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1.
Introduction
The Government of Indonesia (GOI) and UNICEF are implementing the Water and Environmental Sanitation Program (WESP) in Eastern Indonesia, with financial support from the Governments of the Netherlands and Sweden.  Assisting the GOI in achieving “Target 10” of the MDGs: “halve, by 2015, the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe water and basic sanitation”, the purpose of the program is to improve access to safe drinking water, basic sanitation, and hygiene practices in schools and communities in urban and rural areas in six selected provinces (NTB, NTT, South Sulawesi, Maluku, West Papua, and Papua.  The specific objective of the program is to provide an integrated package of drinking water, sanitation, and hygiene through three components with the following targets:
1. Water, sanitation, and hygiene in rural areas – in about 180 villages (320,000 persons)

2. Water, sanitation, and hygiene in schools – in 500 primary schools (100,000 children and 2,000 teachers)

3. Water, sanitation, and hygiene in urban slums – in 5 urban areas (70,000 persons)

Midway through its projected implementation period (June 2007 to December 2010), the program has carried out an internal evaluation in collaboration with participating government administrations at all levels.  The DHV Group, through its regional office in Indonesia, has been commissioned to conduct a rapid external assessment of the program based inter alia on the findings of this review and interviews to be conducted with key stakeholders at national level and in three provinces, two selected districts in each of these provinces, and one urban area per district. The assessment (see Appendix I for Terms of Reference) is to focus on the following specific issues:
1. Ownership and capacity of national, provincial, and district institutions to implement the project, highlighting in particular key gaps that remain to be addressed;

2. Effectiveness and appropriateness of the approach used in the three components, with a particular focus on the relevance and use of proposed guidelines and processes, with a view to recommending improvements;

3. Feasibility of planned targets to establish a realistic projection of targets that can be reached, and propose – if necessary – a revision of the original project proposal terms.

Appendix II presents a list of persons interviewed for the review.
2.
Recommendations

The findings of the review are briefly presented in the “executive summary” in section 3 below, and in more detail in the “report on findings” in section 4.  The recommendations based on these findings are presented here.
1. Recognize that there may not be sufficient capacity to achieve the MDGs with external assistance alone, and focus assistance in future phases on establishing local capacities to do this with own resources.  However, recognize that it may not be possible to reorient WESP in time to be able to make a significant impact in this regard during the remaining program period.

2. In planning a new program, complement general capacity building with a perspective on financial support for physical target achievement, to avoid that local governments view the effort as planning for the sake of planning.

3. In future phases, insist on replication that is significant in the context of the MDG challenge – two villages do not make a paradigm shift.

4. For future phases of program support, be alert to the possibility that local governments may only be paying lip service to community-based approaches in development as an easy way out of their responsibility to ensure a safe living environment.  Structure support to an agreement by the Districts to include long-term commitments to meaningful development activities in government budgets. 

5. Consider extending financial support to ensure that the community orientation promoted under the program changes from a novelty into a habit in the participating Districts, e.g. in the form of cost sharing for activities, with close monitoring of realistic targets.

6. Correct the misalignment between activities in the current program and the setup as reflected in the logframe.  To the extent that resources are available for capacity building, formulate clear objectives for the national level activities and link these to capacity building activities at local level. 
7. In the remainder of the program period, execute only capacity building activities that are essential to establishing the participatory approach.  Do not redirect program funds from physical target achievement to general capacity building without explicit agreement from the GOI and RNE, lest target achievement in the rural component fall significantly short of 80%.  (Avoid an outcome where neither quantitative nor qualitative goals are met.)

8. To the extent that resources are available for capacity building, continue using strategic planning as a vehicle, focusing on strategic plans as steps in an iterative process to produce realistic development programs and fundable project proposals.

9. Convince local governments to strengthen the Pokja AMPL by involving local community representatives and establishing a permanent secretariat.  In future phases of WESP, assist on professionalizing the secretariat’s processes.

10. Establish systematic data collection and processing across the three components with a view to deriving lessons learned on involving local and provincial government in participatory development of water and environmental sanitation.

11. Look for ways to assist local government staff in overcoming the limitations in their organization culture with respect to giving the priorities of the community a primary role in local development.
12. In case communities are unwilling to cooperate without payment, do not wait too long in relocating program activities to communities that are willing.  Avoid creating the impression that recalcitrance pays.
13. To avoid promoting only partial solutions in urban areas, explicitly address aspects of water and sanitation that require coordination and/or cooperation with other communities and/or city agencies.  Cease support where this is not possible - do not set urban communities up for failure.
14. In linking activities to larger proposals for investment, be aware that the need to pass such proposals through the Musrenbang may create some distance with the community.
3.
Executive summary

The specific issues addressed in this assessment are interrelated.  Absent externally imposed limitations, the feasibility of targets depends in large part on the approach to development in the three components and the program’s ability to foster ownership and capacity at local level.  Hence the assessment includes an in-depth review of the logical framework (logframe), which spells out the relevant interrelationships in the program.

Regarding the feasibility of targets, the main conclusion is that it appears possible to achieve the quantitative targets within the available remaining time, but that more general targets for capacity building are unlikely to be met.  Time is less of an issue here than budget.  Early mistakes in program execution, higher than expected cost of implementation in remote areas, and increased expenditures on capacity building have resulted in a budget shortfall of some $3.0 mln to achieve all quantitative targets.  Because the urban and schools components have made good progress from the beginning, and will likely reach 100% or even more of their respective targets, the impact of this limitation falls solely on the rural component.  Achievement in the rural component will probably not exceed 80% of targets.  Overall, the physical target achievement is still commendable for a new program operating in difficult areas.  However, the presently remaining budget will not be sufficient to build on the efforts for capacity building, in the sense that it will not be possible to assist the local government institutions in consolidating their experiences, improving the quality of their strategic plans, and translating these into realistic implementation programs and fundable proposals for consideration in the annual budget preparation process.

The Consultant believes that two factors have contributed to the present situation in the program:

1. Inconsistencies in the logframe, specifically concerning the relationship between activities to achieve physical water and sanitation targets on the one hand, and more general local government capacity building targets on the other.  It appears that this has led to a program design in which not all implementation priorities are clear.

2. UNICEF’s procurement policy, which is so focused on selecting reliable suppliers of high quality materials and equipment that for some items it has favored central over local procurement.  However this has resulted in long delays in delivery to remote areas, ineffective execution at local level, and in some areas a sense of not being considered a trustworthy partner in development.  Moreover, from the perspective on long-term sustainability there is no point in focusing on quality levels that are not available locally.  

Since the UNICEF office in Jakarta has begun re-evaluating the application of its procurement policy in Indonesia, taking into account the considerations mentioned above, the remainder of present report will focus on the evaluation of the logframe and the findings from the field investigation.

The logical framework

The overall goal of the program is to support the GOI in realizing children’s and women’s rights and accelerating progress towards Indonesia’s attainment of the 2015 PNBAI goals and targets closely related to the MDGs.  In this context, the purpose of the logframe is to spell out a specific goal that the program itself can attain on its own, i.e. not dependent on other programs being effective in their achievements, and to show how it seeks to achieve this.  

Perhaps drawing from the reference to the MDGs in the overall goal, the component goals only include quantitative targets for hygiene practices and access to water and sanitation.  They speak neither of a focus on general economic development nor on developing local capacities for going beyond achievement of the immediate targets after conclusion of the program. 

All specification at lower levels in the logframe hierarchy derives from the component goals.  For each component, the program must produce outputs that are individually necessary and collectively sufficient to achieve the goals, and for this it must contain activities that, in turn, are similarly necessary and sufficient to achieve the outputs.  

As is demonstrated in the present report, there is a certain misalignment between the activities in the program and its setup as reflected in the logframe.  Specifically, there are no clear objectives and targets for capacity building.  Also the budget figures in the funding proposal fail to show the relative priority for capacity building.  This makes it difficult to determine the true program focus – while its activities to achieve quantitative targets consume the lion’s share of funds, the focus of the central program office appears to be more on leaving a lasting impression through general capacity building.  This would be where the national level activities become relevant, but the logframe does not clearly show how these are related to achievement of local level targets.  Also the fact that the participating villages are expected to replicate activities in just two villages belies the notion that general capacity building is the prime objective.  

Whatever the true intended measure of program effectiveness, it appears there is insufficient attention for monitoring.  Although an elaborate system of monitoring matrices is being set up to record achievements, this is very much aimed at local level target achievement and not always suitable for aggregation to the logical framework level.  The logframe fails to draw attention to the need for systematic data collection and processing on target achievement across the three components, and on the involvement of local and provincial governments in this.  Without such information, it will be difficult to derive lessons learned that are relevant to the sector as a whole.

