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Plan

Plan supports water and environmental sanitation programmes in 48 countries globally,
and organises these country programmes into four regions. This expenditure review
examined 45 of these country programmes (as detailed in the table below).

Country codes used in tables and figures

ARO Asia
BGD  Bangladesh
KHM Cambodia

CHN China
TMP East Timor
IND India
IDN Indonesia
NPL Nepal

PAK Pakistan
PHL Philippines
LKA Sri Lanka
THA Thailand
VNM Vietnam

ROA Americas
BOL Bolivia
BRA Brazil

COL Colombia

DOM  Dominican Rep.

ECU Ecuador
SLV El Salvador
GTM  Guatemala
HTI Haiti

HND Honduras
NIC Nicaragua
PRY Paraguay
PER Peru

RESA East and Southern Africa

ALB Albania
EGY  Egypt
ETH Ethiopia
KEN Kenya
MWI Malawi
SDN Sudan
TZA Tanzania
UGA Uganda
ZMB Zambia

ZWE Zimbabwe

WARO West Africa
BEN Benin

BFA Burkina Faso
CMR  Cameroon

GHA Ghana

GIN Guinea

GNB Guinea Bissau
MLI Mali

NER Niger

SEN Senegal

SLE Sierra Leone
TGO Togo
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Executive summary

This report summarises the findings of a global review of Plan’s water supply and
sanitation (WES) expenditures during three fiscal years. This comprehensive global
WES expenditure review arose following a number of smaller cost studies and activities,
which found a large variation in unit costs and expenditures across the various Plan
regions and country programmes.

The global WES expenditure review had three main objectives:

» Assess unit costs, cost-sharing schemes, and expenditure patterns

» Compare programme costs and cost-sharing schemes to those of other agencies

» Provide recommendations for improvements to Plan’s WES programme policies,
practices, and expenditure tracking systems

The Plan global WES expenditure review had two phases: the global WES expenditure
survey, which assembled expenditure data from 45 Plan country programmes for three
Fiscal Years: FY2005, FY2006 and FY2007; and the focus country expenditure survey,
which looked in more detail at WES expenditures in eight Plan country programmes.

The expenditure review was based largely on financial data from Plan’s information
systems, and thus could not examine the effectiveness or sustainability of Plan’s WES
interventions. Cost-effectiveness data and annualised costs enable a more meaningful
cost comparison, through recognition of the different benefit streams that arise from the
various technologies and approaches under study. However, the huge challenge
associated with pulling together and analysing expenditure data from 45 country
programmes meant that this review was seen as the first step in a longer process. It is
hoped that the basic cost-efficiency data presented in this report will inform and direct
subsequent efforts by Plan to assess the cost-effectiveness of its WES investments.

WES expenditures

The expenditure data take account of all programme expenditures by Plan, including
hardware, software and support costs. In most cases, these Plan expenditures represent
the total cost of the WES interventions.

However, there are exceptions: household toilet projects usually require a contribution
from the beneficiary household, and some interventions are undertaken in partnership
with others, for example Community-Led Total Sanitation (CLTS) projects implemented
with local government support in Bangladesh and Cambodia. Therefore, the report
highlights cases where Plan’s expenditures have been supplemented by other external
inputs, and also assesses user contributions to the WES interventions.

Plan has become a significant stakeholder in the global WES sector
In the three-year review period, Plan spent an average of US $42 million annually on its
WES programmes in 45 countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America.

UNICEF, which is likely the largest non-governmental implementer of rural water supply
and sanitation programmes globally, invests approximately US $140 million annually on
WES development across 96 countries, spending roughly US $1.5 million per country
programme. Plan’s average investment per country was US $0.93 million, nearly two-
thirds of that spent per country by UNICEF. Furthermore, Plan’s average annual WES
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investment proved to be higher than major agencies such as the World Bank’s Water
and Sanitation Program (WSP), which had a global budget of US $35 million in 2007".

Plan spent over 40 per cent of its WES budget on sanitation

Plan has a strong sanitation portfolio: 43 per cent of WES expenditures were on
environmental sanitation interventions, which compares well within a sector that has,
historically, allocated a small proportion of WES investments to sanitation. However, one
of the reasons for the relatively high sanitation expenditure was the provision of heavily
subsidised household toilets by some country programmes, notably those in the
Americas region where Plan subsidised 80 to 95 per cent of household toilet costs.

Plan spent one-third of its WES budget on software and support activities

The review also confirmed the significance of software and support costs in Plan’s WES
interventions. One-third of all WES spending was on software and programme support
activities, evenly split between the two categories, with little difference between the
proportion of non-hardware expenditures on water supply (15 per cent software and 16
per cent support) and sanitation (18 per cent software and 15 per cent support).

