources to enable management to change course and adapt 
to change; it needs strong country offi  ces with strong insƟ tuƟ onal visibility and branding; the 
staffi  ng mix should contain high calibre analyƟ c staff  together, with in-country operators and 
infl uencers; the research phase in the project design should be balanced to allow enough Ɵ me 
for the project to gather key and strategic informaƟ on (but should avoid full-blown, academic 
research, leaving this to academic insƟ tuƟ ons); the majority of the eff ort should be planned for 
embedding, supporƟ ng learning alliances, triggering poliƟ cal will, advocacy on research fi ndings 
and recommended soluƟ ons, and in seƫ  ng out to infl uence naƟ onal and global decision makers 
and investors.

Triggering poliƟ cal will: IRC should incorporate triggering poliƟ cal will as an integral part of 
its acƟ on research projects. IRC’s membership in SWA provides one opportunity, but strategic 
relaƟ onships need to be developed to infl uence poliƟ cal leadership to adopt lessons from 
acƟ on research. 

WASHCost has been the catalyst to transform the IRC: Through WASHCost the IRC has become 
a more credible global learning agency in the WASH sector. WASHCost helped the IRC to make 
the leap from a relaƟ vely unknown Dutch NGO fi lling small gaps in the WASH sector, to being 
a global learning agency capable of managing large, complex global projects and delivering 
high-quality results. WASHCost achieved this because of a relaƟ vely small group of talented 
and highly moƟ vated individuals. IRC has the opportunity to build on this achievement, and 
to create the organisaƟ onal drive, culture, procedures and systems capable of managing other 
large and complex projects. 

Future global learning: WASHCost has created momentum to change behaviour on one of 
the fundamental issues holding the sector back from reaching internaƟ onal goals.  Building 
on the global learning style that IRC has developed in WASHCost and Triple-S, the evaluaƟ on 
recommends that the IRC posiƟ ons itself to further tackle related global learning issues, which 
logically follow from and build on momentum already achieved. The two major issues which 
suggest themselves from the country analyses (and have come up earlier in discussions at 
several levels) are: (i) Finance: country-embedded global research to assist countries to put 
in place strategies to generate the fi nance to meet life-cycle costs for diff erent service levels 
and promote innovaƟ on in fi nancing approaches; and (ii) Local government: an iniƟ aƟ ve to 
embed beƩ er cosƟ ng, a focus on sustainability and more eff ecƟ ve fi nancing opƟ ons into local 
government seƫ  ngs in innovaƟ ve ways. Finding the resources to enable the IRC to conƟ nue to 
contribute to global learning must be a top priority for IRC management.
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Annex 1  Terms of Reference for an End-of-Project evaluation  
  of the WASHCost Project, 2008–2013 

1 Introduction
WASHCost is a fi ve-year acƟ on research programme, running from January 2008 to April 
2013. The WASHCost team developed a methodology—the life-cycle costs approach6—and 
has gathered informaƟ on related to the true costs of providing water, sanitaƟ on and hygiene 
(WASH) services for an enƟ re life cycle of a service—from implementaƟ on all the way to post-
construcƟ on. 

WASHCost is about understanding what it costs to provide sustainable WASH services. The 
premise of the WASHCost theory of change is that the use of cost informaƟ on will improve 
the quality and sustainability of services to users. More specifi cally, sector actors using cost 
informaƟ on to provide sustainable services are at the heart of what WASHCost defi nes as its 
theory of change.

The four outcomes linked to this theory of change include:

Outcome A:  The terminology and concepts of life-cycle costs (LCC), methods of data 
collecƟ on and analysis are widely shared, understood and valued by project staff , country 
learning alliance (LA) members and internaƟ onal COP members.

Outcome B: NaƟ onal learning alliances and their acƟ viƟ es strengthen local ownership, 
adopƟ on, up-scaling, adaptaƟ on and embedding of the life-cycle costs approach (LCCA) 
within WASH governance processes, at all levels.

