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A. Context of this EPE evaluation
A.1. Background to the Triple-S initiative
Triple-S is a six-year multi-country learning initiative that aims at contributing to addressing the challenge of sustainability of rural water supply. In December 2008, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation (BMGF) awarded a $22,074,261 grant to IRC to conduct the Triple-S project over a six-year period running up to 30 November 2014.

Triple-S supports a vision of “sustainable rural water services at scale”, i.e. a vision of a world where all rural people can easily and reliably access water that is of good quality and sufficient quantity, from a source that is reliable and easily accessible. Triple-S seeks to contribute to this vision by catalysing a global change process in the rural water sector.

At the heart of this change process is a shift in mission: away from the provision of new infra-structure and towards the provision of a lasting service. The service delivery approach adopted by IRC through this project focuses on long-term provision of water services at scale as opposed to the implementation of one-off projects at the community level. Sustainable water services require on-going support for service providers and governments in charge of planning and sector coordination as well as a radical shift in the way the main stakeholders operate in the rural water supply sector.

Three pillars of change
 support the vision of sustainable rural water services at scale:

· A Service Delivery Approach (SDA): shift from building systems to building services – with attention to long-term sustainability and post-construction support, such as training for staff, availability of spare parts and supply chains and markets for rural water supply goods and services;

· A learning and adaptive sector: promote the ability to learn, innovate and adapt to changing circumstances and demands of national WASH sectors in order to be better prepared to support a SDA for rural populations well into the future.

· Harmonisation and alignment: improve coordination and harmonisation within government-led processes, so that everyone is following the same rules, sharing the same concepts and working towards the same goals.

The Triple-S initiative sought to provoke these major changes at several levels. The initial BMGF grant (which we refer to here as the “Triple-S project”) funded activities on a large-scale in two focus countries (Ghana and Uganda) and at the international level, through its International Workstream (IWS). Activities at the international level were themselves divided between overall sector-level activities and activities in so-called “non-focus countries” (Burkina Faso, Honduras, India and Mozambique).

The Triple-S project started with an 18-month inception phase, during which project teams were established, focus countries identified and partners contracted. This ran partly in parallel with a scoping phase: research was conducted into existing experiences around SDA in 13 countries in Africa, Asia and Latin America, culminating in the publication of the so-called “13 country study” and in the definition of the so-called Triple-S Principles Framework and associated “building blocks” for sustainable rural service delivery. The implementation phase started in June 2010, based on a revised workplan and outcome framework.

Aspects of the approach were replicated in the focus countries (as in Uganda) and in other non-focus countries (such as Burkina Faso) through other sources of funding. All these activities taken together are referred to as the “Triple-S initiative” in the present report.
A.2. Objectives of the evaluation

In April 2014, six months before the end of the project, the IRC commissioned an End-of-Project Evaluation (EPE) of the Triple-S project performance. It was deemed useful to conduct the EPE before the project had formally ended for two main reasons:
· To be able to extract and capitalise on lessons from the Triple-S staff as they are still formally involved in project implementation;
· To provide an opportunity to influence end-of-project activities as well as to influence ongoing IRC’s activities building on the lessons of the Triple-S project.
The EPE covers all aspects of the Triple-S project, at the international level and at country level. The overall objectives of this EPE are to evaluate project achievements, efficiency in achieving them and lessons focusing on the following areas:
· Evaluation of project design and its efficacy in terms of implementation: how efficient was the Triple-S project design in terms of budget, staffing, country selection, hosting and institutional arrangements, project management arrangements, etc. Were there any major changes along project implementation pathway? What lessons can be drawn from these changes?
· Evaluation of project achievements (outcomes, outputs, methods and impacts): what has been achieved in focus countries and in the international arena? How has the project performed against the agreed indicators? Were there any unexpected outcomes? What can explain these changes in the project implementation pathway?
· Assessment of uptake and vision of Triple-S in the international arena as well as in focus (Uganda and Ghana) and non-focus countries (Mozambique, India, Honduras, Burkina Faso): have rural water sector actors taken up SDA nationally and internationally? What examples of change exist resulting from the uptake of SDA in Ghana, Uganda and the international arena, especially in non-focus countries? Is there evidence of buy-in to the Triple-S approach?
· Evaluation of project management: has the project delivered on time and on budget? How have the MTA recommendations been taken into account by Triple-S management? How were the Workstreams coordinated? Was this coordination smooth and efficient? How efficient was the project governance (role of External Learning Facilitators, service delivery champions, ambassadors, International Advisory Group, etc.)? A specific reflection on the Triple-S IWS and its relevance and efficacy will also be considered under that section.
· Assessment of the project legacy: what lasting outcomes have been realised through the whole system change? How the Triple-S legacy was organised and promoted? Are there any further opportunities of development for SDA?

Based on the findings of the EPE, the evaluation team will provide recommendations for IRC, partners and funding organisations that can be used to strengthen the sustainability of rural water services and the approach to whole system change in the rural water sector (or potentially beyond, in other related sub-sectors such as urban water or rural sanitation).

The present report summarises findings related to the Triple-S activities in Uganda, one out of two focus countries for the Triple-S project.

A.3. Background to the Uganda Workstream

Uganda was selected as a Triple-S focus country based on the findings from the 13-country scoping study
. The main reasons for selecting Uganda as a focus country were:

· Good institutional structure of the WASH sector in Uganda, where SWAp has been effective for several years already at the beginning of the project; WASH sector in general is considered as very well organized, with substantial donor and stakeholder coordination, well-prepared and documented Joint Sector Reviews;
· Previous project experience and institutional contacts of IRC in Uganda – IRC started operations in Uganda in 2004 and was officially registered in 2006 so IRC’s experience was rather limited before 2008; and before the implementation of the Triple-S project IRC did not have a dedicated country office in Uganda;
· Overall good access rate in the rural sector, as a consequence of many years of investment from the Government and donors; and at the same time, suspicion of alarming rates in terms of functionality of water points (especially hand pumps); from that perspective Uganda seemed to be “the perfect place” for introducing SDA.
After initial discussions with the main public institution in charge of the rural WASH sector (DWD) it was concluded that public procurement rules (inter alia) would make the project very difficult to manage if hosted by DWD. It was finally decided to set up a five-partner consortium to implement the project (Ministry of Water and Environment, Network for Water and Sanitation (NETWAS), Uganda Water and Sanitation NGO Network (UWASNET), SNV Netherlands Development Organisation Uganda and IRC). Administrative hosting and financial management was provided by SNV, a well-respected Dutch NGO with all the necessary features to manage adequately the project. Partnership around Triple-S and hosting arrangements are discussed in details in Section B.2.1.
Official launch of the project in Uganda took place in April 2010 and activities immediately started at national level. Activities in the districts started in August 2010 after selection of two districts in May 2010 in two different regions. These districts, shown on Figure 1 on the next page, included Kabarole (Western region, population 415,600 inhabitants
) and Lira (Northern region, population 403,100 inhabitants). Those regions are quite different from many different angles: population, climate, water resources and also recent history – the Northern region has faced major population displacements during and after the insurgency and the situation has only come back to normal recently.
The Medium Term Assessment (MTA) of Triple-S was conducted in July 2012 and based on extensive consultation with project partners. This MTA prompted a significant revamp of the project, both at international level and for the UWS. Key recommendations from the MTA assessment regarding the Triple-S initiative were as follows
:
· Recommendations for knowledge:
· Strengthen the focus on gathering evidence;
· Establish strong feedback loops to ensure learning and follow-up around existing activities developed by the project;
· Undertake integrated research project on service delivery models in countries;
· Employ a systemic lens to further internal and external understanding of all the dimensions of the sustainability challenge;
Figure 1: Location of the 2 selected districts in Uganda
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· Engagement with stakeholders:
· Develop a publicly available self-assessment tool for analysing ‘organisational readiness for sustainability’;
· Seek ways to learn from and build on the results of the invocacy approach to shift to a more concerted contribution to institutional change;
· Seek to increase influence and engagement by developing a group of external champions (later known as the ‘Triples-S ambassadors’);
· Practise becoming a constructively critical friend to its key stakeholders;
· Adapting to context: strategic and management approaches:
· Strengthen the strategic integration of the project;
· Establish a strong external project steering committee with an explicit role in developing a strategy for the project;
· Review existing management tools to ensure they are supporting strategic and tactical decision making in conducting the project;
· Develop a stronger results culture and capacity within the project.
The two first groups of recommendations had a lot of impact on the project in Uganda, especially regarding the necessity to gather evidence, which translated in the 2 focus countries in identifying “experiments” to be conducted from 2012 onwards. The UWS chose to focus its experiments around five main areas, referred to as “experiments”:
· Analysing performance of service delivery models;

· Facilitating local monitoring of rural water service delivery;

· Developing business model for hand pump mechanics associations;

· Using mobile phones to improve functionality of rural water sources;

· Adopting sub-county model to improve operations and maintenance;

· Strengthening learning and adaptive capacity through learning alliances;

· Updating the rural water sector District Implementation Manual (DIM) to improve harmonisation and coordination.
The Triple-S / IRC team in Uganda has also been actively involved in identifying opportunities for scaling-up the SDA approach in other districts with additional funding, new projects being implemented mostly by NGOs such as SNV, NETWAS or WaterAid (most of those NGOs already being in a partnership with IRC on other projects than Triple-S).
A.4. Evaluation methodology