While few previous studies provide an accurate accounting of WES software and
support costs, there is increasing recognition within the sector of the importance of
software and institutional support to the sustainability of WES outcomes. This finding
confirms that, despite the size of its current WES programme, Plan continues to invest
substantial amounts in community development, capacity building and hygiene
promotion.

Unit costs: water supply

The unit cost analysis highlighted fairly consistent differences in regional costs for water
supply. The average unit costs from the Plan Asia region were significantly lower than
those in the three other regions in every category, while the Plan West Africa regional
averages were the highest in every water supply category.

The magnitude of the cost differences remains significant. The average cost of a dug

well in the West Africa region was about US $7,000, compared to only US $370 in the

Asia region. While little detailed information was available to explain the large variations

in unit water supply costs across Plan regions and country programmes, the following

factors are considered significant:

» Lower material, service and personnel costs in Asia®

» Higher population density in Asia

» Physical factors (water-scarcity, groundwater depth, hard-to-access locations)

» Significant variations in the minimum acceptable level of service (e.g. higher
standards required in more urban areas, e.g. Americas)

Unit costs: environmental sanitation
Plan’s sanitation programmes built an average of 100,000 household toilets per year
during the review period, at an average cost of US $91 per toilet. More than half of these

' WSP works in partnership with governments and support agencies to strengthen national
policy, coordination, institutional development and service delivery options; thus little of its budget
relates to direct implementation of WES programmes.

2 IRC WASHCost finding that average personnel costs in India are 65 per cent of those in Africa,
material and supply costs in India are only 50 per cent of those in Africa. Personal communication
from Catarina Fonseca, IRC WASHCost.
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toilets were built in Bangladesh, where the average Plan expenditure was less than US
$7 per toilet. Elsewhere, there were large variations in the cost per household toilet:
ARO (Asia excluding Bangladesh): US $114 per toilet

RESA (East and Southern Africa): US $132 per toilet

WARO (West Africa): US $297 per toilet

ROA (Americas): US $412 per toilet.

The expenditure review revealed that Bangladesh was not the only country with a low-
cost sanitation programme. Six other Plan country programmes across Asia and Africa
(Burkina Faso, China, Ethiopia, India, Malawi and Uganda) spent less than US $100 per
household toilet, including software and support costs, in building a total of more than
45,000 toilets. The two largest-spending sanitation programmes were in the Americas:
Plan Colombia built more than 2,500 household toilets at an average cost of US $1,090
per toilet, and El Salvador financed more than 5,500 toilets at US $369 per toilet.

These dramatic differences in unit costs reflect different contexts (more urban, more
developed), different sanitation approaches (behaviour-change focused CLTS vs.
subsidy-driven development), and different technology levels (homemade dry latrines vs.
flush toilets with showers). As noted earlier, additional assessment of the relative
effectiveness and sustainability of these different sanitation technologies and
approaches will be required before a meaningful comparison of cost-effectiveness can
be made.

Community-Led Total Sanitation

The CLTS approach, which aims to achieve open defecation free communities, has
highlighted the importance of community-wide sanitation outcomes to health benefits. If
even a small number of households practice open defecation or use unhygienic toilets,
then the wider community (neighbours and families) are at risk from multiple faecal-oral
contamination routes.

The review found that, on average, Plan sanitation programmes provided only 31
household toilets per community, with as few as eight toilets per community provided in
the West Africa region. While some country programmes provided an average of more
than 60 toilets per community (Cambodia, Pakistan, Egypt, Ethiopia, Malawi, El
Salvador, Paraguay, and Peru), the review suggests that many Plan project communities
contain some households without toilets.

Since 2007, the last year examined by the review, the CLTS approach developed in
Bangladesh has spread to six other Plan country programmes in Asia, and to another
eight country programmes in the African and American regions. While the benefits of this
spread are not captured by this expenditure review, it is anticipated that it will result in
further reductions in the unit cost of Plan’s household toilets, and in the scaling up of the
community-wide sanitation improvements that are critical to health benefits.

Subsidy: household contributions to toilet facilities

The expenditure review found that household contributions to toilet construction ranged
between US $8 and US $207 per toilet, with an average of US $30 per toilet. On
average, this suggests that user contributions to household toilets in the review country
programmes amounted to 25 per cent of toilet costs.