Outcome C: InternaƟ onal and naƟ onal learning alliance and project acƟ viƟ es result in 
sector-wide adopƟ on and support for the life-cycle costs approach so that naƟ onal and 
internaƟ onal organisaƟ ons incorporate it into WASH policy and budgeƟ ng frameworks.

Outcome D: Eff ecƟ ve project management leads to the achievement of project objecƟ ves 
and milestones on schedule, and within budget. 

The WASHCost theory of change and its four outcomes have served to inform and shape the 
acƟ on research agenda of WASHCost over the past fi ve years.

6 Life-cycle costs (LCC) represent the aggregate costs of ensuring delivery of adequate, equitable and sustainable WASH 
services to a populaƟ on in a specifi ed area. A life-cycle costs approach (LCCA) seeks to raise awareness of the importance 
of life-cycle costs in achieving adequate, equitable and sustainable WASH services, to make reliable cost informaƟ on readily 
available and to mainstream the use of LCC in WASH governance processes at every level.

Box 6  The WASHCost Vision of Success

Long term: Within ten years, good quality disaggregated cost informaƟ on is readily accessible to 
and being used globally by stakeholders in the WASH sector to improve the outcomes of planning 
processes and, in parƟ cular, to achieve: 1) a 25% like-for-like improvement in cost effi  ciency; and 2) 
a situaƟ on where at least 25% of WASH implementaƟ on plans include or are explicitly linked to unit 
costs analysis and poverty reducƟ on strategies.

Short term: Within fi ve years, good quality WASHCost data, benchmark criteria and knowledge from 
four countries, is readily accessible through an interacƟ ve tool which includes a decision-support 
system, and is being used by naƟ onal and internaƟ onal decision makers for the WASH sector in rural 
and peri-urban areas.
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IRC InternaƟ onal Water and SanitaƟ on Centre (IRC) is leading the WASHCost project and has 
worked with several partners in acƟ on research processes to collect and jointly make sense 
of data about WASH services in rural and peri-urban areas of Burkina Faso, Ghana, India, and 
Mozambique.

This document details the purpose of the End-of-Project EvaluaƟ on (EPE) and provides the 
Terms of Reference to guide interested parƟ es in tendering for the assignment.

2 An End-of-Project Evaluation  
Through the EPE, the project seeks to have an external party’s appraisal of the project’s 
achievements in country and globally. 

The EPE is one component of a broader WASHCost CriƟ cal Review package. The emphasis of the 
package is to tell the ‘story’ of how WASHCost aƩ ained its achievements and document changes 
resulƟ ng from the uptake of LCC in the four countries and in the internaƟ onal arena. These 
achievements include not only outputs and outcomes stemming from WASHCost’s intended 
goals and milestones, but also the range of unplanned, yet signifi cant, outcomes of the project’s 
eff orts. The CriƟ cal Review is comprised of three components: a fi lm series, a book, and an end-
of-project evaluaƟ on. 

The fi lm series and the book are under development by the project team. The end of project 
evaluaƟ on is to be conducted by an external, independent party(ies) on the basis of the Terms 
of Reference below.

The purpose of the End-of-Project EvaluaƟ on is to obtain an independent appraisal of the project’s 
stated achievements as highlighted in the CriƟ cal Review and other project communicaƟ on 
products. 

The role of the external evaluator(s) is to review and validate these stated achievements and 
to review and comment on the conƟ nuaƟ on model for the LCC towards WASHCost’s long-term 
vision. 

3 Terms of Reference for the End-of-Project Evaluation
IRC is the contracƟ ng client for this evaluaƟ on study of the work that took place in four countries, and 
globally towards achieving the short- and long-term vision of the project.

WASHCost has inspired and moƟ vated a range of organisaƟ ons and insƟ tutes to adopt and integrate 
the LCCA, triggering changes in budget planning and allocaƟ on. The external evaluator is expected to 
provide an independent refl ecƟ on on these outcomes 

The evaluaƟ on is to take place during the fi rst quarter of 2013, with a draŌ  report provided before 31 
March 2013. A full Ɵ meframe for the End-of-Project EvaluaƟ on is included in Annex 1.