The present report is based on the methodology outlined in the Inception Report for the EPE, which was approved by IRC in June 2014. This methodology was further developed during the country visits based on a more in-depth examination of project documents for both focus countries and of the project’s overall Theory of Change
.
A.4.1. Identifying key areas for the evaluation
Defining a methodology for the evaluation is complicated by the fact that the project conceives rural water supply as a complex adaptive system. As a result, the project is conceived to be flexible, in response to changes in the overall environment, stakeholders’ demands and most importantly, based on learning and evidence from ongoing experimentation. These critical “feedback loop” are represented through the double-arrow orange boxes: these are the points where the project design has the potential to evolve based on learning and evidence collected from the on-going experiments.
Key areas covered by the present EPE are shown in Figure 2 below. The team used the post-MTA revised framework as a basis for evaluating ‘quantitative’ indicators. We paid particular attention to capturing where achievements have surpassed the expectations or where there have been achievements that were not initially identified as outcomes or could not be quantified. In addition, we attached specific importance to evaluating the potential sustainability of the Triple-S approach. This was deemed particularly relevant as the project is now entering its final months of operation and therefore needs to find a suitable exit strategy.
As the project was initially conceived to take place in three main stages, we have structured the evaluation based on this basic sequence:
· Stage 1 – Initiate: we assessed whether the Triple-S project overall design was “fit-for-purpose” given the state of the rural water sector at the time (2008) and whether Triple-S UWS design was able to adapt to the changing circumstances of the rural water sector, so as to remain “cutting-edge” in promoting a shift towards SDA. Findings from this evaluation are summarised in Section B – Evaluation of UWS design.
· Stage 2 – Learning and testing: following the MTA, the Triple-S project in Uganda was structured based on the three pillars underlying the overall project (SDA, Learning and Adaptive Capacity and Harmonization and Alignment
), with one outcome for each of these pillars and intermediary outcomes for each of the 5 main outcomes. The evaluation of this phase was conducted in two stages:
· Assessment of outputs and activities: firstly, we examined whether outputs and activities have been produced according to the schedule that had been set for their production and on budget, and whether they were of the expected level of quality. We also examined whether the process for defining priorities and select activities has been appropriate given the project’s overall objectives. This evaluation was mostly based on internal project management tools (Appendix AA) as well as interviews with key stakeholders. Findings from this evaluation are summarised in Section C – Evaluation of project outputs;
· Assessment of project outcomes: secondly, we assessed the extent to which the outcomes set for the project following the MTA review were (partially or fully) achieved. In doing so, we also investigate whether unexpected outcomes materialised that are worthy of note and contributed to the overall impact of the project. Findings are presented in Section D – Evaluation of project outcomes.
· Phase 3: Scale-up and systemic impact: this last segment of the evaluation (Section E) focuses on whether expected project impacts were actually achieved in a sustainable manner. This is structured in two separate assessments:
· Evaluation of direct project impacts at district level: according to the project’s overall Theory of Change, proof-of-concept is to establish by measuring impact in the pilot districts, based on whether functionality and user satisfaction have increased. As Triple-S has made an essential contribution to defining a monitoring framework for these parameters and testing them in the pilot districts, it was therefore possible to evaluate project impacts at that level.
· Evaluation of broader (regional, national) impacts, through replication and scaling-up: we evaluated whether the project approach was scaled-up by sector stakeholders, and if so how and with which results (if they are already available).
Another key area that underpins the entire evaluation relates to project management, including financial management. In the first instance, we examined whether the project was well-managed and, in particular, whether it made full use of its being part of a much broader international initiative or not. We also formulate observations on whether the project was well-managed from a fiduciary perspective.
Although it was not possible to conduct a full Value for Money (VFM) evaluation of the Triple-S project, we gathered disaggregated cost information for the different components of the project so as to evaluate the project’s efficiency. Even though the project is outcome-based, allocable costs have only been allocated to experiments as opposed to main or intermediary outcomes. Given this limitation, we only formulated broad observations on whether funds were allocated to the interventions that have generated best VFM.

Figure 2 – Key areas for End of Project Evaluation
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A.4.2. Period for the evaluation
Although the evaluation covers the entire project implementation period, particular focus has been placed on activities that took place since the MTA, the assumption being that activities prior to the MTA had already been evaluated. We have carefully reviewed the MTA report, including the Uganda case study report developed during the MTA process.
A.4.3. Evaluation tools

The main tool for this evaluation consisted of extensive semi-structured interviews or focus group discussions with key sector stakeholders that have been directly or indirectly involved in project implementation. Interviews were carried out at national, at regional and at district levels for all 2 pilot districts (Lira and Kabarole). These interviews were combined with a quick review of Triple-S UWS documentation, including management documents and budget figures, and a more in-depth analysis of key or selected outputs. Two meetings were also held with the UWS, one a preparatory meeting before the field wok and the second, a de-briefing meeting that provided preliminary feedback and also sought clarification and additional information from the Triple-S team in Uganda.
B. Evaluation of UWS design
This section of the evaluation seeks to assess whether the Triple-S project overall design was “fit-for-purpose” given the state of the rural water sector at the time and whether Triple-S UWS design was able to adapt to the changing circumstances of the rural water sector, so as to remain “cutting-edge” in promoting a shift towards SDA.

B.1. Assessment of the situation at project start

The Uganda country report taken from the 13-country scoping study provides a good picture of the situation in the rural WASH sector before the Triple-S project started:
Figure 3: Challenges and constraints in Uganda rural WASH sector
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Source: Nimanya, C., Nabunnya, H., Kyeyune, S. and Heijnen, H., 2011. Uganda: Lessons for Rural Water Supply; Assessing progress towards sustainable service delivery. IRC/NETWAS

The same report highlights some key specific elements of context:

· A rather high level of organisation, alignment and sector coordination: historically, Uganda was one of the first countries in Africa to develop a SWAp (more than 10 years ago), specifically in the water and sanitation sector. The SWAp led to the development of an overall vision of the sector, as well as to the existence of strong coordination and harmonisation structures at district and national levels;
· Rising concerns about the functionality and therefore the sustainability of rural water supply, despite huge investment efforts which turned into what is considered as a reasonable level of coverage (around 65% in rural areas) compared to other countries;
· Overly supply-oriented public policies, programmes and projects “leaving little time for high quality participatory planning processes, demand creation and community mobilisation” (page 54); this aspect was interpreted in the report as an example of tension between sustainability/quality of interventions and scale;
· Empirical evidence of links between the increasing failure rates observed in the field and the inadequate “operationalization” of the Community-Based Management System (CBMS) – main issue being that water users did not trust the Water Users Committee, leading to a vicious circle of reluctance to pay, poor O&M, dysfunctional supply chains and insufficient involvement of the local authorities in oversight.
This report (as part of the overall scoping effort undertaken in the first months of the Triple-S project) was the basis for the systemic analysis developed by the Triple-S team in Uganda. As stated in the same report: “The clear conclusion is that the Uganda rural water sector has entered a stage whereby the standard strategies and solutions do not further improve performance. New thinking is needed, certainly now that funds for new water systems are likely to become less, and resources for O&M and asset management need to be used prudently for sustainability” (page 52). This analysis led to initial design of the programme logic, which was revised as shown in Figure 2 as a result of the MTA in 2012.
B.2. Key project design decisions

B.2.1. Hosting arrangements
‘Consortium’ agreement
The Triple-S UWS was implemented through a “consortium of partners” consisting of:
· Ministry of Water and Environment;

· Network for Water and Sanitation (NETWAS);

· Uganda Water and Sanitation NGO Network (UWASNET);

· SNV Netherlands Development Organisation Uganda;

· IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre.

A MoU was signed by those partners. Governance arrangements for Triple-S in Uganda include the establishment of a Project Steering Committee (PSC) with the following members: MWE/DWD (2 persons), National Networks working involved in water issues (UWASNET and NETWAS), International Organisations (WaterAid and SNV Uganda, Development Partners (UNICEF and WSP), 2 District Water Officers (from Lira and Kabarole) and Triple S Project Staff (2 persons). The PSC is chaired by MWE. It provides general guidance to the project and reviews/approves annual work plans and budgets. Initial frequency envisaged for the PSC meetings (every 6 months) has been more or less respected.
Administrative hosting agreement
For technical reasons (IRC did not have a country office in Uganda at the beginning of the project implementation) the project was administratively hosted and financially managed by SNV, which managed the human resources, costs and logistical issues related to the project implementation. Until now, all the Triple-S project staff
 is under contract with SNV and has to comply with SNV own reporting and administrative procedures. Permanent project staff consisted of a small team at district level (2 persons per district, physically hosted within the TSU office in Kabarole and initially in WSDF-N, though the district facilitator in Lira recently moved to SNV’s office) and a team in Kampala.
Overall assessment of hosting arrangements

Initial intention at the project start was to anchor (and host) the Triple-S project within the main public body in charge of rural water supply in Uganda – DWD (a department of the MWE). Careful assessment of pros and cons of such an option led to the conclusion that it was not feasible, mainly because of the lack of flexibility in the public procurement rules. This is the main reason why the SNV hosting solution was implemented. The hosting and institution arrangements of Triple-S in Uganda can therefore be summarized as follows:
Figure 4 – Institutional chart of Triple-S in Uganda
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Source: Peter Magara, National Learning Facilitator Triple-S, Delivering water services that last: achievements and lessons from the Triple-S initiative. Presentation for SNV Annual General Meeting, 20 June 2014

The institutional arrangements around Triple-S in Uganda have worked fine, although they did not give the Triple-S team the same level of access to public institutions (and policies) compared to the arrangements in place in Ghana. This was compensated by an active PSC (with strong involvement of the MWE), a close cooperation between the Triple-S team and the focal point designated by DWD and – last but not least – by the fact that at district level, the 2 regional learning facilitators were ‘embedded’ in the sector through TSU6 in Kabarole and WSDF-N in Lira – which offered them good access to the MWE at local level and also facilitated the implementation of activities at a more regional level (TSU6 covers 12 districts and WSDF-N covers 23 districts).
B.2.2. Choice of regions and pilot districts
The two pilot districts (Lira and Kabarole) are quite different with respect to their hydrogeological conditions, their levels of poverty, their climate and their recent history (considering the insurgency in North of Uganda from 1987-2007). It was therefore consistent to select districts with contrasted profiles to assess the influence of the local context on the way Triple-S would be implemented. Back in 2010, IRC undertook a selection process based on detailed criteria. However, according to the figures provided by the MWE, the access to water supply in rural areas in the two pilot districts was quite similar before the intervention of Triple-S – and the two districts were not in the most deprived districts in Uganda (according to the 2008 Sector Performance Report). Another rationale behind the selection of the two pilot districts is related to the existence of projects and NGOs likely to be influenced by the Triple-S concepts and/or use the outcomes of the experiments.
B.2.3. Choice of interventions
Following the Mid-Term Assessment (MTA) of the project in 2012, decision was taken to focus project implementation on a more narrowly-defined set of experiments and research studies under the 3 main “pillars” and the 5 main outcomes (as shown on Figure 2). The MTA’s results were effectively a “call to action”, so that all Triple-S project actors would stop analysing and move forward towards concrete and evidence-based actions
. Over the last 2 years, the Triple-S team in Uganda therefore focused on the following experiments which will be analysed more in details in the next chapter on outputs. In this section we assess whether the process for defining priorities and select activities has been appropriate given the project’s overall objectives and underlying concepts:

· Post-MTA refocusing observed in Uganda after 2012 reflected Triple-S’ design flexibility and adaptive management style:

o
Experiments were selected in consultation with sector actors and topics already identified and discussed within the JSR & sector thematic groups;
o
Increased focus and defined priorities for optimal fund utilisation; the strategy (proven relevant) was to achieve “quick wins” and demonstrate to the sector players that Triple-S could make a concrete contribution to the sector.
· One of the unfortunate consequences of such refocusing was that the UWS (and probably Triple-S as a whole) was no longer focused on the “bigger picture” of what is needed to achieve whole-system change. This was partly due to the fact that not all “building blocks” are equal in terms of importance, and that some of them should be seen as an “entry point” or as a supportive action rather than as the main component of a strategy (see Section G.2 for more discussion on this point). This point can also be seen as a consequence of working in what was already a SWAp environment – IRC had to work on some specific segments of the sector on which Triple-S interventions could have a maximum value addition compared to other partners.
· The post-MTA move also introduced a slightly biased perception of the project amongst sector actors who tend to equate the Triple-S approach with very specific (and actually quite ‘narrow’) interventions in the sector. Triple-S’ niche in Uganda was to contribute to address the functionality and O&M challenges in rural water services – which was a practical and reasonable approach, but created a slight discrepancy between the overall Triple-S project’s ambitions and its actual interventions in Uganda.
Analysis shows (see Figure 5 below) that experiments are mostly related to a limited number of building blocks. Most notably, issues around financing in the broad sense of the term and regulation are almost not linked to the experiments, where monitoring is directly linked to 2 experiments. This point will be discussed further in the report – including the fact that those arrangements reflected the needs expressed by the sector in 2010 (when Triple-S started in Uganda) and in 2012 (when the experiments were selected and launched).
Figure 5: Building blocks vs. experiments in Uganda
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Another general comment that can be made (especially from an outsider’s perspective) about the choice of interventions in Uganda is that it corresponds to a rather restrictive definition of water supply issues in rural areas. Focus is almost only on boreholes fitted with hand pumps and shallow wells and very limited work has been done in the “small towns” segment of the rural water supply (small pipe networks, private operators) – when many observers underline the fact that future of the water supply services in rural areas (including in terms of sustainability) lies in the generalization of small pipe networks (and the financial model behind them – cf. for instance the work done by Triple-S in Burkina Faso on the same topic). Triple-S in Uganda could probably have been more critical on the interest of focusing too much on a level of service which is not a long-term solution in most rural areas.
This choice of a very narrow niche within the rural water sector itself was made right from the beginning in 2010. Working on a more comprehensive approach of rural water services would have required a whole different set up with the Ministry – changing the MoU to work with the Urban Water Department and establishing firmer links with the National Water and Sewerage Corporation as well as the Water Facilities and Umbrella organisations – but we do believe that it was at the reach of the project, given the available resources.
C. Assessment of project outputs
This section presents an evaluation of the project outputs, which can also be referred to as “project activities”. We evaluated whether outputs have been produced according to the schedule that had been set for their production and on budget and whether they were of the expected level of quality. We also examined whether the process for defining priorities and select activities has been appropriate given the project’s overall objectives. We focused our analysis on the ‘experiments’ which represented the largest part of Triple-S activities since 2012 and the re-organisation of the project’s intervention logic.
Note: There are slight discrepancies between the list (and wording) of experiments as presented in the December 2012 revised “Programme Logic” document and as presented on the Uganda section of the waterservicesthatlast.org website (as per September 2014). One experiment (“transparency and accountability”) does not appear on the website as it was eventually dropped – but the programme logic was never modified accordingly as it was considered a minor change in the Triple-S set up in Uganda. The experiment mentioned on the website under “facilitating monitoring of rural water service delivery” seems very similar to the “Service Delivery Indicators to facilitate monitoring of rural water service delivery” experiment listed in the December 2012 document. We decided to analyse all the experiments listed on the website – which brings the total number to 7.
C.1. Updating district implementation manual to improve harmonisation & coordination
C.1.1. Initial assumption(s) and objective(s) of the experiment

Initial assumption(s)
Can investment in updating and promoting a District Implementation Manual help a country’s WASH sector professionalise its practices, improve harmonisation and coordination and ultimately enhance decentralised service delivery?
Initial objective(s)

· To update the manual and produce a simplified version for sub-county and district WASH practitioners and users and develop spinoff materials in 7 languages;

· To design a distribution strategy and promote ownership among stakeholders;

· To assess whether the revisions have improved its effectiveness.
C.1.2. Assessment of the situation in July 2014
All key partners, including the Ministry, recognize that the previous version of the DIM did not reflect any more the knowledge developed in the sector and the need to provide all decision makers and practitioners (especially at local/district level) with a tool that would harmonize approaches. The new version of the DIM was delivered in 2013 and the ‘popular version’ was published in January 2014. It was uploaded on the Ministry website in June 2014.

The revised DIM has been delivered a bit late but because the process took quite a long time to be achieved – which is normal as the Triple-S team (as well as the project partners and especially the Ministry) favoured a truly participatory approach to the revision, with a lot of links to the learning and experience sharing platforms at regional level.

Dissemination: Triple-S initially printed 500 copies of the new DIM. The Ministry is planning to print more. Copies were delivered directly to all the TSUs and interviews in Lira and Kabarole confirmed that the TSUs were making a good use of the document. For TSU2 and TSU6 the DIM was delivered in all the districts (at the level of DWOs) – it was mainly handing over the documents; no specific capacity building sessions were organized – although those sessions would probably have been very useful in terms of follow-up of this experiment. DIM has also been presented at the AGM of UWASNET. Soft copy was shared with all UWASNET members. There is no track of the number of websites where it has been published. Now the RWD is fully in charge in terms of dissemination of the revised version.

The revised DIM is considered as a key contribution of Triple-S to the sector and it is usually the first output that is mentioned in the interviews of key players in the sector. It triggered a lot of enthusiasm from the Ministry and all the sector partners. It is regarded as a good quality document (this point has been validated in the interviews and group discussions).
C.2. Using mobile phones to improve functionality of rural water sources

C.2.1. Initial assumption(s) and objective(s) of the experiment

Initial assumption(s)

A reporting system that lets water users send instant text messages about breakdowns can reduce downtime, but only if the system works for all stakeholders. How can such a system be improved and scaled up so that water users can hold service providers accountable for operations and maintenance?
Initial objective(s)

· To increase participation in the M4W system through training and awareness;
· To determine the effect of M4W on downtime in the pilot districts;
· To calculate the costs of M4W, for both initial setup and operation of the system;
· To improve the implementation of M4W.
C.2.2. Assessment of the situation in July 2014

The ‘Mobile4Water’ (M4W) system is an “indigenous approach to the M&E at national and local levels” which involves local capacities. It is developed in partnership with the Ministry of Water and Environment, SNV Uganda, Water Aid Uganda and the Computer Science College of the Makerere University (which provides technical expertise). The costs of software development were initially met SNV and Triple-S and later all the costs of maintaining the system were met by Triple-S alone. M4W is therefore an initiative strongly linked to Triple-S but Triple-S itself mainly contributed to implement it in the 2 pilot districts. Water Aid also implemented the same system in 2 other districts and SNV in 4 other districts.
The idea behind M4W is quite simple: “If a user finds any problem with the water source, he or she sends a text message to a specified code (8888). Whenever the DWO logs on the system, he can access all messages sent. The DWO then sends a message to the Hand Pump Mechanic, who then does an assessment of the source and makes the necessary recommendations. Based on the assessment, interventions are undertaken. Sources are all given unique identification numbers” (source: waterservicesthatlast.org website)
.
M4W was used by Triple-S to collect data on the functionality of water points in the 2 pilot districts – an activity that mobilized the HMPAs as sub-contractors. When this evaluation took place, the second round of data collection was underway but not completed.
Thanks to the other partners involved in the initiative, the M4W system is now active in 8 districts (so less than 8% of the whole country). In those 8 districts DWOs have been equipped when they did not have the required hardware; the DWOs, the HPMAs and the users have been trained to use the system. Scaling up is envisaged but players interviewed during this evaluation expressed concerns related to 2 main areas: the fact that many districts do not possess the necessary equipment to actually fully benefit from the M4W system; and, last but not least, the cost of expanding the system to the entire country.
In summary, Triple-S contributed to demonstrate that the M4W system is feasible, useful and interesting to implement at district level. However, despite all the interest demonstrated by the MWE for the system, it has only been scaled up to a limited extent. Moreover, in the absence of the results of the second round of data collection in the districts using M4W, it is very difficult to conclude that it has any impact on the functionality of the water points – so far there is no evidence that the M4W system itself specifically contributed to reduce downtime of point water sources, which was the initial ambition.
C.3. Developing business model for hand pump mechanics associations

C.3.1. Initial assumption(s) and objective(s) of the experiment

Initial assumption(s)

Hand pump mechanics – responsible for maintaining rural water service – are forming associations to help members locate spare parts, respond quickly to breakdowns and receive compensation. What business model can the associations use to ensure viability and advance the professionalization of their services?
Initial objective(s)

· To develop and test a business model for hand pump mechanics associations and thereby professionalise maintenance of rural water sources.