The Plan Bangladesh sanitation programme is a special case, due to the unusual nexus
of supportive factors and the additional contributions made by other stakeholders, which
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have resulted in far greater scale and success than in other countries. External agencies
(local government, national government and the WSP) financed approximately 14 per
cent of the Plan Bangladesh CLTS programme through parallel incentive and subsidy
schemes, with a further 62 per cent (US $17 per toilet) contributed by user households.
While these data suggest a relatively large financial burden on the household, the user
contribution in Bangladesh is less than half of the US $51 average household
contribution to toilet construction found in other Plan sanitation programmes.

Comparative costs: water supply

Direct comparison of Plan’s costs with those of other NGOs working in similar
environments was not possible due to the paucity of cost data available. However,
Plan’s water supply costs were lower than the regional cost benchmarks compiled by the
WHO-UNICEF Global Water Supply and Sanitation Assessment Report in 2000 (even
when updated to 2005 prices), ranging from 68 per cent of the WHO costs in the West
Africa region, down to only 10 per cent in the Asia region.

This comparison highlights the relative cost-efficiency of the Plan Asia WES
interventions. The WHO unit costs highlight higher price factors in Africa and the
Americas: WHO borehole costs per person are 37 per cent higher in Africa than in Asia,
and 230 per cent higher in the Americas. Despite this, the Plan Asia water supply cost
per person is only 10 per cent of the WHO benchmark for both boreholes and dug wells.

Comparative costs: household toilets

The cost per person for Plan’s household toilets ranged from 16 per cent (Asia) to 75 per
cent (West Africa) of the WHO unit costs, confirming the relative cost efficiency of the
Plan Asia regional programme against the WHO regional benchmarks.

Plan’s CLTS sanitation costs appear similar to recent expenditure data obtained from
three WaterAid CLTS programmes, but Plan’s global unit cost for household toilets
(including subsidised toilets) was higher than the WaterAid average.

Recommendations: policy
The following recommendations concern the implications of the expenditure review for
WES policy and programme practice:

A. Strategic approach to global WES programme

The growing global significance of the Plan WES programme recommends a more
strategic approach to its WES investments. The large variations in cost-efficiency
(across regions and between country programmes) highlighted by this expenditure
review recommend that Plan should examine the relative contributions that these
programmes make to regional, national and corporate development objectives, with a
view to improving policy alignment within regions and increasing value for money across
the global WES programme. The first step in this process should be a detailed
examination of WES costs in the country programmes identified by this review as having
unusually high or low costs, and the compilation (or commissioning) of evaluations that
enable reliable assessments of the relative cost-effectiveness and sustainability of WES
outcomes in these countries.

10
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B. More cost-efficient promotion of household toilets

The review findings confirm that some Plan country sanitation programmes are
considerably more expensive than others, and that many of them fail to provide
community-wide sanitation improvements.

Given the sanitation MDG to halve the proportion of people without access to basic

sanitation by 2015, and increasing recognition that stopping open defecation is a critical

first step on the sanitation ladder, the policy implication is that the less cost-efficient

country programmes should examine whether they could achieve household sanitation

objectives more cost effectively through:

» promotion of lower-cost toilets

» development of more cost-effective interventions to trigger demand for sanitation and
sustainable behavour change

» targeting of community-wide sanitation outcomes in all project communities

C. Cost-efficiency of software and programme support

In the review period, Plan allocated one-third of its total WES investments to software
and programme support activities. In some cases, increased software and support
efforts were offset by lower hardware expenditures across increased numbers of
community interventions; in other instances, software and support expenditures were
revealed to be as high as US $20,000 per community.

While it is encouraging that more is being spent on activities to support and improve the
sustainability of WES interventions, the added value of these software and support
expenditures remains uncertain. The growing importance of software activities in WES
programmes (Plan spent US $43 million on WES software and programme support
during the three-year review period) recommends that more attention and resources are
given to regular assessments of the effectiveness and cost-efficiency of these intangible
and difficult-to-measure activities.

Recommendations: expenditure and output tracking
The final section presents recommendations concerning Plan’s expenditure tracking and
reporting systems:

D. Utilisation of the expenditure tracking systems for annual cost reviews

Plan’s information systems are already extensive and, judging by the number of entries
made by each country programme annually, time-consuming for those that process and
enter the data. WES interventions are particularly complex to track because of the
myriad different technologies, approaches and software activities required by the wide
range of community contexts, priorities, and demands found across the developing
world.