As stated above, the external evaluaƟ on will examine WASHCost’s achievements towards its stated goals 
and validate the ‘claims’ about WASHCost’s achievements in other CriƟ cal Review products. 

The terms of reference for the EPE are:1. FormulaƟ on of an evaluaƟ on methodology comprised of an appropriate mix of methods to obtain 
robust qualitaƟ ve and quanƟ taƟ ve data to examine, refl ect and draw conclusions about the following 
areas of enquiry:
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Uptake: the WASHCost short-term vision 
□ Evidence of uptake and use of the LCC concepts and methods by sector actors.

ConƟ nuing model: the WASHCost long-term vision 
□ The fi ve-year project duraƟ on is insuffi  cient to account for well-established changes in budget 

planning and related behaviour. However, based on exisƟ ng ‘signals of change’ WASHCost has 
established a so-called conƟ nuing model in the respecƟ ve project countries, enabling a further 
uptake and integraƟ on of the LCCA. The external evaluator is expected to assess and review the 
establishment of the conƟ nuing model and its potenƟ al to guide and moƟ vate further integraƟ on 
of the LCCA.

Learning and changing: adapƟ ve management in WASHCost 
□ Revisit the WASHCost Mid-Term Assessment, its fi ndings and recommendaƟ ons, as well as other 

key reports (e.g., 2011 reporƟ ng exercise) to refl ect on the project’s capacity to respond to 
signals for change.

□ What served to trigger adaptaƟ on in WASHCost, or a change in course direcƟ on, of project 
acƟ viƟ es and outcomes? Why?

□ What was the outcome of this adaptaƟ on?

Change or progress towards change: in light of the project’s stated Four Outcomes  
□ What is the status of what has been achieved in the four countries and the InternaƟ onal arena? 

□ What examples of change resulƟ ng from the uptake of LCC WASHCost countries and at 
internaƟ onal level. 

□ What has changed as a consequence of WASHCost acƟ viƟ es? Where and why?

□ How did WASHCost work to achieve those changes? 

 (IniƟ al) risks and assumpƟ ons, project set-up 
□ How did WASHCost work: that is what did the design, implementaƟ on and management of a 

project this scope (budget, number of countries, project staff , internaƟ onal level outcomes, etc.) 
entail? 

□ How, if at all, did the project approach contribute to the achievement of the project’s outcomes 
(e.g., Learning Alliances, AcƟ on Research, Local HosƟ ng, etc.)?

Unexpected outcomes 
□ IdenƟ fy and refl ect upon unexpected outcomes—negaƟ ve or posiƟ ve—that have come about in 

the four countries, or globally through the work of WASHCost.2. Submission of fi nal EvaluaƟ on Proposal: includes fi nal agreed evaluaƟ on framework for data 
collecƟ on, analysis and cycles of review with the project team. Also includes agreed fi nal Ɵ meline 
for the evaluaƟ on study acƟ viƟ es and draŌ / fi nal report submission.3. Submission of a draŌ  Report: according to the agreed Ɵ meframe and deadlines for comment and 
review by the Client (IRC).4. Revision (based upon round of feedback from WASHCost) and submission of a fi nal Report 
according to the agreed Ɵ meframe and deadlines.
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Annex 2  WASHCost EPE consultant team
Name Discipline Main area of focus
Piers Cross WASH Policy Adviser Overall coordinaƟ on and team leadership, global analysis, Ghana 

country assessment and support to country assessments in 
Mozambique, reviewing India and Burkina Faso reports, lead 
draŌ ing of main report.

Jose Frade Engineering/ WASH Specialist Country analysis and assessment in Mozambique and Burkina Faso, 
support to comparaƟ ve country analysis, and reviewing draŌ  main 
report.

A.J. James Economist/WASH Specialist Country analysis in India (Andhra Pradesh), support to comparaƟ ve 
country analysis, and reviewing draŌ  fi nal report.