The field investigation

The field investigation generally revealed an appreciation among government agencies for the WESP approach, here defined as encouraging the community to determine program activities and assist in planning their execution, but also relying on the community to bear (in case of the urban component part of) the burden of implementation.  The agencies see the approach as a very promising way to effect behavioral change, through its potential for leveraging agency resources and inculcating a degree of self reliance in the community.  Also, evidence shows that with the right kind of facilitation it is possible to convince communities to become involved, despite the fact that WESP does not pay for their participation.  It appears that it is difficult, but not impossible, to do this even where other programs and projects do provide participation incentives.  In combination, this supports the estimation that implementation targets are achievable within the remaining program period, save for a looming budget shortfall.  Despite these generally positive findings the investigation also revealed a few limitations.

Ownership

The investigation found the Bupatis / Walikotas were not actively involved in the program in any of the districts and towns visited, although they did participate in official opening, etc.  On the other hand, Bappedas and agency staff were generally well informed about WESP and had no difficulty discussing direction, objectives, obstacles, etc.  Nevertheless, it remains to be seen whether the local governments will indeed – as they now promise – include water and sanitation activities following the WESP approach in their future budgets, i.e. no top-down physical development but focused on the “facilitation” necessary to get communities to take the lead.  The 2010 budget will be a first indication, but given that WESP will still be active in the communities for the next two years, the real proof will have to come in the post 2012 budgets. 

Many communities have become cynical about what they can expect of government.  Successful application of the participatory approach therefore requires an attitudinal change of government staff from “officials” to something more like “community workers”.  In this connection, it is important to make sure that (local) governments do not adopt community-based or community-led approaches as an easy way out: “if there is no safe water and sanitation, the community has failed to take the initiative”.  For sustained, community-oriented water and sanitation activities at District level, it may be necessary to continue at least some financial support following WESP.  In the form of cost sharing connected to close monitoring of realistic targets, the real impact would not be in the funding, but in improved monitoring and evaluation at sector level.

Capacity

Bappenas has for some time been encouraging local governments to set up Pokjas AMPL to coordinate the activities of local governments and donors in water and sanitation on a long-term basis.  In the WESP area, many Districts have done so because they had one or more ongoing projects in water and sanitation. A number of other Districts have established a Pokja AMPL specifically to support WESP activities.  These latter Pokjas may be vulnerable to closure following completion of WESP.  It is through capacity building of the Pokjas that WESP could make a real difference, using strategic planning as the main vehicle.  After just six months, over 20 Districts already report having a strategic plan for water and sanitation.  Given this short preparation period, Bappenas does not expect these first plans to be of decisive quality, but sees their formulation as a tool in a development process rather than as a goal in itself.  Supporting this process is where a longer term financial relationship as indicated above could pay off to sustain sector development.  This would also provide an opportunity for additional support to assist the local governments in implementing two developments that are important to the Pokjas becoming a true platform for support and accountability:

1. Involve community leaders or other representatives of the local population in the deliberations, to enable public officials to gather support for their plans by incorporating real community priorities, and meanwhile increasing commitment of the agencies to the end result because they will be held accountable in future Pokja meetings;

2. Establish a permanent secretariat to professionalize the Pokja process by preparing documents for discussion, registering commitment, monitoring compliance to Pokja agreements, and reporting to the general Pokja on the findings.  Such a secretariat should be established in Bappeda, which already has the necessary authority to direct development planning and monitor implementation.  

Effectiveness and appropriateness

In water supply, a major concern for the approach is that some programs pay communities for their participation while WESP does not.  In some cases this has “spoiled the broth”: people refuse to cooperate unless they get paid.  There are three possible ways to deal with this:

1. Persist in the WESP approach, and accept that in many cases this will involve a much greater investment in “facilitation”.  Since the software activities are relatively expensive compared to the basic level of facilities being installed, this may represent a drain on cost effectiveness.

2. Allow the District government to provide the financial support instead.  Since this obviously moves away from the basic program principles, this option should be decided only where there are no other possibilities, and only with explicit approval from the Jakarta WESP office.

3. Select areas where there are no competing programs that do pay for community participation.  This would appear to be the preferred option.  There are very many communities without good water and sanitation and it should not be too difficult to find some with more enthusiasm.  This would also show the “demanding” communities that recalcitrance does not pay.

The question of appropriateness and effectiveness also obtains in the urban component, because water and sanitation at neighborhood level – where WESP seeks to improve conditions together with the community – seldom exist in isolation from wider city level issues in drainage and solid waste collection/disposal.  This clearly necessitates coordination between city agencies and neighborhood services, as well as between different neighborhoods.  Although this aspect does receive some attention in the program, the impression in some areas is that WESP provides partial solutions to big city problems.  In part this follows from the fact that the small scale technical solutions supported at neighborhood level are not clearly linked to WESP efforts to improve city-wide strategic planning through the Pokja.  One complication here is that any proposals for investment in city level equipment and infrastructure must follow the formal local government planning process through the Musrenbang, which has its own schedule and dynamics.  A point to ponder in this regard is also that closer involvement with the Musrenbang process seems to somewhat distance program activities from the community – communities generally seem to like the immediate relevance of WESP activities to their situation, whereas many are rather cynical about the fate of proposals put forward in the Musrenbang. 

Feasibility of planned targets

The fact that the program and its facilitators have experienced a two year learning curve may contribute to improved implementation efficiency in the remainder of the program period.  However, any efficiency gain will likely remain small because new communities have to start from the beginning.  Without improved efficiencies, the predicted US$ 3.0 mln budget shortfall makes it impossible to honor both the physical targets and more general capacity building objectives of the program.  Thus, the question now arises whether to seek additional funding or whether it is possible to henceforth focus on capacity building under the assumption that this will have more lasting impact.  (Or, of course, a combination of these two alternatives.)  The answer to this question involves three competing aspects:

1. Continued pursuit of capacity building during the current program phase will detract from physical target achievement.  Yet the physical targets are the only measurable indicator by which to determine whether the program has been a success. Moreover, the physical program targets are framed in the context of the millennium goals, and pressure for the achievement of these MDGs is mounting as 2015 comes nearer.

2. Reorientation of WESP to capacity building requires a thorough rethinking of the logical framework, and this will ultimately show that a revamped WESP will require very different resources than what is available under its present incarnation.  It will likely not be possible to effect such turnaround in the remaining program period, with time remaining to have an impact.

3. Physical targets cannot and should not be ignored.  An exclusive focus on capacity building for strategic planning will meet little enthusiasm in local government.  Without a perspective on funds for new investment they will see this as planning for the sake of planning, especially since the proposed planning process has no basis in the existing government planning procedures.
4.
Report on findings
The scope of the assessment is strategic.  Its main purpose is to verify conclusions of the internal evaluation and to produce recommendations for the remaining implementation period.  The review therefore concentrates on the internal consistency of the program’s logical framework and its connection to the organization of activities as apparent from the available monitoring reports, and a field level investigation focusing on the key aspects drawn from the Terms of Reference.  
4.1
The logical framework

Introduction

The logical framework approach aims to set out the intervention logic of a program or project.  It starts with the identification of an overall development objective, to which the program aims to contribute, and then increasingly details program goals and activities to the point where specific inputs can be defined.  This process yields an intervention logic using the basic rule that lower level objectives must be individually required and collectively sufficient to achieve a higher level goal that they seek to achieve.  Different donors use different terminology to designate the levels in the logical framework.  The funding proposal for WESP to the governments of the Netherlands and Sweden uses definitions that are also used by the World Bank: 

· Goal – an objective that is wider than the specific objectives of the program itself and the achievement of which depends also on other programs and activities.  
· Purpose – the specific objective to be achieved by executing the program and which likely will have a lasting impact (i.e. beyond the life of the program).

· Outputs – “products” of activities to be undertaken in the program, which collectively will result in achieving the program purpose.

· Activities – actions to be taken to produce the outputs.