· To guide local governments and technical support units in engaging and supporting mechanics associations.
Key document(s)

2013, Magara Peter, The role of Hand Pump Mechanics Associations in improving operation and maintenance of rural water and sanitation services. Briefing Note, IRC / Triple-S / SNV

2013, Abisa Joseph, Lira District HPMA Functionality Survey Report, IRC / Triple-S

2013, MWE/DWD, Guidelines for District Local Governments and Hand Pump Mechanics Associations to work together in the operation and maintenance of rural water facilities

2014, Mugerwa William K., Development of Viable Business Models For Hand Pump Mechanics Associations in Uganda – Study of Kabarole and Lira Districts, IRC / Triple-S

2014, Unspecified author, Business case for Hand Pump Mechanics Associations, Triple-S
2014, Unspecified author, HPMA capacity development training: emerging issues, Triple-S

C.3.2. Assessment of the situation in July 2014

In 2011 the Ministry of Water and Environment adopted a strategy of establishing district-based Hand Pump Mechanics Associations (HPMAs) to strengthen O&M of rural water systems and increase functionality of rural water sources (Magara P., 2013). These HPMAs focus mainly on rural single water points such as boreholes and shallow wells. They can also intervene on on-site sanitation facilities and small (gravity flow) systems. In 2012, 92% of the districts had established HPMAs (Magara P., 2013).
The work on the HPMAs started quite early in the course of Triple-S implementation in Uganda. While focusing on the two HPMAs established in Lira and Kabarole, Triple-S joined forces with SNV to support HPMAs in 6 districts
 (including the 2 focus districts). Triple-S played a key role in documenting existing initiatives and sharing the lessons within the (regional) learning platforms. Triple-S also developed specific Guidelines with the MWE (see MWE/DWD, 2013) which contributed to the success of the policy at national level. As the Uganda Triple-S team pointed out, the Guidelines are not static and further versions can integrate additional lessons; however only one version has been produced so far.
Triple-S has significantly contributed to building the capacity of the HPMAs, in the 6 districts covered together with SNV and more indirectly at regional  and national levels. It involved a lot of training and also the outsourcing of M&E activities to the HPMAs (in relation with the work on local monitoring of services and with the M4W experiment); at last Triple-S contributed to improve the capacity of HPMAs to access other markets, and typically construction / rehabilitation works contracts from DWOs (this was confirmed by a ministerial statement that allows Districts to contract HPMAs under a single-source procurement procedure).
Many players have highlighted the fact that HPMAs are facing significant issues in terms of financial sustainability and interviews conducted in Lira and Kabarole during the evaluation have confirmed this fact. More recently, Triple-S has been working on the business model for HPMAs, in order to determine which new ‘secondary’ markets the HPMAs could enter into in order to increase their revenue and therefore improve their financial viability. This work on the business models is obviously linked to other major issues which Triple-S tackled, including the assessment of actual O&M costs (using LCCA) and the advocacy around increasing the budget allocated by Districts for O&M costs.
Figure 6: Typical relationships between and HPMA and other stakeholders
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Source: MWE/DWD, 2013

Overall conclusion of the work on HPMAs business model is that “There is a viable market for HPMA in maintenance and rehabilitation of water and sanitation supply facilities. The size of this market has a direct impact on the functionality of water supply facilities sources. However, the terrain of the market is wobbly and greatly affected by willingness of users to pay and the declining district local government investments in rehabilitation of water supply facilities” (Triple-S, 2014). However, while Triple-S’ contribution on this issue is very interesting (and represents a new point of view in the sector), this aspect of the experiment is less conclusive and there is no evidence whatsoever that HPMAs will be viable as long as the District budgets for O&M are less than 20% of required costs. Expanding the market opportunities of the HPMAs (to include construction work contracts) is obviously a good idea but there is no evidence so far that it will constitute a long-term solution in terms of viability.
C.4. Facilitating local monitoring of rural water service delivery (SDIs)
C.4.1. Initial assumption(s) and objective(s) of the experiment

Initial assumption(s)

The actual users of rural water service know best what level of service they receive, but performance monitoring is rarely able to capture this knowledge effectively. How can indicators be redesigned for local use to identify substandard service and help service providers achieve a higher level of performance?

Initial objective(s)

· To introduce a monitoring framework for service delivery that enables local stakeholders to analyze and remedy implementation problems.

Key document(s)

2013, Unspecified author, Service Delivery Indicators for rural water supplies, Triple-S
2013, Unspecified author, Data Collection on the Service Delivery Indicators for Rural Water Services in Uganda – Guidelines for Data Collectors, Triple-S

2013, Unspecified author, Data Collection on the Service Delivery Indicators for Rural Water Services in Uganda – Guidelines for Supervisors, Triple-S

2013, Unspecified author, Service Delivery Indicators, Feedback meeting with MWE, PPT presentation for the 14 March 2013 meeting, Triple-S

2013, Unspecified author, Service Delivery Index – Service Delivery Indicators / For better understanding and improving performance of rural water services, PPT presentation for the Steering committee meeting held on 21 May 2013, Triple-S
2014, Bey V., Magara P. & Abisa J., Service Delivery Indicators for Strengthening Local Monitoring of Rural Water Service Delivery in Uganda, Paper presented at the 37th WEDC International Conference, Hanoi, Vietnam, 2014

C.4.2. Assessment of the situation in July 2014

At the beginning of the 2000s, Uganda developed a set of sector performance indicators (known later as the ‘golden indicators’) as part of the SWAp. Those golden indicators (GIs) have been used and measured for a long time now and they serve as a basis for the discussions between sector stakeholders at national level. However, as analysed in Bey et al., 2014, those indicators have 3 major limitations:

· By definition, they only capture a small part of all issues related to rural water, and notably not the issues related to quality and sustainability;

· Because of the limited number of parameters, they do not allow making correlations that could inform the reasons behind the progress and trends that the GIs track;

· They have been designed for use at national level, and do not provide the local actors (especially DWOs & TSUs) with sufficient information.
To address those limitations, the Triple-S team proposed to unpack the GIs and develop a more comprehensive set of indicators known as Service Delivery Indicators (SDIs). The SDIs are designed to provide a more ‘local’ perspective on service delivery and focus on:
· Users level (satisfaction with the service, sense of ownership, etc.);

· Service delivered (including quality, distance and reliability);

· Service management level (performance, quality of internal governance);

· Service authority and support mechanisms level (performance of service authority functions before, during and after construction).

Data were collected in December 2013 in the 2 focus districts, using M4W – then the platform automatically generates SDIs. Number of challenges discovered during the first use (network, batteries) are now solved. Second round of data collection only took place in August 2014 so unfortunately the new set was not available during the visit of the evaluator. The fact that the second round came very late in the course of the project (a couple of months before its completion) is quite unfortunate for at least 3 reasons: (a) because it seems unlikely that the Triple-S team will have enough time to conduct a comparative analysis of the two sets and draw conclusions; (b) because it will not allow Triple-S to use the second set to advocate on the interest of the SDIs approach at sector level; and (c) because it fuels the opinion expressed by many sector players (including the Ministry) that SDIs are too detailed and too resource-consuming (in terms of time and budget).
SDIs are meant to complement the GIs and explain relationships between indicators that the GIs cannot comprehend because of their too global nature. Triple-S has developed an impressing set of documents, PPT presentations, advocacy notes and more ‘academic’ papers (WEDC conference, M&E conference in Ouagadougou). Triple-S allocated a lot of resources on engaging the MWE/DWD and strategic partners to convince them of the interest of using and upscaling the SDIs, with limited success so far. Main rationale behind the Ministry’s position with regard to the SDIs is threefold: (a) SDI data collection is a heavy process; (b) ‘real time’ aspect of the SDIs would be too big a change in the current sector ‘habits’; and (c) likelihood that it will affect downward the GIs. There also are technical issues, especially the relationship between the MWE and the Ministry of Local Governments – any template to be used at district level needs to be approved by the MLG and the Ministry of Finance.

Overall assessment of the situation is that it was very ambitious to introduce two (major) innovations at the same time: ICT to collect data in real time and heavy set of indicators including new concepts such as users satisfaction. Current strategy of Triple-S with regard to this issue is to select a limited number of SDIs which could be “sold” to the MWE.
C.5. Adopting sub-county model to improve operations and maintenance

C.5.1. Initial assumption(s) and objective(s) of the experiment

Initial assumption(s)

Envision a governance structure that would serve both point source and piped schemes with professional management of fee collection, financing, and operations and maintenance in a rural setting. What would such a system look like, and could it improve rural water service delivery in a cost-effective way?
Initial objective(s)

· To strengthen operations and maintenance systems for rural water services;

· To develop and test sub-county water supply boards as a possible service delivery model for rural water in Uganda;

· To assess whether the new model could be scaled up.

Key document(s)

Compared to other experiments, few documents have been published in relation to this experiment. Only a few documents could be identified:

2013, Unknown, Adopting and testing the Sub county Water and Sanitation Board model to cover point water sources, PPT presentation, IDM 19th -20th June 2013 TSU2 Kitgum
Undated (probably 2013), MWE / Triple-S, Sub-county WSSB management model – A proposal being tested by Triple-S Uganda in TSU2&6: Working Document

2013, Ndema B., Watsisi M. and Mugabi P., Orientation of the Sub-county WSS Boards in Kabarole – Activity report, Kabarole DWO & Triple-S

Therefore the analysis below is mainly based on the interviews conducted during the country visits and documents published on the waterservicesthatlast.org website: “Two approaches to O&M of rural water facilities – a comparative analysis”, “Sub-county Water and Sanitation Boards could help fix community management in Uganda but only with proper support”, “Triple-S Uganda introduces community dialogues to improve water source management”, “Kabarole Sub-County Water and Sanitation Boards strategize to improve rural water service delivery” and the 3-part series: 1) “Water boards can bridge gap between districts and communities”; 2) “Kabarole water boards need cash – and gumboots!” and 3) “Water boards to bolster failing community-based model”. Other documents were under development in July 2014 but they were not shared with the evaluation team.
C.5.2. Assessment of the situation in July 2014

This experiment was based on several assumptions, most of them coming from the Triple-S initial study. The 2 most important assumptions are:
· The failure (or low performance) of purely community-based management at a very local level (typically, a WC managing a borehole fitted with an hand pump);
· The need to set up an intermediate and manageable ‘level’ between the communities and the districts (from a geographical and from an institutional perspective).
According to the Triple-S team, this is the most recent experiment developed in Uganda and the concept is still evolving while the Triple-S team is receiving feedback from the field. The MWE finds it very interesting as an initiative, as highlighted for instance in the last SPR (September 2014): “A formal institutional structure at the Sub-county level to support O&M activities of point water supply sources in rural areas does not exist. Triple-S Uganda in conjunction with MWE piloted the concept of expanding the mandate of the current Water and Sanitation Boards (WSB) for piped water supply, especially where Rural Growth Centres (RGC) exist, to include supporting O&M of point water supply sources, in TSU 6 (Kabarole) and TSU2 (Lira) Districts in the financial year. The Ministry, through the Technical Support Units (TSUs) and Umbrella Organisations for Northern and Mid-Western Uganda has embraced this concept of Sub-county Water Supply and Sanitation Boards and is now trying to provide direct technical support to the Boards for this expanded mandate.” It is likely that the Ministry will continue to promote this new model in the coming years and in other districts and from that point of view, the experiment has reached its “tipping point”.
This is a very promising experiment indeed – the idea of an intermediate level of management has been developed successfully in many other African countries (Mauritania, Mali, Burkina Faso, Niger to name a few) and it is probably one of the best ways to improve rural water services by making their management more professional. The concept of WSB at sub-county level also resonates with other Triple-S experiments, especially the monitoring and the support to HPMAs (who can be an operator contracted by the WSB). The “LC3” option provides a “strategic location” to anchor the Boards from an institutional perspective – and sub-county chiefs and officers seem deeply involved in implementing the concept and regaining ‘control’ over the water services in their territory – something they could not really do before. Best evidence of uptake is the establishment of new boards in the 2 focus districts and elsewhere. The Ministry is also considering taking (part of) the conditional grants to the sub-county level, to provide the newly created boards with investment money.
However the sub-county WSB are facing major issues, especially in terms of capacity and on the financial dimension of the management of rural water services (good discussion on these aspects in Box 12.2 of the last SPR). Money available at sub-county level is very limited – would it be for investment or to cover running costs, but certainly not yet to hire professionals on a regular basis, as underlined in the papers published on the Triple-S website. Revival of WUCs will provide a little bit of funds to the Board, but share of fees allocated to the Board is not finalized in most cases and revenue collection remains difficult, due to still very negative attitude at community level regarding payment of service. Guidelines are still under development, based on the experience in the 2 focus districts and the tools developed by Triple-S. From this point of view, it is a bit unfortunate that this (key) experiment became operational so late in the implementation of the Triple-S project – first activities in the field took place at the beginning of 2013 and (interim) Boards were only formed by the end of 2013. All in all, the Triple-S team had less than a year to observe the Boards in activity, draw conclusions from this experiment, develop the tools and guidelines, etc. This new model remains fragile, especially from a financial sustainability point of view and it is not completely certain that it will survive the end of the support and follow-up provided in the framework of the Triple-S project, unless a like-minded partner takes over in the coming years.
C.6. Strengthening learning and adaptive capacity through learning alliances

C.6.1. Initial assumption(s) and objective(s) of the experiment

Initial assumption(s)

Will facilitate learning alliances at district, regional and national levels help stakeholders learn from what works – and what doesn’t – and develop innovative policies and practices that improve WASH sector performance?