Sophie Trémolet WASH Financial Specialist Conceptual oversight, development of methodology, fi nancial 
management, support in draŌ ing fi ndings, and reviewing main 
report.
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Annex 3 List of international interviews
Name DesignaƟ on and Agency Country
Alex Bakalian World Bank USA

Jamie Bartram Professor at University of North Carolina USA

Louis BoorsƟ n Consultant – Former Deputy Director in the Bill & Melinda Gates 
FoundaƟ on

USA

Clarissa Brocklehurst Consultant – Former Chief of WASH in UNICEF Canada

Eric Buhl-Nielsen Consultant – WASH Financial Analyst UK

Rachel Cardone Consultant – Former Project Offi  cer in the Bill & Melinda Gates 
FoundaƟ on

USA

Deirdre Casella Programme Offi  cer at IRC InternaƟ onal Water and SanitaƟ on Centre Netherlands

Barbara Evans Senior Lecturer at University of Leeds UK

Dominick de Waal Senior Water and SanitaƟ on Specialist, Africa at Water and SanitaƟ on 
Program

Kenya

Catarina Fonseca WASHCost Project Director at IRC InternaƟ onal Water and SanitaƟ on 
Centre

Netherlands

Richard Franceys Professor at Cranfi eld University and former WASHCost IAG member UK

Guy HuƩ on Consultant – WASH Economist UK

Stephanie Lazar Consultant working on WASHCost at Bill & Melinda Gates FoundaƟ on USA

Patrick Moriarty Triple-S Project Director at IRC InternaƟ onal Water and SanitaƟ on 
Centre

Ireland

Peter McIntyre CommunicaƟ ons Team Member at IRC InternaƟ onal Water and 
SanitaƟ on Centre 

UK

Jonathan Parkinson SanitaƟ on Specialist at InternaƟ onal Water AssociaƟ on UK

Alana PoƩ er WASH Governance Specialist at IRC InternaƟ onal Water and SanitaƟ on 
Centre

Netherlands

Eddy Perez Senior SanitaƟ on Specialist at Water and SanitaƟ on Program USA

Rochelle Rainey WASH Specialist at US Agency for InternaƟ onal Development USA

Sara Rogge Project Offi  cer at Bill & Melinda Gates FoundaƟ on USA

Jan-Willem Rosenboom Triple-S Project Offi  cer at Bill & Melinda Gates FoundaƟ on USA

Heather Skilling WASH Specialist US Agency for InternaƟ onal Development USA

Tom Slaymaker Policy Analyst at WaterAid UK

Leonard Tedd Department for InternaƟ onal Development UK

Dick van Ginhoven Senior Water and SanitaƟ on Specialist at The Netherlands Ministry of 
Foreign Aff airs

Netherlands

Jeske Verhoeven Programme Offi  cer at IRC InternaƟ onal Water and SanitaƟ on Centre Netherlands

Rutger Verkerk WASHCost Project Coordinator at IRC InternaƟ onal Water and 
SanitaƟ on Centre

Netherlands

Chris Williams ExecuƟ ve Director at Water Supply and SanitaƟ on CollaboraƟ ve 
Council 

Switzerland
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Annex 4 Selected WASHCost publications
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1 Jan-13 Burkina Faso Evaluer le coût d’un service pé-
renne d’eau potable au Burkina 
Faso: méthodes et ouƟ ls

FR hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2663

2 Mar-12 Burkina Faso Le coût des systèmes d’approvision-
nement en eau potable au Burkina 
Faso: une applicaƟ on de l’approche 
des coûts à long terme

FR hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1983

3 Mar-13 Burkina Faso Évaluation des interventions 
d›hygiѐne: coûts appliquée au 
Burkina Faso

FR  http://www.washcost.info/
page/2755

4 Apr-12 Burkina Faso De l’accès aux systèmes de distri-
buƟ on
d’eau potable à l’accès aux services
d’eau potable: méthode et ouƟ ls