For each intervention component in the logical framework it must be clear what indicators will be used to measure achievement, what means of verification will be used to provide data to apply these indicators, and what assumptions have been made to determine that the component is a necessary and sufficient contribution to achieve the intended result.  A good logical framework meets the following criteria:
1. Clear statement of goal and purpose in terms of what, how much, for whom, when, and where

2. Goal, purpose, and outputs describe a situation (desired or existing) and not a process

3. Logical intervention sequence of relevant components that are realistically achievable 

4. SMART indicators (Specific, Measurable, Accurate, Realistic, and Timebound)
5. Assumptions are not pre-conditions (pre-conditions must be met before program start)

6. Intervention component and related assumptions are sufficient to reach the next level (if-then)
7. Indicators are described in terms of quantity, quality, time, target group, and/or location
8. Activities include the actions needed to acquire the information under “means of verification”
Assessment of program goals

The WESP funding proposal distinguishes between an overall goal of the GOI and a specific goal of the program.  The program’s three components each serve a separate purpose, which, conforming to the logical framework approach, collectively must achieve the program goal.  
	Overall goal:
	To support the GOI in realizing children’s and women’s rights and accelerating progress towards Indonesia’s attainment of the 2015 PNBAI goals and targets closely related to the MDGs

	Program goal:
	To improve health, well-being, and livelihoods in the project areas through improving hygiene practices and access to safe water and sanitation

	Component goals
	

	Rural:
	Improved hygiene practices and access to safe water and sanitation, in about 180 villages in 25 districts by 2010, with 320,000 direct beneficiaries

	Urban:
	Improved hygiene practices to water and sanitation among 70,000 slum dwellers in 5 cities and towns by 2010, with 70,000 direct beneficiaries, including 20,000 with access to safe drinking water and 40,000 to a sanitary toilet

	Schools:
	Improved hygiene practices to water and sanitation among students and teachers of 500 primary schools in 25 districts and 5 urban areas by 2010


The program goal is expressed in rather general terms: “improve health, well-being, and livelihoods in the project areas through improving...”.  This is as it should be – details come in lower down in the framework.  The question here is whether the three components are necessary and sufficient to achieve this goal.  This is only true with some qualification.  

First, the understanding of “project areas” should remain the districts in which the program operates,  (these are but a few of the total number of districts in the program provinces). 
Second, the purpose of the different components does not directly derive from the contribution to livelihoods in the project areas.  This contribution rather follows from the approach taken to sanitation market development as a requirement for the community to be able to actively take charge of construction.  As such it is the result of a process towards the real goals of the project, but not an objective in and of itself.  This will affect only a limited number of traders and artisans, and as such cannot be considered to constitute a significant improvement of livelihoods in the area.  Clearly, the programs prime purpose is to advance access to water supply and sanitation, not general economic development.
The following sections will assess the intervention sequence from activities to outputs to purpose of each component.  

Rural component
The logical framework for the rural component lists five outputs, which the program must produce to achieve its above mentioned purpose:
1. Enhanced planning and monitoring of the watsan sector at the national, provincial, and district level

2. Sustainable, community-based water supply systems operational in 25 districts

3. Environment and user-friendly household toilets in use in 180 villages of 25 districts and replication in other villages of those districts initiated

4. Good hygiene practices applied by women and men of different socio-economic groups in 25 districts

5. Technical, managerial, and social capacities available at the provincial / district level to develop and implement sound watsan projects

Outputs – All the above outputs are properly phrased and quantified as a desired situation.  Regarding the purpose of the rural component, Outputs 2-4 would seem to be sufficient to achieve the purpose as phrased.  However, given that WESP asserts emphasis on sanitation market development to make it possible for communities to buy necessary materials and equipment locally, it is remarkable that this subject only comes up in the form of an indicator for deciding whether Output 3 has been achieved.  It only becomes relevant should there be a specific Output defined for WES market development (NOTE: the indicator should be rephrased from production center to WES market, given that sanitation production yields insufficient income to become a unique business opportunity at the local level).
Outputs 1 and 5 are not strictly required for the achievement of the quantified objectives of the rural component.  They are related to the institutional environment necessary to make future replication of this type of programs possible.  From the perspective of the project goal, which does not mention capacity building for general watsan development, and which is exclusively focused on the local level (the project areas), these outputs are “extra”.  As such, they remain very valuable, but there is no guarantee that they will be applied in the context of the WESP approach ever again.  Nor is it clear whether they are not just necessary but also sufficient to achieve a specific capacity building purpose.  The limited relevance to the purpose of the rural component is exacerbated by less than SMART targets for the desired capacity building (e.g., what is “enhance planning, when should it be achieved, to what extent should it be interrelated between the levels of government?).  In combination, this may explain why the program has not devoted much attention to capacity building during the first phase, or, conversely, why capacity building now consumes so much more in terms of resources than initially planned.
Important to note is that only the sanitation output refers to replication in other villages, while the water supply output does not.  Furthermore, the specification of outputs into key activities further on in the document indicates that Output 1 (enhanced planning and monitoring) should also include emergency preparedness and response. 
Assumptions –  Related to this, the logical framework lists the assumption that there should be effective collaboration between UNICEF and the GOI.  The acronym GOI usually refers to the central government, whereas it is local government that must make it happen.  The commitment of provincial and district government is a pre-condition that has been sorted out in MOUs before program start, but that may not be enough.  Experience in other projects (notably ISSDP) has shown, that local government is often constrained by legal/regulatory, financial, and institutional limitations that can only be addressed by the GOI.  A key assumption here should therefore be either that such limitations are not in effect for the activities expected of the provinces and districts participating in the program, or that WESP’s national activities are sufficient to deal with this.
Most of the assumptions associated with the outputs of the rural component are correct.  However, Output 5 (technical, managerial, and social capacities) does not only depend on the stated assumption that trained staff remain in place and that interest can be created.  Other important assumptions are that local government has trainable staff available and that there is sustained senior level attention to program management. In this regard, the field investigation has looked specifically at the pokjas, the principal consideration being that training should cover much more than community-based development alone.

Indicators – The above observations about the outputs notwithstanding, the program clearly aims to have a lasting impact, requiring local governments to replicate activities with their own funds after the program has ended.  This is why capacity building activities are included.  However, here again the lack of focus is detrimental to potential achievement: the requirement to replicate (NOTE: not specified with a SMART target in the logical framework, but specified elsewhere in the report) pertains to just two villages and is not enough to produce a paradigm shift.

Not all indicators presented for Output 1 are specific for the activities actually carried out under the program.  For example, the program does not actively contribute to the “district level strategic plans for watsan” in general.  Since the program operates only in a few districts, a more specifically relevant indicator would be “availability of strategic watsan plans for the program districts”.
Activities – The activities for Outputs 2-4 are generally phrased correctly and would appear to be necessary and sufficient to achieve them.  The activities for the “extra” Outputs 1 and 5 are many, but the weight of their role in the program is unclear from the logical framework and from the funding proposal in general.  For example, while the indicative budget presented for the rural component does include “capacity building”, this is listed as one of many activities more directly related to the more technical Outputs 2-4.  The review has therefore also looked into whether activities for Outputs 1 and 5 will be more than a byproduct of a different category of activities.  
The activities for Output 1 include strengthening capacity at all levels and supporting GOI in developing thematic guidelines, even though the focus of the program is on the local level.  This makes it difficult to assess to what extent WESP itself is instrumental in developing district sanitation strategies.  Many of the Pokjas were already being established before WESP became effective, and the funding proposal itself refers to related supporting activities of ESP and other projects.  With capacity building reported to have become a major WESP activity only in the past six months, 23 districts (out of 25) are now reported to have watsan strategies, developed with assistance from WESP facilitators.  The facilitators were trained by WASPOLA.  However, the quality of the strategies is unclear.  Since WESP has only 2 facilitators per province, having assisted on 23 of these documents in 6 months would itself argue that the result could only be a first step towards a sound watsan strategy.  (This reservation is felt more widely, for WASPOLA has decided to develop criteria for assessing watsan strategies.)  This is not to cast doubt on WESP progress reports, but to highlight that the capacity building activities are poorly defined and therefore difficult to monitor.  
In fact, WESP’s claim is not so much that its activities for Output 1 helped produce good strategies, but that it could play a role in assessing these strategies and facilitating their improvement where necessary.  The need for this is apparent.  Also Bappenas argues that the main purpose of the strategies is to start a process of strategic thinking in the Pokjas, and not to immediately yield fundable development programs.  Bappenas is now hiring two institutional development specialists (with UNICEF support) to assist in this process.  This would seem to be an area where WESP could indeed have a significant contribution, but this is not possible with the current program design (logical framework) and budget.  Any thoughts on this should be deferred to a next program, if that should be desired.  However, it should be clear that this would require major technical assistance of quite a different nature than what UNICEF has provided to date.
Meanwhile, WESP has begun to organize national level working groups on e.g. STBM and schools sanitation and hygiene, and is in the process of arranging provincial consultations to identify best practices for presentation at a national sanitation conference to be held in October.  This constitutes useful support, but it should be noted that it does not fit well with the current program design as laid down in the logical framework, which emphasizes physical target achievement at local level.  WESP should therefore take care not to deflect too many resources away from this without expressed approval from the donors.
Urban component