Initial objective(s)

· To assess the awareness and use of the learning alliance approach in the sector;

· To develop and test a framework for using learning alliances to promote innovation and build the capacity of stakeholders to create change;

· To identify the resources and processes that enable decentralised and national forums to adopt and sustain the learning alliance approach.

Key document(s)

Undated, Unknown, Learning and coordination framework, PPT presentation (presenting the concept of knowledge management hub), Triple-S

2013, Da Silva Wells, C. and P. Magara, Interview. From project-based to institutionalized multi-stakeholder learning in the water sanitation and hygiene sector: experience from Uganda. Knowledge Management for Development Journal 9(3): 167-173

2012, Kahangire P., Study to improve efficiency and effectiveness of learning and reflection processes in and between the different coordination platforms in the Uganda WASH sector, A consultancy report, final version, Triple-S, Kampala

C.6.2. Assessment of the situation in July 2014

The work on the learning alliance started quite early in the course of Triple-S implementation – actually, even if it was included in the post-MTA list of ‘experiments’ in 2012, the stream of activities around learning does not completely qualifies as an experiment – except maybe the demonstration that it can be scaled up. In a way, the work on the learning alliance can be considered as one of the core Triple-S activities in Uganda
 – and it is also the most “cross cutting” activity in Triple-S, as it borrows from all the other experiments (especially the HPMA, Sub-county WSB, M4W and SDIs experiments).
The main objectives of the experiment were to establish and maintain learning platforms throughout the country, at all relevant levels: local/district, regional (link to TSU2 and TSU6’s respective areas of intervention) and national (link to the consultation/coordination processes around the JSR and the preparation of the annual SPR). The main assumption behind the Triple-S’ strategy in terms of learning is that the RWS sector in Uganda was producing innovations and interesting experiences, but that the sector does not benefit from these experiences and innovations because learning process is not organized and encouraged and outcomes of the learning process do not feed properly into the sector coordination efforts.
The learning process is conceptualized by Triple-S as follows: “We define learning as a process of joint reflection and analysis of systemic problems or promising solutions in order to understand why things are the way they are and to support identification of appropriate solutions to improve policy and practice” (Magara and Da Silva, 2013). The main innovation brought to the sector by Triple-S is probably the idea that learning needs to be viewed (and managed) as a loop starting with a proper documentation of interesting cases/initiatives (including research-action activities and ‘experiments’), a multi-stakeholder analysis of those cases/initiatives contributing to collective learning and capacity building and then feeding back into sector coordination, as shown in the diagram below:
Figure 7: Multi-stakeholder learning platforms (MSLP) and action research process in Uganda
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Triple-S has invested a lot of resources and a lot of thinking in learning & coordination activities, within an “alliance” of NGOs, most active ones being UWASNET, SNV, IRC, NETWAS and Water Aid. UWASNET obviously played a pivotal role as the main civil society umbrella organisation in the water sector in Uganda. As already noted, facilitating the MSLPs at District, regional and national levels has represented a substantial part of the work of the two District facilitators, with the full time support of the National Learning Facilitator (even if the work is mainly done “behind the scene” as underlined by Peter Magara in his 2013 interview). All players interviewed during the evaluation mission confirmed the key role played by Triple-S in setting up (or reactivating existing) MSLPs and facilitating the learning process in the framework of those platforms. Some of the topics (and publications) ‘generated’ by those platforms had a significant impact on the reflection conducted at sector level and experiences documented by the MSLP triggered a lot of discussion and follow-up action during the Joint Sector Review (JSR) processes (the last SPR perfectly reflects that).
If the Districts and the MWE seem absolutely convinced by the interest of such MSLPs, there are uncertainties about to what extent they will be able to mobilize resources to facilitate the MSLPs in the coming months and years. Recently, Districts have budgeted for their attendance to the forums. Other learning fora have been developing in other regions, with support from other members of the learning alliance. The Triple-S team also developed a toolkit to track learning indicators, but according to the team, there is still “a long way to go” to fully engage with the Ministry in this respect. More recent thinking has been developed around the concept of a “knowledge management hub” (see PPT presentation listed in the key documents) that would be a way of institutionalizing the learning process set up by Triple-S – but little progress has been made so far to actually implement this concept. It is worth noting that work on the learning alliance will continue under IRC.

C.7. Analysing the performance of Service Delivery Models (SDM)

C.7.1. Initial assumption(s) and objective(s) of the experiment

Initial assumption(s)

How are current service delivery models functioning? Are emerging innovations in community-based service delivery making a difference, and do they hold promise for more widespread improvements in the functionality of water service?

Initial objective(s)

· To establish a baseline of service delivery, based on a set of indicators;

· To describe the service delivery models and innovations in terms of the roles and responsibilities of all stakeholders, as set in national guidelines and standards;

· To examine the factors for both success and failure of the models and the innovations;

· To identify opportunities for improvement through piloting and testing.
Key document(s)

2014, Bey, Magara and Abisa, Assessment of the Performance of the Service Delivery Model for Point Sources in Uganda, Final Research Report, IRC / Triple-S

2014, Unknown, Performance of Rural Water Service Providers and Service Authorities in eight districts in Uganda, Briefing Note, IRC / Triple-S

2012, Koestler Lucrezia van Lieshout René, Piped schemes: evolution of management models require improved accountability while rural communities in Uganda climb the ladder of rural drinking water services, Triple-S

2012, Triple-S Uganda team, Community management of water services, Approaches, Innovations from Lango & Rwenzori regions

C.7.2. Assessment of the situation in July 2014

The activities labelled ‘SDM’ have been running throughout the implementation of Triple-S in Uganda, with a lot of links to other experiments, especially the HPMA and the SDI experiments. As such, a little bit like the learning & capacity building stream, it is not completely an experiment, but an intervention that helped the Triple-S team identify a lot of issues in the current management of the water services in rural areas and more specifically in community-based management models for point water sources – and the results of the SDM study, including the preliminary results, have also been used to feed into the MSLPs.
The main piece of work on the SDM, in its final form (the full research study report) was published quite late (early in 2014). The report draws on a substantial data collection work in 8 districts (representing around 30% of the districts covered by TSU2 and TSU6), at the level of the water points and the WSCs (using the SDIs) in association with semi-structured interviews, FGDs and household survey
. Main conclusions of the research study were:

· That a large majority of rural users access a sub-standard level of service (defined by four parameters: quality, quantity, accessibility and reliability) – and that reliability is higher in the 2 districts where management innovations have been put in place;

· That users’ satisfaction with the service is globally higher than the level of service itself – actually quite a paradoxical conclusion that should question the methodology and the indicators used to assess the satisfaction of users;
· That from a service authority’s perspective, main issues are the institutional gap at sub-county level, the limited resources at both sub-county and district levels and a weak coordination between stakeholders (non harmonized approach).

Those conclusions helped justify the focus of Triple-S intervention, especially the experiments on HPMAs and on the sub-county new management models, as both innovations seem to play a key role in improving functionality and therefore quality of service. Triple-S used those conclusions in a very interesting way (and using many different formats and communication/ dissemination tools) to feed into the learning dimension of the project (at the three levels: national, regional and district).
However, it is important to note that the research focuses exclusively on the “WSC SDM”, meaning that only point water sources were considered, following a general trend of Triple-S in Uganda of not including in the scope of the project other level of services such as piped water networks which correspond to another SDM (the WSSB model). In this respect, there is a slight contradiction, in our opinion, between the very interesting paper written by Koestler and van Lieshout in 2012, which shows at the same time: (a) that the share of the piped water network level of service is increasing and will represent a large part of the rural water services in the coming years; and (b) the great diversity of innovative management models / initiatives in Uganda. This strategic orientation to focus on point water source might contribute, unfortunately, to diminish the impact of Triple-S to bringing change and innovation in the rural water sector as the long-term situation in the sector is not really taken into account.
D. Evaluation of project outcomes
What has changed as a consequence of the Triple S project activities in terms of discourse, policies and practice? Where and why? Have SDA principles been “embedded” in existing policies and practices of rural water sector actors? What was not achieved and why? What unexpected outcomes were there? What is the likely legacy of the project in the country?
Note: the structure of this chapter follows the final version of the “Programme Logic” document developed in 2012 as a consequence of the Mid-Term Assessment of Triple-S.
D.1. Pillar 1 – Service Delivery Approach

D.1.1. Outcome 1 – Decentralized service delivery authorities, providers and users carry out their roles and responsibilities as outlined in the sector policies and guidelines
Intermediate outcomes
· HPMAs increase reliability of rural water sources & recover their operational costs;
· Reliable model for mobilizing and management of user fees;
· Strong institutional capacity at sub-county level to monitor & support Water Users Committees & HPMAs in increasing reliability.