FR hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2080

5 Dec-11 Burkina Faso Le coût des latrines au Burkina 
Faso:
une applicaƟ on de l’approche des
coûts à long terme

FR hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1701

6 Aug-11 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana: back-
ground and methodology

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1440

7 Aug-11 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana: post-con-
strucƟ on costs of water point-sys-
tems

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1441

8 Aug-11 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana: costs of 
rural and small town sanitaƟ on 
services

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1442

9 Aug-11 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana:: access 
to water services in rural areas and 
small towns

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1443

10 Aug-12 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana: access to 
sanitaƟ on services

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2316

11 Aug-12 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana: func-
Ɵ onality of rural water systems in 
Ghana

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2319

12 Aug-12 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana: poverty 
and access to rural water services

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/me-
dia/fi les/briefi ng_note_7_pov-
erty_and_access_to_rural_wa-
ter_services

13 Aug-12 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana: uses and 
sources of water in rural areas

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/me-
dia/fi les/briefi ng_note_8_uses_
and_sources_of_water_in_ru-
ral_areas

14 Oct-12 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana: cost driv-
ers of capital investment of small 
towns water schemes

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2679

http://www.washcost.info/page/2663
http://www.washcost.info/page/1983
http://www.washcost.info/page/2755
http://www.washcost.info/page/2080
http://www.washcost.info/page/1701
http://www.washcost.info/page/1440
http://www.washcost.info/page/1441
http://www.washcost.info/page/1442
http://www.washcost.info/page/1443
http://www.washcost.info/page/2316
http://www.washcost.info/page/2319
http://www.washcost.info/media/files/briefing_note_7_poverty_and_access_to_rural_water_services
http://www.washcost.info/media/files/briefing_note_8_uses_and_sources_of_water_in_rural_areas
http://www.washcost.info/page/2679
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15 Dec-12 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana:  cost 
study of twelve small towns in the 
central region, Ghana

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2706

16 Dec-12 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana: case 
study of Oyibi mulƟ -village water 
schemes

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2708

17 Dec-12 Ghana Life-cycle costs in Ghana: ideal 
direct support costs for WASH 
services 

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2700

18 Jan-12 India/ AP Urban water supply and sanitaƟ on 
in Andhra Pradesh

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1950

19 Feb-12 India/ AP Looking beyond capital costs - life 
cycle cosƟ ng for sustainable service 
delivery - a study from Andhra 
Pradesh, India

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1951

20 Feb-12 India/ AP Costs and service per technology 
in rural water supply: how effi  cient 
are mulƟ  village schemes

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2043

21 Feb-12 India/ AP QualitaƟ ve challenges in improv-
ing performance of water points…  
insights from community based 
performance  assessment of water 
points in Andhra Pradesh

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2044

22 Sep-12 India/ AP WASH security in India: can the 
new policy guidelines deliver? 
CriƟ cal assessment and operaƟ on-
alizaƟ on of 2010 guidelines

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1638/(off set)/20

23 Sep-12 India/ AP Costs and service levels of water 
and sanitaƟ on: a study of peri-ur-
ban locaƟ ons in Andhra Pradesh

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2357

24 Forthcoming 
(Oct-13)

India/ AP Sustainable water and sanitaƟ on 
services: the life-cycle approach to 
planning and management

EN hƩ p://www.routledge.com/
books/details/9780415828185/

25 Dec-12 India/ AP What ails rural sanitaƟ on and 
hygiene?
Economic and insƟ tuƟ onal aspects 
of sustainable services in AP, India

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2638

26 Dec-12 India/ AP Nirmal Gram Puraskar and sanita-
Ɵ on service levels: curse of slippage

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2639

27 Nov-12 Mozambique Mecanismos e instrumentos de pla-
nifi cação o orcamentação no sector 
de águas em Moçambique

PR hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
media/fi les/m03_mecanis-
mos_e_instrumentos_de_plani-
fi cacao_e_oramentacao_no_sec-
tor_de_aguas_em_mocambique