The logical framework for the urban component lists six outputs to achieve its purpose:

1. national and local pro-poor water and sanitation guidelines and standards for urban areas supported and applied by 2010

2. improved personal hygiene practices, especially proper hand washing practices, among at least 42,000 (60%) people in project areas
3. at least 20,000 people gained access to safe water facilities for drinking and other domestic purposes

4. consistent use of sanitary latrines by at least 40,000 people in the project area

5. effective solid waste management system in the five project areas

6. drainage and / or surface water problems in project areas addressed

Outputs – Since the program has its own standards for the contributions it wants to make to water supply and sanitation, Outputs 2-6 would seem to be necessary and sufficient to achieve the quantitative targets of the rural component.  Contributing to water and sanitation in Indonesia in general, Output 1 could be considered “extra”, and as such represents just one element of what is required to really develop national capacity.  As is the case for the rural component, the indicative budget lists capacity building and policy support as one among many activities more directly related to Outputs 2-6 at the local level, and thus does not bespeak a high priority in the program for this activity.
It is interesting to note that the urban component does not appear to involve itself as heavily in general institution development and capacity building as does the rural component.  Perhaps this is because this component operates in provincial capitals and these would already benefit from capacity building at all levels mentioned under the rural component.  However, although the program components are mutually supportive, there is no guarantee of a specific fit of capacities and needs unless this is transparently included in program design. It is after all not impossible that provincial capitals face different challenges than rural districts, and thus need strengthening in different areas

Assumptions – The logical framework mentions that to achieve the program purpose, there should be no slums eviction drive by the government.  This assumption likely relates to the need to have assurances that program outputs are not lost due to implementation of other government policies.  However, such assurance should be a pre-condition and should therefore be agreed before program start.

The logical framework also mentions government commitment as an assumption for the application of national and local guidelines (Output 1).  Again, this should be arranged in an MOU.  A more significant assumption would be that a sufficient number of trainable staff are available.

For Output 3 (access to safe water facilities), the assumption listed in the logical framework is that there are technologies available that are affordable and can be managed by the slum population.  The technologies for water supply are known, and the program’s basic provision for slum areas involves standpipes and master meters.  The more appropriate assumption for this component is that the slum dwellers are willing and able to take on their post-construction responsibility.  Especially in slums this is not a foregone conclusion, since many people may frequently move in and out of the area, which may make it difficult to set up community committees and keep them active.  The field review has therefore specifically addressed this issue.
Similarly, the logical framework mentions an assumption for Output 5 (effective solid waste management) that is already known, i.e. that re-use of waste can generate income.  This is only true if local entrepreneurs perceive a market for this and local government is able to provide the necessary administrative and logistical facilities such as permits, and places for temporary and final disposal.  The assumption should therefore be that local government is able to do this.
Indicators – The indicator mentioned for Output 6 (drainage / surface water problems) is the number of physical improvements to drainage systems and surface water.  This is relevant, but not sufficiently specific, for it says nothing about whether the problems have been addressed.  A better indicator would be “incidences of (waste) water backing up in the project areas”. 
The indicators for Output 5 (effective solid waste management) appear to involve more than necessary.  The related activities comprise action planning, supporting community initiatives, and establishing decentralized composting systems.  However, one of the two specified indicators is the number of public private partnerships involved. PPPs are not essential for effective solid waste management.  Moreover, developing PPPs is not one of the program activities mentioned in the funding proposal.  The number of PPPs therefore appears to be irrelevant for successful implementation of the program objective.  Moreover, should it begin to attract attention of local level implementing organizations, it could end up consuming resources that are needed elsewhere.
Activities – The activities listed for the different outputs (guidelines, hygiene practices, access to water and sanitation, solid waste, and drainage) are correctly phrased and appear to be what is necessary and sufficient.  
Schools component

The logical framework for the schools component lists four outputs to achieve its purpose:

1. guidelines and standards for water, sanitation, and hygiene in schools applied in the selected districts and urban areas

2. sustainable access to sanitation and clean water supply for the students in the 500 schools

3. safe hygiene practices among the 100,000 students at school and at home

4. project schools as resource centers for developing food water, sanitation, and hygiene practices for the broader community

Outputs – Output 4 is more than what is required to achieve the quantitative targets associated with the purpose of the schools component, i.e. improved practices and access to facilities in 500 schools.  It may be argued that the resource function contributes to Output 3 (safe hygiene practices at school and at home), but that does not appear to be the spirit in which this Output is added, since it addresses not the schools’ students but the wider community.  Moreover, the students’ exposure to safe hygiene practices at school is more likely to have this outcome.
Assumptions – The main assumption for achieving the purpose is that there be effective collaboration between UNICEF and the GOI at all levels, and again this appears to be more in the nature of a pre-condition that should be taken care of in advance in an MOU.
As for Output 2 (sustainable access to sanitation and clean water supply), it is particularly the reference to sustainable access that would assume that management and staff internalize the desire for cleanliness and organize water and sanitation activities with the students.  Whether this assumption holds true will have to become clear from regular monitoring.  Failing this, there is a risk that, should facilities gradually fall out of order due to poor maintenance, management and teachers reserve the remaining facilities for themselves and let the students go out into the field again.
Activities – Most of the activities listed for the different outputs appear to be reasonable and realistic, as well as necessary and sufficient to achieve the purpose of the component.  However, one activity appears to overshoot the target, i.e. “supporting the development and implementation of an information system on water, sanitation, and hygiene in schools to enhance planning”.  This program component is not about planning, at least not according to the stated purpose or the output involved.  It is unclear how the 500 schools that are the target of the program’s efforts would benefit from such an information system.
Monitoring

As mentioned earlier, a logical framework should include acquiring the information listed under “means of verification” as one of the activities. It is therefore remarkable that, except as mentioned above for the schools component, there is no activity across the three components for systematic collection and processing of data on target achievement, more specifically the involvement of the local and provincial governments in this.  As also revealed in the field investigation, monitoring in the program is presently focused mainly at local level.  However, the data this produces is not always suitable for aggregating to logical framework level and drawing lessons learned.
4.2
The field investigation

This being a qualitative review, the field investigation did not employ questionnaires with a fixed set of questions.  Rather, it used a general guideline for questioning, as “stepping stones” for discussions with the different respondents, in which some were able to shed more light on certain aspects, while others had more to contribute on other aspects.

The points of attention for the investigation provide the outline for the presentation of findings below.

4.2.1
Ownership and capacity 
Although it applies at all levels, ownership and capacity are most crucial for successful implementation at local level.  The WESP approach is based on close involvement with the local government for planning of activities, capacity building for implementation, and replication in at least two more villages after conclusion of the program.  However, there is no point in collecting statistical evidence to prove what is already known from many other projects, namely that there is a severe lack of capacity in local government, both in terms of expertise and numbers of (professional) staff.  This is a situation that local governments throughout Indonesia must deal with in discharging their responsibilities, the burden of which has become greater with progressive decentralization.  Hence, this assessment has focused on how local governments do this in the WESP provinces and districts.  Specifically, this pertains to:

· leadership for water and sanitation;

· role of the Pokja AMPL;

· prospects for replication.

a. Leadership for water and sanitation
i. Do the program activities have active political support, e.g. in what way is the Bupati / Walikota involved?