Related experiments

· Developing a viable operational model for HPMAs;

· Developing SWSSBs as a new service delivery model (SDM) for rural water.
Key evaluation points
· The SWSSB model has been tested for around 2 years now in the 2 focus districts; it attracted a lot of attention from sector players at District and national levels; the model has been properly documented and advocated for by Triple-S; it is now recognized as a viable option for professionalizing the management of RWS;

· With the support of Triple-S in the 2 focus districts, SWSSBs have gained recognition at community level and contributed to reactivate dormant WUCs;

· There is clear evidence of uptake by the sector: establishment of new SWSSBs in other districts, reference to the model in the last SPR, inclusion in the last version of the MWE Guidelines for DLG engagement with HPMAs; MWE has clearly indicated its intention to generalize the model in all districts in Uganda;
· SWSSB have contributed to increase water fees collection (although exact figures were not available during the evaluation mission) and part of the fees (for instance 30% in Lira) is being transferred to the SWSSB, allowing the Board to cover minor repairs;

· However the SWSSB model remains fragile as the Boards will need capacity building and financial resources to make a more significant contribution to improving the performance of RWS; District do not have enough resources to be transferred to the sub-county level; Umbrella Organizations offered to provide capacity building to the SWSSBs; MWE indicated its interest to transfer part of the ‘conditional grants’ directly to the SC level but this has not been in place yet, even in a piloting phase;
· Some stakeholders have expressed concerns about: the fact that the SWSSB model still relies too much on a failing community-based approach and also the fact that SWSSBs focus exclusively on point water sources;
· Triple-S has successfully contributed to make the HPMAs more professional and business-oriented by opening their markets to include other activities and access more clients and more opportunities (data collection, rehabilitation works, preventive O&M);
· HPMAs are now fully integrated into the RWS policies, strategies and guidelines; some legal and institutional issues have been solved as an outcome of Triple-S intervention and advocacy work around the HPMA concept; Triple-S developed good quality guidelines to help Districts and SWSSBs engage the HPMAs;
· Slight improvement in functionality rates in Lira and Kabarole can reasonably be attributed to the work done by the HPMAs; however direct link is difficult to demonstrate and more research / follow up is needed to confirm this aspect;

· HPMAs are hybrid institutions – somewhere between not-for-profit associations and private operators; Triple-S has worked a lot of establishing a viable business model for the HPMAs but current figures are far from confirming that assumptions were correct, especially in terms of potential revenue for the HPMAs;
· Even if Districts, TSUs and other Umbrella Organizations are showing a lot of interest in the HPMA concept, it is not certain that all of them will have the capacities and the financial resources to support and HPMAs, to provide the necessary capacity building and follow-up; this might negatively affect their viability;

· On the paper (and in the Guidelines), the new institutional arrangements and sharing of responsibilities between key District and Sub-County players are promising; but there is no concrete evidence that it will provoke in the long run a systemic change that could boost the performance of RWS and fix all the issues observed and documented at the beginning of Triple-S; the HPMAs are not viable yet, the SWSSBs are ‘young’ and still struggling to mobilize water fees and therefore secure their financial resources.
· As summarized by the Triple-S team itself in the last annual report: “It is apparent that HPMAs cannot solely solve the challenges associated with O&M [this remark could also apply to SWSSBs]. Functionality is a multi-faceted sector challenge requiring a holistic approach with an integral yet innovative dimension”.
D.1.2. Outcome 2 – National and decentralized service delivery authorities and providers plan, budget, monitor, finance and maintain the required levels of rural water services at full scale
Intermediate outcomes

· LCCA applied in costing, planning and financing of SDMs at district level;
· Use of SDIs for monitoring service authorities/providers and services;
· Real time information on functionality of rural water services is used to inform planning & action at district level.

Related experiment
· Strengthening the M4W System in Uganda.
· Service Delivery Indicators to facilitate monitoring of rural water service delivery.
Key evaluation points
· From a strictly technical point of view, the M4W experiment has been successfully implemented in the focus districts; adjustments have been made to the system to fix the problems observed during the first use for data collection and make the system more user-friendly (automatic generation of reports and key indicators, etc.); evaluation mission has confirmed that DWOs can access the online platform;
· Districts and MWE have shown a lot of interest in M4W and its capacity to provide real time information on functionality of water points; however there is little evidence of an uptake of the concept and technology to other districts beyond the 8 pilot districts; issues have been raised about the cost of the system and the level of capacities / human resources required to manage M4W on a daily basis;
· Efforts deployed by Triple-S for engaging the MWE and the Districts with LCCA have triggered interest but with limited results. The analysis done in Kabarole by a Ugandan NGO contracted by Triple-S (Fontes) in 2013 is very interesting but came rather late in the implementation of the project and the Triple-S team has not had enough time to feed the conclusions into the process of actually changing the way Districts are budgeting for rural water services (in terms of technology distribution or investment vs. running costs). Some effects have been observed in Lira, where funds dedicated to “support” (soft) activities have increased, but only marginally;
· As the result, the LCCA dimension of Triple-S in Uganda has remained quite theoretical (compared to what has been achieved in Ghana or in Burkina Faso, for instance); the MWE, with the support of Triple-S has developed ToRs for a study on unit costs, with the perspective to review the formula used to allocate funds for within the conditional grant system (a very good idea) but at the time of the evaluation mission the study had not been tendered out yet – so there is little chance that the results of the study could be used to contribute to outcome 2 as initially formulated.
D.2. Pillar 2 – Learning and Adaptive Capacity

D.2.1. Outcome 3 – Transparency and accountability mechanisms are in place and used to monitor reliability of rural water services
Intermediate outcomes

· Improved response to down time of rural water sources;
· SAs, providers and users hold each other accountable on delivery of services;
· Use of SDIs for monitoring services authorities, providers and services
Related experiment
· Transparency & Accountability (merged into the SWSSB experiment).
Key evaluation points
· Triple-S has successfully demonstrated that key factors affecting the functionality (and therefore the down time) of point water sources could not be explained (and therefore monitored) by relying only on the sector golden indicators; SDIs provide the necessary information on those factors – for instance responsiveness of HPMs or District investment in major repairs and maintenance;
· However, the work on the SDIs has not been completely successful; Triple-S did not manage to fully convince other stakeholders (and in the first place, the MWE) that SDIs were the right way to measure the performance of rural water services; other stakeholders appreciated the quality of the information provided by the SDIs and their potential to explain the factors influencing the functionality of water sources (clearly demonstrated in Triple-S’ publications) – but they still have doubts about the cost of managing such a sophisticated set of indicators on a real time basis; as a result uptake of the SDIs is limited and they are still seen as ‘complementary’ to the Golden Indicators – but not fully embedded in the current sector M&E framework; globally, it would be therefore exaggerated to say that the SDIs helped facilitate monitoring at local level
, as suggested in the way the objectives of the experiment are currently formulated;
· Intensive community information and mobilization done under the Triple-S project has triggered more proactive attitude of users and WUCs in reporting faults and requesting interventions for repairing their facilities; this obviously contributed to the legitimacy of the SWSSBs and the water fee collection rate at community level;
· The M4W system played a major role in demonstrating the positive effect of the new institutional arrangements proposed by Triple-S on the functionality of water sources; however there is no evidence so far that Districts and Sub-counties will have the necessary resources to maintain such a level of mobilization (and the running costs of the M4W system) after the completion of the Triple-S intervention;
· Assumption made by Triple-S that a gap needed to be filled between the community and the District levels has proven relevant, including in terms of transparency and accountability; the SWSSBs have developed a lot of tools (receipts & vouchers, simplified accounting tools, etc.) to be used by the WUCs with direct positive effect on the transparency in the management of funds and the trust placed by users in the WUCs; new institutional arrangements created a ‘multiple-effect’ accountability mechanisms: WUCs are accountable to the users but also to the SWSSBs which provide a supervision role; SWSSBs are now accountable to the DWOs and have contributed to bridge the gap between the District and the communities / WUCs.
D.2.2. Outcome 4 – Rural Water Sector agencies adapt policy and practice on the basis of evidence
Intermediate outcomes

· Proposals for new and improved SDMs are used to inform policy;
· National and decentralized MSLPs generate evidence to inform sector processes.

Related experiments

· Improving Sector Learning through the Learning Alliance Approach;
· Performance analysis of SDMs.

Key evaluation points

· The intervention of Triple-S substantially (and durably) changed the way learning was envisaged in the rural water sector and also – maybe this is the most important outcome from a systemic point of view – the link between learning / research and policy;
· Multi-Stakeholder Learning Platforms have proven to be very successful especially at District and regional levels; participation and satisfaction of stakeholders show clearly that this new concept is sustainable and will continue after the completion of Triple-S; other interesting evidence is the willingness of the Districts (and to a lesser extent, of the MWE) to allocate budgets for this kind of activities;
· A major contribution of Triple-S to the rural water sector in Uganda has been to promote new models – the HPMAs and the SWSSBs – which are now fully embedded in the policies and toolboxes (guidelines, etc.) of the sector, although there is not yet hard evidence of their long-term viability, especially from a economic perspective;
· In 2014, Triple-S tried to take the learning alliance experiment a step further and proposed the idea of a “knowledge management hub” as a way of institutionalizing the work done under the learning alliance and the MSLPs; despite interest expressed by stakeholders met during the evaluation visit, there is no evidence so far that this idea will be implemented and that the MWE and the Districts will provide the necessary resources for it; however the learning alliances themselves will continue to exist with the support of member NGOs (and notably UWASNET which played a key role in developing the MSLPs and mobilizing the members of the network).
D.3. Pillar 3 – Harmonization and alignment

D.3.1. Outcome 5 – Decentralized rural water service delivery is harmonized and coordinated to achieve higher effective and efficient resource use and equity

Intermediate outcome
· Decentralized rural water supply stakeholders develop synergy and use standard / common approaches for project implementation.
Related experiment
· Reviewing of the District Implementation Manual.
Key evaluation points
· New District Implementation Manual has been completed, disseminated and well-received by all sector players including the MWE and the DWOs; it offers a good quality document to harmonize approaches of both government and non-government organizations for the design and implementation of RWS projects;
· The new DIM has been developed in a joint effort by all stakeholders, with clear leadership from the government (MWE); the DIM is now considered as a reference document (as confirmed in the last SPR) and is a key tool for the TSUs;
· District level coordination meetings and structures (DWSCC) are now in place and allow more efficient follow-up and increased harmonization by the Districts; Triple-S has successfully demonstrated to District leaders the interest of a better coordination;
· The 2 focus Districts show a strong political will and clear leadership (confirmed by interviews) for taking over coordination and harmonization activities; to a rather limited extent so far, Districts have budgeted part of the coordination costs;
· Coordination is more difficult to organize (and therefore, less sustainable) at sub-county level; main issues being the lack of technical capacity / financial resources and low participation from CSOs; SWSSBs are still too fragile to ensure this role.
E. Evaluation of direct/broader impacts
What are the main lessons to be drawn from the country project (both for the country and for the overall project) and what are the main recommendations to enhance achievement of the Triple-S vision of sustainable water services at scale in-country?