28 Dec-12 Mozambique 10 Mensagens chave sobre custos 
e níveis de serviços de ASH em 
Moçambique

PR hƩ p://www.washcost.info/me-
dia/fi les/washcost_10_key_mes-
sages_24_page_moz_pt_fi nal

http://www.washcost.info/page/2706
http://www.washcost.info/page/2708
http://www.washcost.info/page/2700
http://www.washcost.info/page/1950
http://www.washcost.info/page/1951
http://www.washcost.info/page/2043
http://www.washcost.info/page/2044
http://www.washcost.info/page/1638/(offset)/20
http://www.washcost.info/page/2357
http://www.routledge.com/books/details/9780415828185
http://www.washcost.info/page/2638
http://www.washcost.info/page/2639
http://www.washcost.info/media/files/m03_mecanismos_e_instrumentos_de_planificacao_e_oramentacao_no_sector_de_aguas_em_mocambique
http://www.washcost.info/media/files/washcost_10_key_messages_24_page_moz_pt_final
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29 Dec-12 Mozambique 10 Key messages about WASH costs 
and service levels in Mozambique

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/me-
dia/fi les/washcost_10_key_mes-
sages_mozambique_english 

30 Jan-13 InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

Learn to plan, budget and monitor 
for sustainable WASH services

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2664 

31 Jan-13 InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

Applying a life-cycle costs approach 
to water: costs and service levels 
in rural and small town areas in 
Andhra Pradesh (India), Burkina 
Faso, Ghana and Mozambique

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2665

32 Jun-10 InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

DecentralisaƟ on and the use of cost 
data in WASHCost project countries

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/842

33 Jun-13 InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

Hygiene promoƟ on: How eff ecƟ ve 
is it? How much does it cost?

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2909 

34 Mar-13 InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

Financing capital maintenance of 
rural water supply systems: current 
pracƟ ces and future opƟ ons

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2713

35 Aug-10 InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

Services are forever: the impor-
tance of capital maintenance 
(CapManEx) in ensuring sustainable 
WASH services

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/866

36 Sep-11 InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

The cost of capital: costs of fi nanc-
ing capital expenditure for water 
and sanitaƟ on 

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1490

37 Oct-12 InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

Providing a basic level of water and 
sanitaƟ on services that last: COST 
BENCHMARKS

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2386

38 Oct-12 InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

The cost of sustaining sanitaƟ on 
services for 20 years can be 5-20 
Ɵ mes the cost of building a latrine

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2439

39 Nov-11 InternaƟ onal/
NL

Life-cycle costs approach: cosƟ ng 
sustainable services

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1557

40 Dec-11 InternaƟ onal/
NL

Applying the life-cycle costs 
approach to sanitaƟ on: costs and 
service levels in Andhra Pradesh 
(India), Burkina Faso, Ghana and 
Mozambique

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/1626

41 Dec-12 InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

Funding recurrent costs for im-
proved rural water services

EN hƩ p://www.washcost.info/
page/2584

42 Forthcoming 
(end 2013)

InternaƟ onal/ 
NL

IRC book on WASHCost EN In producƟ on

http://www.washcost.info/page/866
http://www.washcost.info/media/files/washcost_10_key_messages_mozambique_english
http://www.washcost.info/page/2664
http://www.washcost.info/page/2665
http://www.washcost.info/page/842
http://www.washcost.info/page/2909
http://www.washcost.info/page/2713
http://www.washcost.info/page/1490
http://www.washcost.info/page/2386
http://www.washcost.info/page/2439
http://www.washcost.info/page/1557
http://www.washcost.info/page/1626
http://www.washcost.info/page/2584
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Annex 5 Country scorecard indicators
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1 LCC termi-
nology/ 
concept 
adopted