In each province / district, there is an MOU between WESP and the local government, in which the latter commits itself to establishing a Pokja, providing financial and administrative support, and replicating the program activities with local public funds in at least two other villages.  The Pokjas are formally established by Bupati or Walikota Decree Pokja.  Some districts already had a Pokja prior to their involvement in WESP, while for others the arrival of WESP was the reason to establish one.  For a true Pokja AMPL, the Decree should not mention specific projects but rather stipulate that the main task of the Pokja is coordinating and providing general support for watsan development.  In all observed cases, the Decree applies for one year only.  (This is not a GOI requirement: in other areas there are examples of Pokjas established for several years.)  The Pokja budget comes from Bappeda and every year again requires a specific allocation decision in the budget preparation process.
Political support for the program may be reflected in the fact that WESP activities have usually be formally opened by the Bupati or Walikota.  Development of water supply, and to a lesser degree sanitation, should be considered politically advantageous since it is “in the eye” of the general public.  These factors notwithstanding, it appears that in the districts visited for the review the political leaders had no more than formal interest in the subject – there was no report of a specific “champion” of the cause.  According to Bappenas, of approx. 100 Pokjas in Indonesia, some 60 show fair performance and only about 15 can be considered “good”.  One thing that the “good” ones have in common is that they have a senior champion (Bupati, Chief of Bappeda, etc.), so it appears that the absence of a champion does not bode well for success.  In fact, it has been observed, that “Pokjas are easy to start, but difficult to run”.
Bappeda reports to the District Head on all government (supported) programs, but this is a regular administrative procedure – there is no special attention for WESP.  There is no specific information on feedback from the District Head regarding these reports.  The Chief of Bappeda is usually able to fluently discuss WESP, i.e. is well informed, so the concept apparently has his attention.  Also Agency staff appear well informed about WESP (deputy. Agency Chief, Section Chief of PU, Health, and Education).
The Chief of Bappeda Ambon assured support to address any problems encountered by the implementing organization. He is very interested to assist Mercy Corps in implementation, because of previous success in developing traditional markets.  However, a conflict about transport and guarding of materials in Batumerah was not known to him.  (This has already simmered for several weeks – Mercy Corps may think this is part of process, or not an issue to bother the Chief of Bappeda with, but there is no resolution.)
Chief of Bappeda Biak argues that district facilitators spend most of their time in the field.  In principle this is a good thing, but he does suggest that UNICEF provide support staff to help the facilitators in their administrative work.  (At least this shows that the Chief of Bappeda is interested in maximizing facilitation).
ii. Are there community leaders that have taken up the cause, either to convince the district administration to undertake certain activities, or to ensure that community and administration are working together, or both?

Kampong or Kelurahan level leaders are involved.  For example, the District government invites synod members and ulemas to socialization activities.  However, there is no evidence yet of specific advocacy activities by community leaders.  They are not involved in monitoring and evaluation.  Perhaps they should be invited to a “Pokja plus” (see recommendation on Pokja below).
In Biak and Seram Bagian Barat the Chief of the Kampung Committee has asked the people to help with construction (gotong royong)
iii. Have committees been set up in the communities to manage O&M of the systems post-WES?

In 5 districts visited, only Jayapura does not have community committees.  The committees now support construction.  They have been told about the need for ongoing involvement, but are not yet talking about that.  In the participatory approach, the community is supposed to be able to make an “informed choice”.  Part of “informed” should be the long term implications of a choice, including the collection and calculation of O&M charges, etc.  Since the committees do not talk about this, it seems that the participatory approach has not been fully applied.  There seems to be a tendency to want to get started immediately and talk later. (This is not so important for RWH schemes, but much more so for others.)
iv. Is there a specific exit strategy for WESP in each district?  Is this legalized in any way?

The Agencies are aware they must sustain the systems, and that they must adopt the approach to future watsan activities.  The MOU between WESP and the District states that this should involve at least two villages.  They understand the need for transparency and community based approach.  Their experience is that the traditional, top down approach often fails after a while.  However, it is not yet clear whether staff trained on this have become change agents in the sense that they have passed their understanding on to their colleagues. The prevailing cultural attitude of government staff is not that of community workers.
v. Provinces are supposed to guide and support districts for basic services such as water and sanitation.  To what extent does this apply to WESP activities, which represent an initiative from the center, and what are the practical results of this?
The Province invites Pokjas to monitoring and evaluation meetings, and provincial teams make field visits to identify issues and recommend solutions.  There does not appear to be a specific provincial watsan policy document, spelling out the conditions for provincial cooperation with district government.  However, with assistance from USAID most provinces are developing strategic plans for general watsan development.  Based on these plans, they can make watsan master plans.

In Jayapura, the province is taking charge of WS.  The provincial PU will be responsible for sanitation, but there is no information whether it has a specific sanitation development plan.  The Health Agency seems to be mainly interested in water quality, and the Education Agency mostly in hygiene promotion.  There is a national policy from MOH to apply CLTS, so it is likely that the Health Agency will adopt this.  The provinces have expressed their intention to apply the approach with their own funds.  They are well aware of the obligation to replicate in 2 villages.
However, while the provinces state their intention to continue support for the WESP approach, their staff have received only one week training on CLTS and PHAST.  Since government staff do not actually work as facilitators, only accompany them, this may be sufficient. However, it is clearly not sufficient for assisting Districts on planning.  Even for the facilitation approach it is not clear to what extent they have internalized it.   Also, intensive facilitation is expensive.  It is now paid for by UNICEF, but there is no guarantee that provincial or district government will (be able to) continue facilitation at the required level, and even less that government staff will be eager to do it.  Thus, there is a real risk that provincial and district governments accept the “community approach” (with or without subsidization of community participation) only as an easy way out of their own legally mandated responsibility to provide basic services – “if there is no decent sanitation, it is the communities’ own fault”.

It would appear that it will take more than the short time available in the WESP program to really make its approach the way of the future in local government.  Hence, it may be necessary to continue financial support beyond the present program period, of course with clear outcome oriented targets and effective monitoring.  Such funding should be carefully calibrated, since most provinces in Indonesia are more short of bankable programs and plans for basic services than of funds.  Therefore, the real impact here would not be through the funding but through the monitoring and evaluation that it makes possible. 

b. Role of the Pokja AMPL
i. What is the status of agreements reached in the Pokja – is its role purely consultative or does it actually make decisions?

The Pokjas are reported to be more than just a consultative body, as they are supposed to be actively involved in developing strategic plans and then watsan master plans.  In Jayapura, the Pokja has met to decide on vision, mission, and policy.  The Pokja will have to work out details for implementation.  It is not yet clear who will prepare a draft document for discussion.
ii. Is there sound administrative support for the Pokja (preparation of documents for deliberation, follow up on implementation of agreements, liaison with provincial Pokja, etc.)?

Bappeda has budgets for meetings, etc. and provides informal administrative support.  The formal Pokja secretariats are mainly procedural, (i.e. the decree designates a chairman and a secretary).
iii. Is this support organized in some form of permanent secretariat?  If yes, where is this located, who is in charge, and how many staff are in it?
There are no permanent secretariats with designated staff. Staff are instructed on ad hoc basis to assist “their member” of the Pokja.

Generally, the secretariat of a Pokja is established in formal terms in the decree by which it is established, which designates the chairman, vice chairman, secretary, and members among the representatives from the participating agencies.  Usually, the designated members attend only few meetings, leaving the rest to their assistant staff. This could be an efficient approach to produce results if the assistants have a mandate to take decisions and regularly provide feedback to their superiors on progress in the Pokja.  However, this is seldom the case and hence, when the principals do attend meetings where real issues are presented, they rarely are ready to come to agreement.

This situation could be improved with a professional secretariat, charged to prepare documents, outline positions, identify key issues for discussion, and monitor compliance with agreements reached.  Strong leadership of the secretariat, trying to impose a vision, and instructing the secretariat to develop relevant proposals for presentation to the members to adopt, would put more at stake and would thus make it more attractive for the designated members to attend the meetings (or at least more dangerous to miss them), and to be sufficiently informed of progress to be able to decide. 

iv. What has been the involvement of the Pokja in devising the exit strategy for WES?

The understanding of the agencies regarding the exit strategy results from their participation in the Pokja.

v. Has the Pokja been legalized to continue after WESP has stopped (i.e. when the district must replicate the concepts in two more villages)?

All pokjas visited have been established by decree stipulating a term of one year, to be renewed annually.  This is because the Pokja is only a so-called extra-structural organization (not a unit in the organogram but a combination of diverse institutional resources to achieve a common goal).  Such entities are temporary by definition.  Moreover, in the Indonesian government context they are usually connected to project activities (whether funded from own or outside funds) and their funding commonly derives from the related project budgets.  Hence, pokjas rarely survive the project for which they have been established.  The Pokja AMPL is different in the sense that GOI encourages its establishment to sustain sectoral coordination, and it thus does not need to depend on specific project funding.  However, in general Pokjas are likely to reach beyond individual projects only in cases where there are other projects being implemented (in contrast, the Agencies are left to carry O&M in their respective domains with little coordination).  In the WESP provinces and districts, some pokjas AMPL have been set up explicitly for WESP.  Such Pokjas may very well cease to exist after the conclusion of WESP.  There are also areas where the pokjas areas already existed for other projects.  The lifespan of such pokjas may exceed WESP, but it is unclear whether they will continue the WESP approach.  Ultimately focused less on O&M than on (coordinated implementation of) development projects, Pokjas will, after all, implement the policies of whichever parties are funding current projects.  Hence, continuation of the WESP approach depends first and foremost on coordination at GOI and donor level.  This is where WESP’s attention for national standards and guidelines is a relevant contribution.  However, it is unclear whether WESP will be able to play a leading role in this given its late arrival on the watsan scene and represents only part of the watsan effort in the country.  To avoid failure due to an image of the tail wagging the dog, realizing this ambition requires highly effective inter-donor and GOI coordination.
vi. Do Pokja members perceive accountability for their Pokja work to the Bupati, their agency director, and/or the general public?  To whom do they feel most accountable?
The members perceive a collective accountability to the District Head, based on the decree stating the reporting responsibility.  They appear to have no sense of accountability to the public at large.

vii. Is there evidence of Pokja proposals that changed existing strategic or annual work plans of the agencies?