E.1. Direct project impact

E.1.1. No direct impact on functionality rates has been observed
One of the main assumptions behind the Triple-S intervention in Uganda was that it would have a positive (and visible) impact – at least at a local (District) level – on the main issue identified in the RWS sector: the non-functionality of water sources.
From the figures we managed to gather during the evaluation visit, it is extremely difficult to be conclusive about this positive impact. For instance, if we take the “functionally” golden indicator – which has been consistently measured for over more than 10 years – for Lira and Kabarole, we can only observe fluctuations (and a general downwards trend) which are extremely difficult to interpret, especially if the question is to assess whether the Triple-S intervention contributed to it (see Figure 8 below). Unfortunately, the figures provided by the SDIs measurement (increase from 73% to 74% in Lira and from 80% to 82% in Kabarole) are also very difficult to handle – as the fluctuation is comparable to the error margin of the measurement itself
. At the time the evaluation mission took place, the second measurement campaign was being conducted and the results were not available yet.
Figure 8: Evolution of the functionality of point water sources in 2 focus districts
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Source: Sector Performance Reports 2006 through 2014, compiled by the consultant
During the interviews and FGDs organized during the mission, the Triple-S team provided several explanations for this situation. The most convincing one is probably the fact that the use of the M4W system contributed to increase the number of water points being monitored – in other terms, more water sources were repaired and functional but more water sources were taken into consideration – which could explain the stagnation in the functionality rate. Other valid explanation is that the new institutional arrangements (especially the HPMAs and the SWSSBs) only became fully functional in 2013 – it is then too early to observe any mid-term or long-term impact on key indicators such as the functionality rate.
E.1.2. Very positive impact on governance at district level

The focus group discussions and interviews organized during the evaluation visit confirmed the very positive impact of Triple-S on governance at district level. All of Triple-S activities and outcomes contributed to this impact. First (and important) aspect of this impact comes from the learning side and the fact that all key players participated in the MSLPs, allowing them to share concepts, identify key issues and extensively discuss about possible options (leading for instance to new SDMs). Second aspect comes from the work done at sub-district level to fill the gap between DWOs and community-based organisations at a very local level. The introduction of a new governance level (SWSSBs) substantially contributed to enhance governance, creating between the different levels accountability-based relationships. Third aspect was probably to reinforce the leadership of district / sub-county authorities, which realized through Triple-S support that they could handle a lot of issues related to RWS.
E.1.3. Triple-S significantly changed the face of the RWS sector... without really reaching all the elements required for achieving service delivery approach as initially planned
The “service delivery approach” has not been fully tested in Uganda, given that the interventions that were selected as experiments were only partial or were implemented too late in the course of the project to have any meaningful impact. As a consequence, even if all players recognize that Triple-S changed the way to look at RWS issues in Uganda (the last SPR issued in 2014 provides a clear demonstration of the impact of Triple-S ideas on the sector), the “systemic change” at sector level has not really been reached as initially planned. Several explanations can be provided:
· Time is obviously an important dimension. As underlined by the Triple-S team itself, the time required to completely re-orient the sector from its current infrastructure-oriented approach to a fully service-oriented approach is probably closer to 10 years than the 5 years during which the project has been active; more concepts and experiments would probably have reached the “tipping point” if efforts would have been extended by a few years (this is typically the case of the M4W experiment);
· Triple-S deliberately selected Uganda knowing that the WASH sector was very-well structured, due to the almost 15 years of implementing a SWAp. It was an advantage at the beginning, because the WASH sector was more “advanced” compared to other countries and therefore more receptive/sensitive to the (new) ideas conveyed by Triple-S; but at the end of the day, a structured sector is probably less easy to influence (a good example of that are the SDIs which were not rejected by the sector as such, but considered as complementary to the Golden Indicators because the GIs themselves were deeply anchored in the SWAp and in the sector “habits”);

· The Theory of Change set up for Triple-S as a whole and in Uganda in particular was probably over-ambitious. The fundamental assumption underlying Triple-S’ ToC is that if decision makers are made aware of existing problems and “enabled” to plan and budget so as to tackle these problems, then improvements in service levels and user satisfaction will automatically result. This assumption is likely to remain valid, but the fact that Triple-S, as a project, had no real influence on actors making the necessary investments (would they be government programs or NGO projects) made it very difficult for Triple-S to demonstrate the validity of its underlying concepts.
E.2. Scaling-up and replication

The ultimate indicator of whether other sector players have bought into the Triple-S approach and concepts is whether they decide to scale it up for broader use and refinement. From this perspective, the impact of Triple-S in Uganda is contrasted.
Across all the experiments conducted by Triple-S in Uganda, replication is variable. The revised DIM is now widely disseminated and used throughout the sector. The HPMAs and the SWSSBs “package” as a way of re-organizing institutional arrangements at local / district level have definitely taken off and are now completely included in policies and strategies. The multi-stakeholder learning approach of Triple-S has also been replicated in other regions and included in other on-going projects or project under preparation.
Triple-S has been extremely active at promoting its concepts and approach in Uganda. Impact of this promotion is clearly visible within the group of ‘close’ partners to IRC, and especially the members of the consortium (SNV, NETWAS), WaterAid (not a member of the consortium but involved in some experiments such as the M4W system), Plan Uganda – and also NGOs involved in the two focus districts (JESE, HEWASA, PROTOS, etc.). Of course the fact that UWASNET was a member of the consortium offered a unique opportunity for involving a large number of actors and disseminate concepts, tools and results.
As a result, only some specific elements of the initial SDA approach promoted by Triple-S can now be found in policies, strategies and new projects – which defies the initial ambition of provoking a whole system change at sector level. Triple-S contributed to institutionalize (and consolidate) IRC in Uganda and promote IRC as a key player in the RWS sector. As such, IRC Uganda has entered into several partnerships (with SNV, with WaterAid, etc.) that will allow the organization to continue its action in the RWS sector in the coming years – but unfortunately, IRC did not manage to secure the necessary resources to continue (and potentially scale-up) the whole Triple-S “package” in the future and particularly the experiments that would require substantial follow-up to reveal their full potential.
F. Evaluation summary, key lessons & recommendations
F.1. Evaluation summary
This section presents the overall lessons learned from the EPE, based on a summary of the evaluation presented in earlier sections of the report. On this basis, we formulate recommendations, particularly for the design of future initiatives to support the adoption of a Service Delivery Approach in a sustainable way at scale, to be led by IRC or others, as appropriate.
Rating scale
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



	Outstanding: exceeded expectations / key achievement of the project

	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



	Good: comfortably met expectations

	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



	Satisfactory: barely met expectations, with some caveats

	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



	Unsatisfactory: did not meet expectations / critical area for the project


Table 1 – Triple-S Uganda Workstream – Evaluation summary

	Evaluation area
	Evaluation questions
	Summary evaluation
	Rating

	Project design: was the project design fit for purpose and flexible to adapt to circumstances?
	Were hosting arrangements well designed and effective?
	· Piloting the project through a multi-stakeholder consortium was the best possible choice
· District team and activities were completely embedded within TSU and WSDF
· Administrative management by SNV led to double reporting for the staff
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	Was the process for regional/district selection adequate and rigorous?
	· Districts were selected based on existence of projects/NGOs likely to be influenced
· Although quite similar in terms of access, districts were contrasted regarding other factors (especially climate, hydrogeological conditions and recent history)
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	Were the governance arrangements effective?
	· Partners have all been involved and active in the consortium

· Triple-S managed to develop a close collaboration with Ministry & local governments
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	Did the pre-MTA activities provide a sound basis for project definition?
	· Documentation of key sector innovations and experiences started early
· Most of what became later the 7/8 ‘experiments’ had started before the MTA

· Focus of pre-MTA activities was mainly on learning activities (including internally)
· Overall, pre-MTA activities provided a sound basis for project definition (none of the trails explored before MTA was really abandoned in the re-organization process)
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	Were the interventions selected post-MTA based on a sound analysis of critical sector needs?
	· Deep involvement of Triple-S in sector coordination groups at national and district levels allowed maximum alignment with sector priorities
· Experiments were designed based on extensive consultation process (several events organized in 2012 including Triple-S research seminar in September 2012)

· Focus on point water sources only was more questionable
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	Outputs: Which outputs have been produced, what is their quality, how have they been perceived?
	Have the outputs been produced according to schedule and expected levels of effort and cost?
	· A majority of expected outputs have been produced (a few ones are pending completion)
· Levels of effort and cost have been respected according to initial plans
· Some outputs have been produced quite late (final SDM report for instance)
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	What is the quality of outputs produced?
	· District Implementation Manual: excellent quality
· Using mobile phones to improve functionality: average quality

· Development of business models for HPMAs: good quality

· Service Delivery Indicators (SDIs): average quality

· Sub-county model to improve operations and maintenance: good quality

· Strengthening learning and adaptive capacity: excellent quality

· Analysing the performance of Service Delivery Models: average quality
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	How are these outputs perceived by WASH actors in the country?
	· Most outputs have been perceived very well by WASH actors in the country
· Most relevant/useful outputs according to perception: DIM, HPMA, SDM and SWSSB
· Outputs related to learning are extremely well perceived, as a major contribution to the WASH sector, especially at national, regional and district levels
· Work on M4W and SDIs is perceived as useful, but many actors (including the MWE) expressed concerns regarding costs and capacity to upscale those experiments
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	Outcomes: How do project outcomes measure against expected achievements (post-MTA)? Are there unexpected outcomes?
	Outcome 1
	· Triple-S has demonstrated and tested the interest of SWSSBs as a new SDM
· Triple-S has demonstrated and tested the potential of HPMAs and has broadened their perspective in terms of business model and capacity building

· However HPMAs are still in need of support (will the Districts be able to provide it?) to reach their full viability; SWSSBs constitute a very promising model but they are facing major issues (capacities, fee collection by WUCs) and all players are not convinced that they will manage to solve all the challenges related to O&M and functionality
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	Outcome 2
	· MWE and DWOs + stakeholders have shown a lot of interest in the M4W system
· Triple-S managed to demonstrate the technical feasibility of the system