Used by 
lead gov-
ernment 
agency in 
budgeƟ ng

Used 
by lead 
agency in 
fi nancing 
strategy

LCC 
language 
commonly 
used and 
under-
stood

LCC used 
at sub-na-
Ɵ onal level

LCC used by 
naƟ onal/ 
state planning 
agency or 
MoF

Evidence 
of spread 
of LCC to 
others not 
directly 
involved in 
project

Evidence 
of LCC 
adapƟ on 

7

2 Learning 
alliances

Lead agen-
cy fully 
engaged in 
project

Project 
alliance 
mecha-
nism be-
tween host 
and lead 
agency 
conƟ nuing

Other 
agency 
resources 
leveraged 
to follow 
up project

3

3 Data Data re-
garded as 
reliable

Sam-
ple size 
suffi  cient 
to have 
naƟ onal/ 
state appli-
caƟ on

Data hand-
ed over to 
relevant 
agency

Evidence 
that data is 
being used

Plans in place 
to enhance/ 
extend data

5

4 Research 
outputs

Research 
design re-
garded as 
credible

Produced 
signifi cant 
results in 
water

Produced 
signifi cant 
results in 
sanitaƟ on

Produced 
signifi cant 
results in 
hygiene

Flagship 
document 
produced

Many high 
quality 
publi-
caƟ ons 
produced

6

5 Project 
design

Project 
objecƟ ves 
achieved 

SelecƟ on 
of host 
and lead 
agency was 
eff ecƟ ve

Project 
adequately 
resourced

Good 
balance in 
resource 
allocaƟ on 
between 
data 
collecƟ on, 
analysis, 
dissem-
inaƟ on, 
training, 
embedding

Country 
learnt from 
cross-coun-
try project 
exchange

4

6 Embedding Person-
nel with 
project 
experience 
in key deci-
sion-mak-
ing 
posiƟ on

Key 
personnel 
trained by 
project in 
key deci-
sion-mak-
ing 
posiƟ ons

Skills in 
place to 
conƟ nue 
data col-
lecƟ on

NaƟ onal/ 
state staƟ s-
Ɵ cal agen-
cy adopts 
project 
concepts/ 
methodol-
ogy

4
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7 Commu-
nicaƟ ons/  
advocacy

Commu-
nicaƟ ons 
strategy in 
place

Commu-
nicaƟ ons  
strategy 
imple-
mented

Evidence 
of commu-
nicaƟ ons/ 
advocacy 
impact

Commu-
nicaƟ on 
tools 
embedded 
in lead 
agency 
(website, 
etc.)

4

8 Project man-
agement

Project de-
livered on 
schedule

Project de-
livered on 
or below 
budget

High 
calibre of 
staff  as 
perceived 
by stake-
holders

High 
quality 
reporƟ ng 
produced 
on Ɵ me

Country re-
ceived strong 
management 
support from 
NL

Evidence 
of country 
manage-
ment 
making 
sound local 
decisions 

Good 
fi nancial 
manage-
ment (pro-
curement, 
disburse-
ment, and 
reporƟ ng) 

7

9 Five-year 
project out-
comes

Evi-
dence of 
improved 
cosƟ ng 
being used 
to improve 
sector per-
formance

Policy 
changes 
as a result 
of new 
cosƟ ng in-
formaƟ on

Follow-up 
invest-
ments 
changed 
course as 
a result of 
project

Financing 
approach-
es changed 
as a result 
of project

Impacts on 
sector data 
collecƟ on

Evidence 
of LCC 
being met 
in sector 
projects

Other 
project im-
pacts (e.g., 
sector gov-
ernance, 
communi-
caƟ ons)

7

10 Ten-year 
project out-
comes

ConƟ nuing 
interest 
to fund 
project 
compo-
nents by 
others

Any 
plans to 
follow-up 
project 
(e.g., ex-
tend data 
collecƟ on), 
new appli-
caƟ on

Evidence 
of long-
term im-
pacts from 
project

3

11 IRC Do stake-
holders 
perceive 
WASH-Cost 
as an IRC 
project?

Has the 
project 
enhanced 
percepƟ on 
of IRC 
as high 
calibre 
knowledge 
manage-
ment 
agency?

2

TOTAL 52
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