Not yet.  However, Pokjas do collaborate on developing vision, mission, and policies for the sector, leaving the implementation to the Agencies.  The question is how they will monitor that and whether they will be able to intervene if an Agency goes its own way.  It is too early to tell yet.
viii. Is there evidence that the general public is aware of the Pokja (e.g. are its activities being reported in the local press; do members of the public ever address questions / requests / concerns to the Pokja; etc.)

The Pokjas are entirely confined to the realm of local government, aiming mainly at improving operational effectiveness and efficiency through coordination between public sector agencies.  Moreover, Pokjas as such are nothing new in Indonesian Local Government – for decades, they have been commonly set up for any activity involving more than one implementing agency.  Although the Pokja AMPL has a sector focus, there is little in its setup and facilities to suggest that it will be more effective than the traditional project-oriented Pokjas (i.e. not very effective in terms of outcomes).     

For a sector Pokja to be successful it needs to function not just as operational coordinator, but as a platform of support for implementation of the government program with the community, but also to make it a platform of accountability to the community concerning actual program implementation.  Achieving this would require at least:

· high-level commitment to the Pokja’s work domain by leading politicians and government officials;
· broadening the membership of the Pokja to include local leaders, NGOs, professionals, etc.;
· establishment of the Pokja as a permanent entity (not necessarily a “structural organization”, such as an Agency, but certainly with a mandate for an indefinite period).  
Such a setting could force political and local government leaders to commit themselves publicly to the Pokja’s goals, and thus represent an incentive to actually provide the necessary political, policy, and operational support.  Conversely, in doing so, they would push community representatives to also commit themselves to participation in the effort, which would give them an incentive to arrange for actual involvement at “street level”.  This would allow the Pokja to also become a platform for mutual accountability, because the reputations of the participants would be mutually at stake.  An appropriate organization of the Pokja along these lines could be in the form of a dewan (the SANKRI nomenclature for a council).
Bappenas supports the idea of including community leaders, etc. in the process, and recommends Districts to organize “Pokja Plus” bodies.  Apparently, the existing Pokjas would continue to function with government staff, but there would be regular occasions when participation would also include representatives from the community.  At the national level this is being implemented as “Watsan networking”, in which the National Pokja AMPL has joint meetings with representatives from donor organizations, etc.

c. Prospects for replication
i. Are the approaches of WESP well understood by the local administration and the community?  Do they accept their post-WESP role in replication, with their own budget?

Yes.  (See above.)  However, it is important to note that, while the standard CLTS approach involves very intensive facilitation to convince communities to dig their own latrines and purchase and install the necessary items with their own money, WESP really aims at TS and involves somewhat less intensive facilitation, but with significant attention for sanitation market development.  Still, in the Districts visited for the review, the market development activities have not yet come off the ground.
ii. Is there evidence of WES-originated activities being included in strategic plans of the agencies?

Not yet, because the strategic plans have not been completed.  However, there is a generally shared intention to include the WESP approach in local government strategies for the sector.  Whether WESP-related activities actually finds their way into District budgets will only become apparent in January 2010 at the earliest.
iii. Have villages for post-WESP replication been identified?

Not yet.  Only next year targets have been identified.
iv. What is the relation of local plans to plans of the provincial Pokja?

4.2.2
Effectiveness and appropriateness
This applies to the fit between program interventions and actual needs and absorption capacities of the pilot communities.  In this connection, the assessment has focused on:

a) the approach in WESP to CLTS; 

b) the sustainability of interventions in urban areas; 

c) the impact of UNICEF rules for procurement; 
d) the benefit of the schools component in non-WESP districts.
a. Approach to CLTS
i. What is the position of CLTS in the promotion by WESP of water and sanitation?

CLTS has a central place in WESP.  However, in its pure form CLTS applies a lot of software to “shame” communities into implementing on-site solutions (latrines), using their own funding (possibly with micro credit support, etc.)  In WESP, the community-based method is being applied to involve the community from the start in making informed choices.  However, in the urban component this involves public latrines, which are being paid for by the local government (with funds from UNICEF), and which are not a standard CLTS component.  To achieve the targets in Biak, communities that are unable to pay for the improvements are transferred to RESPEK, which offers payment for their participation.
ii. Does it limit the range of technical solutions to be made available?

For water supply, a range of options is available, which are independent of the choice for sanitation.  However, WESP intends to support only sustainable solutions and thus must sometimes disappoint communities in their aspirations. There have been instances where the central WESP office has rejected a proposed scheme and the community has accepted a less technologically advanced option, and are happy with it, while the facilitators are unhappy because they feel the program has let them down.  For the program, this means that facilitators must be better trained on “informed choice”, i.e. that they must become more critical of the communities’ proposals and point to the sustainability aspect themselves.  With sustainability a conscious issue from the start at the community level, there is less risk that communities come to believe that the facilitators support their aspirations and, hence, will turn away from the program if it ultimately denies their request.
The CLTS approach does limit the options for sanitation.  In the urban component, WESP only offers communal latrines, even in densely populated urban areas. This does sometimes lead to confusion on the methodology.  For example, in Jayapura, where there has been very little community commitment to attend meetings, CARE has decided to implement WS first and start CLTS after that.  However, the principle of CLTS is to motivate the community to take responsibility for sanitation, collectively and individually, at basic level.  Once proven successful (ODF in the pure CLTS approach), “rewards” of other, more sophisticated services may follow.  Although WESP does not emphasize ODF, it seems nevertheless that the CARE approach puts the cart before the horse: what could be used as the “reward” is now being offered as an incentive.  The risk is that this leads communities to conclude that non-cooperation works and that they will hold out until better sanitation is provided too.  UNICEF should discus with CARE the dangers of this tactic in terms of the potential risk to the overall CLTS approach.
There is a further need to discuss the approach with CARE, i.e. on their intention to return to unwilling communities to nurture support from one or two individuals in the hope that they will convince the others, and to prepare designs and materials in advance.  The drawbacks of this approach are:

· expecting individual persons who believe CARE’s facilitators to unofficially become  “facilitators” themselves and convert non-believers seems overly optimistic;

· pre-design of solutions and materials contradicts the community-led approach, in which communities must make their own (informed) choices, so this may result in unsustainable outcomes.

iii. Are demand and supply activities for market development in balance?

In the districts visited for the review, there have been no specific activities to develop the supply side other than some training of artisans.  In fact, some facilitators seem to be unaware of the need for and ways to develop business development to enable water and sanitation activities by the community.
iv. Is the WESP approach hindered by the availability of subsidies / funds for community participation in other projects?

In areas where other projects (e.g. of NGOs such as RESPEK and SIMAVI) contribute materials and even pay for community participation, communities are reluctant to participate in WESP, demanding similar benefits.  This makes it difficult to implement WS, which presents the project with three alternatives:

· Persist in the WESP approach, possibly requiring (a lot of) additional software support;

· Allow local government to provide financial support;

· Relocate to areas where projects that offer financial support do not operate.

NOTE: Apart from the availability of subsidies in other donors’ programs, there also exists an internal contradiction in WESP that may limit progress – since facilitators Involved in health promotion receive transportation allowances while those in CLTS do not, there may be more enthusiasm to work in one component of the program than in another.
In general, local government capacity is low.  Moreover, neither staff nor community are easy converts to the WESP approach – they have an inbred project orientation and seek allowances for participation.  On the other hand, there are participating districts that claim to support the WESP approach because:

· the participation on which it is based offsets some of the limited government capacity;

· it reveals important lessons about how to change behavior;

· communities begin to realize that government cannot do everything and that they must also help themselves.

From a program perspective it is good to find support for the WESP approach, particularly where this shows an eagerness to learn lessons.  However, the big question remains how to change the community mindset: if previous projects failed to provide water, why should WESP be different?  It will only become clear after some time whether the WESP solutions prove sustainable.
v. What is the balance in supply side activities between technical training of artisans and sanitation business development for local entrepreneurs?

In the districts visited for the review, there has only been some training of local artisans.  
vi. Is there evidence of local artisans / shopkeepers expanding into water and sanitation as a new activity?