· Complexity and cost of operating the system are seen as barriers to a country scaling up
· Efforts deployed by Triple-S for engaging the MWE and the Districts with LCCA have triggered interest but with limited results, especially with regard to planning and budgeting
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	Outcome 3
	· Triple-S has demonstrated that intense community mobilization and new institutional arrangements at sub-county level could improve transparency and accountability, with positive impact on ownership and functionality of the systems
· Triple-S has demonstrated the interest of the SDIs and their capacity to explain factors affecting functionality; however uptake by the sector is limited and SDIs are seen as complementary indicators and approach has not been scaled up
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	Outcome 4
	· The intervention of Triple-S substantially (and durably) changed the way learning was envisaged in the rural water sector and the link between learning / research and policy
· A major contribution of Triple-S to the RWS in Uganda has been to promote new models after (and while) demonstrating their interest and their feasibility in the 2 focus districts
· Multi-Stakeholder Learning Platforms have proven to be very successful at national, regional and district (but a little less successful at Sub-county level)

· The learning alliance experiment still needs to be institutionalized at sector level
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	Outcome 5
	· New District Implementation Manual has been completed, disseminated and well-received by all sector players including the MWE and the DWOs

· District level coordination meetings and structures (DWSCC) are now in place and allow more efficient follow-up and increased harmonization by the Districts

· The 2 focus Districts show a strong political will and clear leadership for taking over coordination and harmonization activities; Districts have budgeted (part of) the related costs
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	Impacts: Is there clear evidence that the agreed impact milestones in Uganda have been achieved?
	Impact at district level on functionality, access to basic services and user satisfaction?
	· User satisfaction seems to have increased (if improvement in water fee collection can be taken as a sign that rural users are more satisfied with the service)
· There is no evidence of a positive impact on functionality rates in the 2 focus districts
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	Impact at district and national levels on other governance aspects?
	· Very positive impact can be observed on governance in the 2 focus districts

· Triple-S changed the face of the RWS sector... without reaching a “whole system change” due to limited time available and pre-existing structure of the sector
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 




	
	Broader impact through replication and scaling-up?
	· Some elements of Triple-S are currently being replicated (and partially scaled-up) through inclusion in national policies/strategies and in new projects/programs

· Level of replication is variable across the Triple-S experiments. MSLPs, HPMAs and SWSSBs are in the process of being scaled-up, less obvious regarding M4W and SDIs
	 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 





F.2. Key lessons and recommendations

What are the main lessons to be drawn from the country project (both for the country and for the overall project) and what are the main recommendations to enhance achievement of the Triple-S vision of sustainable water services at scale in-country?

Continue to work on the learning dimension. The area of learning (alliances, MSLPs, etc.) is probably the area that had the most profound and long-lasting effect (and possibly, impact) on the RWS sector in Uganda. Triple-S demonstrated that the sector is open to new ideas and new approaches, as long as they are properly documented through combined research and action. The institutionalization of what has been done by Triple-S (knowledge management hub, etc.) could be achieved in a reasonable time frame. Even if IRC’s resources are limited in the coming years, that should definitely be the key focus area, and the best way to continue promoting the Service Delivery Approach.
Document Triple-S key achievements and promote legacy. Considering the number of activities conducted by Triple-S and also the abundant literature produced by the project, the overall picture is sometimes difficult to comprehend by those you would like to take further the Triple-S ideas and achievements. Information on the website is a bit overwhelming and not always structured. If available resources allow it, a “synthesis” document showcasing Triple-S’ major achievements and highlighting avenues to follow and areas that require further exploration could be very useful
. It could include a “learning agenda” to be used as a research program endorsed by the MWE itself (link to the first recommendation).
Keep the consortium alive. The Triple-S multi-stakeholder implementing consortium was a great idea that should and can survive the project implementation itself. It should be possible to keep the consortium alive and even expand it to include more actors. Of course, it can only be possible if resources are available in the future to finance facilitation and logistical costs. That would also be a good vehicle to continue promoting the Triple-S legacy.
Question the M4W and SDIs experiments. As highlighted several times in this evaluation report, those two experiments have not reached their “tipping points” and despite a lot of interest expressed by sector players, there is very little evidence that they will be scaled up and that they are sustainable. Main concerns seem to be around the complexity of managing a “real time” monitoring system and the associated costs. Maybe the sector was not ready to digest so many innovations at the same time. As a continuation of the EPE, it could be interesting to hire an independent expert to conduct a detailed assessment of those two experiments (especially the M4W which includes a strong technical ICT aspect).
Revisit the building blocks
. At present, the “building blocks” approach is presented in a fairly monolithic manner with no hierarchy. It is intended to capture the SDA in an operational manner but people who are not so familiar with the project and its activities would struggle understanding where best to start. Most sector stakeholders are likely to be in the same situation as the Triple-S project following the MTA review, i.e. confronted to the need to prioritise between interventions to promote SDA. In reality, some of the building blocks are a sub-set of each other; others (such as monitoring) are simply an entry point but cannot be considered to capture the entire “Service Delivery Approach”. Defining a clearer roadmap for carrying out work under the different building blocks is essential to allow sector actors to go beyond monitoring and planning immediate remedial measures.
Expand the perimeter of “rural water services” to anticipate forthcoming changes. As underlined in this evaluation report, it is likely that the technology mix for the rural water services will significantly change in the coming years, the share of point water sources decreasing and pipe networks taking more and more importance in the rural areas, including in small communities. Like in all the other countries in Africa, the demand for tap water will increase, especially if the private sector starts investing in rural areas (at least in the most profitable rural areas). From this perspective, it is a pity that Triple-S has focused mainly on point water sources, given the limitations of hand pumps in terms of functionality (and therefore sustainability) and the potential development of the next level of service.
Support service providers and focus more on private sector. The intervention of Triple-S (especially in the 2 focus districts) has created a strong demand for more reliable rural water services and a need for new service providers (HPMAs and to some extent, SWSSBs – and also private providers, link to the previous recommendation) to access continued support to help them achieve their professionalization. This is a long term perspective and TSUs as well as DWOs do not have yet all the necessary skills/tools/resources to provide this support, or at least independently from resources provided by projects. IRC could play a major role in this new field, beginning by documenting international lessons in this area.

Focus on the financing aspects. As shown in the QDA report, the building blocks directly related to financing aspects (especially LCCA, asset management, tariff setting) have been a little bit left behind during the project implementation. The efforts of the Triple-S project so far have focused on strengthening budgeting and planning so as to trigger mind set changes with respect to costing and budgeting – but with limited impact. Although the SWAp provided the sector in Uganda with quite ‘stable’ funds, it is not likely that it will continue like that. More research and innovation is needed to (a) determine the exact costs of the implementation of a full Service Delivery Approach in the rural sector; (b) identify and develop more locally-based financial resources for the sector, through increased participation of the users and wiser/smarter use of available public funding. In the coming years, building on the Triple-S and WASHCost experience, IRC could significantly contribute to achieve that.
Seek partnerships with organizations implementing projects. It is unlikely that the ‘2008-2014’ version of Triple-S project will be replicated. As said in the impact chapter, the fact that Triple-S had no grip on funding for infrastructure might have limited its impact, although it was probably a wise choice considering the ToC and the time frame. Now that Triple-S has come to an end as a project, IRC could partner with “infrastructure implementing” organizations (including the governments and NGOs) to share its expertise on the learning / institutional / capacity building / monitoring / SDA aspects of the sector.
Use the lessons from Triple-S in the rural sanitation sector. Issues (and institutional arrangements) are obviously very different with regard to rural sanitation, and a completely different Theory of Change would need to be developed – but there is obviously a need for “whole system change” in the sanitation sector too (especially in terms of shifting from an infrastructure-based approach to a service and demand-based approach). It is no coincidence if new approaches recently developed in the sanitation sector (such as CLTS) share a large part of the ‘theoretical’ foundations of Triple-S. In the sanitation sector as well, districts and SWSSBs could play a major role. Working on sanitation could be a good way to recycle the Triple-S legacy in a new sector.
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� A PRINCIPLE-BASED APPROACH TO SUSTAINABLE RURAL WATER SERVICES AT SCALE: moving from vision to action, Working paper 1, Stef Smits, Harold Lockwood, Anna Le Gouais, Ton Schouten, Vida Duti and Jane Nabunnya, IRC International Water and Sanitation Centre, January 2012.


� 2011, IRC/Aguaconsult, Lessons for rural water supply, Uganda report.


� 2012 Estimate. Uganda districts, Information Handbook, 2012-2013 edition.


� The MTA report (at least the version that we consulted) did not contain specific recommendations for Uganda.


� See Schouten T. and Moriarty P., Triple-S Theory of Change, January 2013.


� See Triple-S Uganda Revised Program Logic, 19 December 2012 version.


� Except for IRC country director who has a direct contract with IRC.


� Triple-S management interpreted this recommendation as the need to focus on a set of “experiments”, even though the MTA did not specifically recommend this.


� In this chapter all assumptions and objectives are taken from the waterservicesthatlast.org website.


� Reaction of Triple-S team to the draft version of this paragraph: “It does not require the DWO first logging onto the system. When a user finds a problem with the water source, he/she sends a text message to code 8888, indicating the source identification number and the nature of the problem. Once the system receives the notification, it generates an SMS which is automatically sent to the relevant HPM’s phone. Upon receiving the message, the HPM goes to the source in question to assess the magnitude of the fault. If the fault is minor, the HPM advises the community on the necessary action. For major faults, the District Water Office is accordingly informed. Each fault attended to by the HPM is reported to the system and the user is also given feedback.”


� Kabarole, Lira, Arua, Kasese, Bundibugyo and Kyenjojo.


� From this point of view, it is worth noting that the official function of key Triple-S staff at District level is “District Learning Facilitator” – and learning represents a substantial part of their activities.


� 1,600 households in the 8 districts in total.


� Reaction of Triple-S team to the draft version of this paragraph: “IRC is committed to continuing to support this work – at least until it has been fully considered by Government. Government is indeed wedded to the golden indicators and it will take more time and effort to persuade them of the need to adjust these. That said, in Triple-S districts the SDIs DID help monitoring at the local level – the experiment has not however scaled – yet.” Unfortunately from an evaluation perspective this point cannot really be taken into consideration – an End of Project Evaluation is not in the position to assess what IRC is planning to achieve in the coming years – only to measure what has been achieved within the project timeframe against what was foreseen in the programme logic.


� Or the confidence interval if the functionality rate is measured on a sample of all the water sources.


� Such a document has been produced by Triple-S Uganda, but only after the EPE (November 2014).


� This recommendation is identical to the one contained in the Ghana evaluation report.
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