It does not appear that this target group is generally interested in developing their skills into a business, mainly because the training thus far has been limited to a few sanitation activities that do not appear to be a big moneymaker.  Perhaps there would be more interest if the scope were widened to include not only other water and hygiene aspects, but also the operation and maintenance phase (e.g. sludge collection and disposal, composting, etc.)

b. Sustainability of interventions in urban areas
i. How does the planning of neighborhood sanitation facilities in WESP take wider wastewater, drainage, and solid waste issues into account (i.e. how to get collected liquid and solid waste out of the neighborhood)?
At RT level there is a comprehensive approach to garbage collection, latrine construction, and drainage ditch cleaning.  All these activities eventually result in stored quantities of waste, which need to be removed from the area.  This has important implications above the RT level.  For drainage, other RT areas in the path to the larger drain or river must be kept clean too, requiring involvement of the Kecamatan or even the city; for garbage, the city must send garbage trucks to take refuse from temporary dump sites to the city dump; and for latrines, there needs to be a dependable sludge removal and treatment service.  
Although it appears that WESP has drawn attention to these aspects, this has not yet been followed up with coordinated action, especially on the local government side.  The perception in Ambon is that WESP provides partial solutions to big city problems, and that the scale of the solution is smaller than the scale of the problem.  It would appear that small “models” may be helpful only if ultimate tackling of the problem through these models is programmed right away.  There must be a perspective that there will be a significant level of coverage in a reasonable time.  Replication will not only require facilitation by government, but also spending of development funds on materials and equipment, etc.  The government’s activities must therefore be discussed in the Musrenbang.  This means that the timing of proposals should coincide with the timing of the relevant Musrenbang.
However, it is important to note that, while the Musrenbang procedure is essential for getting proposals included in the annual local government budget preparation process, attention for this should not detract from direct involvement with the community.  Many communities do not have very high regard for the Musrenbang process, through which they fail to see their actual needs being met.
  Communities are happy that WESP approaches them directly to discuss and decide on concrete issues.  Notwithstanding, after the conclusion of WESP the only way to get funds designated for development is through the Musrenbang process.
ii. What is the cooperation between the district Pokja and the provincial Pokja for the urban component in provincial capitals?

The districts visited for the review reported that there has been some coordination between the two Pokjas to eliminate overlaps in their task descriptions.  However, there is no experience with operational coordination.
iii. Does this result in financial or implementation support from provincial agencies? 

The provinces are not yet prepared to provide programmed support to the local governments, because they do not yet have a Water and Sanitation Development Plan of their own spelling out the type of support they can provide, under what conditions, etc.
c. UNICEF procurement rules
i. Is there evidence that there is local capacity to maintain, repair, and replace parts and equipment that have been centrally procured?

Most Bappedas consulted fear that it will be difficult to maintain, replace, or repair centrally procured items at the same level of technical standard.

There also is evidence that some communities may feel an apparent lack of trust due to non-local procurement.  If this perception should spread, it would represent a serious threat to success of the program.  WESP should therefore address this issue head-on and explicitly train the facilitators to prepare them for difficult discussions, informing them of the reasons why some items are procured elsewhere.  
WESP’s main concern is to ensure that materials conform to GOI standards (SNI).  However, the idea that these can only be supplied centrally has proven to be false – such materials are also available locally, at least in provincial capitals.  WESP is now actively pursuing possibilities for at least regionalizing procurement.
ii. How severe are the delays specifically attributed to procurement rules in WES?

There is no detailed information on this, but e.g. Batumerah is still awaiting a response to the CAP they submitted July. 

iii. Is there evidence that such delays have resulted in communities / individuals withdrawing their participation?

No.

iv. Do local administrators/shopkeepers/facilitators/etc. have better alternatives to suggest?

The general preference is to procure materials locally (district or province).

v. What are these?  How are these better?  What are the drawbacks?

Local procurement would involve specifications that are more appropriate to what is locally available, and therefore augurs better for post project repair and replacement.  However, standards that are too low would result in poor facilities that may require repair or replacement even sooner or not work at all.  Moreover, without adequate supervision and accountability, local procurement also may entail risks of corruption.
d. Schools as a resource
i. What is the link between the schools component in WESP districts and other WESP activities (e.g. follow up of teaching the importance of sanitation with support to construct facilities)?
This should be available from the baseline and end KAP studies.  The interviews have yielded no information that children who have learned sanitary behavior at school have generally convinced more parents to participate, although in Seram Bagian Barat and Biak there is active participation in WESP.  There is no information that children are able to transfer their new behavior to their parents better if the latter participate in WESP, than where WESP has no watsan activities.  
ii. Is there evidence that the school activities and other WESP activities support one another in the WESP districts? 

The interviews did not yield information to indicate this.  This should be available from the baseline and end KAP studies.
iii. Are there measurements available of the impact of the schools component in non-WESP districts on sanitation behavior in the community (what is the evidence of “children taking their lessons home”)?

This should be available in the KAP baseline study.

iv. Are there measurements available of the impact of the schools component in non-WESP districts on construction of sanitation facilities in the community?

This should be available in the KAP baseline study.

4.2.3
Feasibility of planned targets
While achievement of the important “soft targets” pursued by WESP seems to be on track, there is some concern about slow implementation.  However, physical targets need to be achieved as well, especially since these were a prime motivator for donor support in light of the fact that Indonesia is still far behind on reaching the MDG for sanitation.  The assessment focused on areas where target achievement is perceived to be lagging, with particular attention for the local administration’s ability to manage the program independently.

a. Current target achievement
i. What is the experience with communities’ willingness and ability to share in the cost of construction?

For water supply, the communities are eager to cooperate.  For sanitation, it is a bit more difficult to decide.  Certainly, in districts where other projects offer more appealing incentives, willingness is not as high as it should be.

ii. Do communities show reluctance to participate in WESP because they will not be paid as in other programs?

Yes, some do.  However, not all do, so it appears that it is possible to motivate the community to take matters into their own hand.
iii. Does the district government take the lead in explaining to the community that participation is useful and necessary?  If yes, whose responsibility is this?
A Pokja team takes part in the motivation campaign carried out by the facilitator.  This is the main task of the Badan Pemberdayaan Masyarakat.

Implementation could accelerate due to the fact that government staff that have been trained as facilitators now have two years’ experience.  However, progress is dependent on the weakest link, and since targets need to be achieved in new villages that have no experience with the WESP approach yet, such efficiency gains may be modest at best. 

Agencies must motivate their staff to apply the participatory method.  This is not easy in an organization culture that is more accustomed to directing others than to invite them to contribute.  If Agencies recognize that the WESP approach offers a way to leverage their limited resources and thus improve their public image (assuming this is important to them), they would appear to have an incentive to do the right thing.
iv. What is the general impression of entrepreneurial spirit in the region?

In the districts visited for the review, facilitators deem the entrepreneurial spirit to be low to almost non-existent.
v. Are there sufficient artisans/shopkeepers in the local market to target for “sanitation business development”?

Yes, they exist in sufficient numbers, but their interest in business development is considered to be very limited.
vi. Can the implementation targets be completed with the estimated unit cost and within the available budget
In Papua, program facilitators appear to need administrative support since they spend most of their time in the field.  This may be a more generally felt constraint, for the program only employs two facilitators per province instead of the three mentioned in the funding proposal, so they have to work harder.  Moreover, while employing only two facilitators may have resulted in some savings, these are in part offset by the fact that they need to spend more time to do the work of three.
Ambon reports that the travel budget is insufficient to accommodate the reality of visiting widely dispersed villages in remote locations.  Also the materials budget is reportedly insufficient, due to the fact that materials are much more expensive in Eastern Indonesia than in the areas on which the cost estimates in the proposal were actually based.

It is also reported from WESP central office, that much more has been spent on capacity building activities than originally budgeted.

Taking into account the unexpected expenditures on capacity building and the higher than estimated unit costs, target achievement is not so much an issue of time – the general impression is that most targets are achievable within the program period.  However, the central WESP office estimates that the budget is $3.0 mln short to be able to do this.  In terms of achieving the quantitative targets with which the program has been designed, the sole impact of this deficit falls on the rural component, where achievement will remain at 80%.  However, there are also consequences for the capacity building activities.  Specifically, there will be no possibility to assist on translating district strategic plans into budget allocations for specific replication activities, or to consolidate national strategic documents with other experiences and translate them into useful guidelines for provincial and district planning. 
vii. Do the local administration and/or the community have ideas about possible adjustments to the solutions chosen to make them more affordable?

No.
b. Local program management
i. Are persons trained by WESP (whether formally or on-the-job) still in their position or have they been transferred?  

They are still in position.

ii. If they are still in position, how likely is it that they will be transferred?

Not very likely, save for a few promotions to higher rank.

iii. Does the local administration provide separate monitoring reports on WESP activities?

There are separate monitoring reports on WESP activities for discussion in the Pokjas.
iv. Do these go beyond the standard “percentage completed” reports that Bappeda regularly receives from the agencies? 

It has not been possible to assess the quality of the monitoring reports.  Most likely, quality will vary in terms of whether the reports are more illuminating than the implementation reports that the agencies send to Bappeda regarding their own activities (those reports usually include little more than a statement on % budget depletion).
v. Are monitoring and evaluation reports discussed in the Pokja?  If yes, has this resulted in changes to approaches, etc.?

The Pokjas meet twice a year to discus progress on the program.
vi. Does WESP actively involve the local administration in evaluation of the reported progress or lack thereof?

To the extent that local agencies present their progress for discussion in the Pokja, they are included in WESP monitoring and evaluation.  However, this remains focused on the local level and does not extend to program / sector issues.
vii. What role do the community and school action plans play in monitoring and evaluation?

The CAPs and SAPs constitute the basis for monitoring of activities.  It is not clear to what extent the school communities also evaluate the outcomes.
Appendix I
Terms of reference

concerning a consultancy for the rapid assessment of the

“Government of Indonesia - UNICEF 

Water and Environmental Sanitation Program”

1. Background:

The “Water and Environmental Sanitation (WES) programme in Eastern Indonesia” is a joint Government of Indonesia (GOI) – UNICEF programme that benefits from the support of the Dutch and Swedish Governments since June 2007 until December 210. 

The programme builds on the Government’s National Policy for Development of Community-based Water Supply and Environmental Sanitation and will support the GOI, NGOs and communities to accelerate improvements in the WES sector, aiming at achieving “Target 10” of the MDGs: “Halve, by 2015, the proportion of people without sustainable access to safe drinking water and basic sanitation”. This remains an enormous challenge in Indonesia, where still about 50 million and 100 million people are without access to improved water respectively sanitation (source: JMP 2006). 

The main objective of the programme is to improve access to safe drinking water, basic sanitation and hygiene practices in schools and communities living in rural and urban slums areas as well as in schools in 6 selected Provinces (NTB, NTT, South Sulawesi, Maluku, West Papua and Papua), and is composed of 3 main components: 

· Component 1: Water, Sanitation and Hygiene in Rural Areas in about 180 villages (320,000 persons)

· Component 2: Water, Sanitation and Hygiene in Schools in 500 primary schools (100,000 school children and 2,000 teachers)

· Component 3: Water, Sanitation and Hygiene in Urban Slums in 5 urban areas (70,000 persons)

In the project areas an integrated package of drinking water, sanitation and hygiene, both for households and for schools, is developed. 

At the village level, the program uses community mobilization and hygiene promotion as the entry-point, to strengthen the communities’ interest and resolve to improve water and sanitation issues. Both for the physical infrastructure as well as for “soft” issues, such as water committees or hygiene practices, the project is building on existing facilities or practices if those can be rehabilitated, expanded or improved. 

The program is following a demand-responsive, community-based approaches, making use of (elements of) existing methodologies such as PHAST and Community Led Total Sanitation. Given the challenges Indonesia’s WES sector is facing – a main one being the lack of sustainability of previously created facilities - a major focus of the program is on capacity building at various levels and for various institutions (community, local government, NGOs, technical schools, private sector/ supply chain for WES sector). Linkages and geo-graphic convergence with UNICEF-supported health, education and early childhood programs will enhance the overall impact of the WES program on the communities.

The main implementing partner for UNICEF is the government. At the national level a working group exists for UNICEF’s WES program, chaired by Bappenas and with participation of all relevant line ministries/ departments. At the province and district level similar working groups for the WES sector (not exclusively for UNICEF’s program), chaired by Bappeda, have been or will be formed. The working groups co-ordinate the programs activities, while line departments at province or district are responsible for the actual implementation. Where relevant, (preferably local) NGOs will be engaged to complement the government’s capacity. 

Once the funding has been secured, UNICEF has expanded its WES staff in its concerned Field Offices and additional human resource capacity will be hired as consultants and facilitators, working under direct supervision of the government with support from UNICEF Field Office. Following Government and UNICEF mutually agreed procedures and in line with Indonesia’s decentralized approach, fund flow will as much as possible be directly from UNICEF to the Bappeda at the district level.

In many ways the Program is unique. It proposes a fully integrated model of development of the WASH sector, that has incorporated right from the start an “exit strategy”, that has the purpose to consolidate ownership and build capacity of institutions, in such a way that the model can be adopted and scaled-up, after UNICEF support. In addition, it proposes to promote the implementation of the National policies on Community – Based management, as well as others such CLCC, CLTS++ and the development of Working Groups at local level in the orientation and determination of sector planning. However, one of the main challenges of any project introducing new processes is the necessary changes in attitude, vision and ways of working that can take time to introduce.

2. Main objectives of the consultancy

The consultancy aims at developing a rapid assessment of the project with a focus on the following specific issues:

· Ownership and capacity of National, Provincial and District level institutions, to implement the project. The consultancy will in particular highlight what are the key gaps in capacity that remain to be addressed. 

· Effectiveness and appropriateness of the approach used in the 3 components of the project (Rural, school and urban). The consultancy will more particularly focus on the relevance and use of the proposed guidelines and processes, and recommend elements of the approaches that could be improved or others dropped.

· Feasibility of planned targets. On the basis of the review of past implementation, and in coordination with the WES Secretariat and UNICEF, the consultancy will help to establish a realistic projection on targets to be reached, and propose if needed a revision of the original project proposal terms.

3. Methodology and expected outputs

The consultancy will work on the basis of existing reports and project documents, as well as proceed with the interview of main key stakeholders involved in the project at National level (National Pokja, WES Secretariat, UNICEF, Dutch Embassy, other similar projects working in rural and urban slum areas), and in 3 provinces (to be defined) and 2 selected districts in each of the 2 provinces, as well as one urban area per district. At local level, the consultant will interact with the local government, the local AMPLs, the UNICEF staff and the NGOs and representatives of Schools and Community members.

It is proposed that this consultancy follows as much as possible a participatory approach in such a way that the assessment becomes a learning exercise for all the stakeholders that are consulted / interviewed, and that the results of the consultancy reflects the views expressed by all.

The UNICEF office in Jakarta and in the field will provide all office and logistic support to the consultancy, as well as facilitate the organization of the local agendas and meetings.

The consultant will deliver the following outputs:

· An Inception Report, describing the understanding of the consultant of the Program highlighting the main issues at stake, and a detailed work program.

· A detailed PPT describing main results of the analysis and recommendations to be presented after the field visits to the WES Secretariat, UNICEF and the Dutch-Swedish Embassies.

· A final draft report to be presented at the end of the assignment. The report should have no more than 20 pages, excluding annexes, and include:

· an introduction describing briefly the project and methodology used

· an assessment of the 3 specific objectives of this consultancy

· specific recommendations on these 3 objectives

4. Profile needed for this consultancy

It is proposed to have 2 persons for this consultancy: 

a) A team leader, development economist and / or engineer, with 10 years experience in similar projects, well acquainted with the institutional environment of Indonesia and its decentralization process, and with proven experience in carrying high level rapid assessments.

b) A sociologist, water and/or hygiene specialist with 5 years experience in participatory approaches and community development. 

Good knowledge of Bahasa Indonesia (capacity to read documents and lead discussions / meetings) is required for at least one of the two members of the team.

5. Duration of the consultancy and proposed schedule

The consultancy will last 30 working days, start on 1 July and end on 31 August, and the time schedule is proposed to be divided in the following sequence:

· Week 1: Jakarta. Consultation of key partners and review of key project documents, presentation of Inception Report

· Week 2,3,4: Visit in the 3 provinces and districts and presentation of PPT 

· Week 5/6: Desk work and consultations with the WES Secretariat and UNICEF, and preparation of detailed PPT describing main findings and recommendations, and preparation and delivery of the report

Logistics and meeting rooms at Jakarta and local levels will be provided by either members of the Government or UNICEF.

Appendix II
List of Persons Interviewed
� The Musrenbang process is specifically designed to involve the community in decision-making.  It does this through development planning meetings starting at neighborhood level and then continuing at sub-district and district level, respectively.  However, the discussion at each higher level can result in a change of priorities, and many communities do not see their own proposals reflected in the ultimately decided district development plan.
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