Understanding of the cost (and effectiveness) of WES interventions is essential for
evidence-based policy making and cost-effective programming. At present, the Plan
expenditure tracking systems are not set up to monitor or report on unit costs; however,
this review suggests that the quality, substance and focus of the tracking data would be
greatly improved by more regular use and analysis, and that some relatively minor
improvements would facilitate regular reviews. Therefore, it is recommended that Plan
initiate an annual review of WES costs, which should be used to refine and update the
expenditure, output and beneficiary data collected by the tracking systems.
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Efforts to scale up the promotion and implementation of WES improvements have led to
greater collaboration between Plan and other development partners: local governments,
local NGOs, and external support agencies. It is recommended that the tracking systems
are extended to capture these external contributions, and to record the contributions
made by beneficiaries towards their own facilities and services.

E. Introduction of more output codes

While there is an argument for simplifying Plan’s information systems and slimming
down the data collection requirements, in order to lessen the load on the country
programme staff, it appears that more sub-output codes would improve the usability (and
comparability) of the output and cost data. This may seem counter-intuitive, but modern
database systems make it easy to add additional output categories without complicating
either the data entry process or the data analysis and reporting process.

Plan has already provided improved guidelines and training on the use of more
appropriate and consistent output units, but this review found serious shortcomings in
the current output codes (e.g. US $100 handpump units aggregated with US $30,000
borehole units, and mixed units for hygiene promotion, with number of days of training
counted by some programme units, number of communities trained by others, and
number of sub-district campaigns counted elsewhere).

The complexity of WES interventions and the continuing trend towards non-hardware
interventions (whose outputs are harder to track) recommend that particular attention
and care are given to these tracking systems. It is proposed that, at a minimum, Plan’s
output codes should be revised to match the JMP categories for improved water supply
and improved sanitation facilities, which would improve the comparability of the cost data
and the alignment of Plan’s monitoring systems with the international MDG indicators.

F. Monitoring and evaluation of programme outcomes

The missing element from this study has been information on programme outcomes and
impacts. Without information on what works (and what does not), it is hard to compare
costs across country programmes or regions, or to comment on the policy implications of
the cost findings.

Therefore, it is recommended that Plan institute more systematic monitoring and
evaluation of its WES programme outcomes. Specifically, this monitoring should involve
the annual review of the functionality of previously completed systems and facilities (in
order to assess the actual lifespan, and thus the annualised cost of these investments)
and the introduction of some common outcome indicators (number of open-defecation-
free communities, number of households with functioning toilets, number of households
using improved water supplies) and cost effectiveness indicators (cost per toilet in use,
cost per ODF community, cost per household with access to improved water supply) into
all WES evaluations.

Plan’s Programme Accountability and Learning System (PALS) includes provision for an
annual participatory programme review by each Plan country programme. Therefore, it is
further recommended that the annual WES functionality and outcome survey (as
proposed above) should be incorporated into this annual programme review process.
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Introduction

This report summarises the findings of a global review of Plan’s water supply and
sanitation (WES) expenditures during three fiscal years (FY2005, 2006, 2007). The
global WES expenditure review arose following a number of studies of limited scope,
which highlighted a large variation in unit costs and expenditures across the various Plan
regions and country offices, as discussed below.

Representatives of Plan’s global WES network met in Brazil in July 2005, and
recommended a study on the costs of Plan’s sanitation programmes to further enhance
the organisation’s policy framework®. In 2006-07, an internal study examined Plan’s
household sanitation expenditures using data from Plan’s global project tracking
database (the “Programme and Projects Module”, or PPM). The study analysed PPM
data on sanitation expenditures in 12 countries, as well as comparative information
provided by a number of Plan WES advisors on subsidy levels, technology choice, and
other programme attributes such as partner organisations and scaling up.* The study
findings concluded that:

. Domestic toilet costs varied over a wide range from country to country
and were often above “sustainable” or “replicable” levels.
. Some Plan country programmes, such as Plan Bangladesh (which was

implementing the “Community-Led Total Sanitation” approach), had
comparatively low costs per household toilet. Furthermore, the CLTS
focus on behaviour-change and community-wide sanitation improvement
stood out from other programme approaches.

. Field observations used to supplement the study analyses identified
subsidy schemes that failed to account for family income or poverty level.

The next step taken by Plan was a desk review of Plan’s WES programme approaches
and progress. Researchers from Loughborough University’s Water, Engineering and
Development Centre (WEDC) completed this review in April 2007°, noting a number of
areas where Plan’s WES programme could be improved:

. Value for money: Plan’s unit costs for household sanitation appeared
higher than other similar organisations.
. Programme focus: virtually all of Plan’s WES spending was for household

or community water supply and sanitation facilities; little investment was
being made on solid waste management, drainage, and vector control.
More importantly, expenditures on hygiene promotion appeared to be very
low.

Following the completion of the WEDC review, Plan carried out a global self-reporting
survey to verify the unit domestic sanitation costs recorded in the PPM. Nearly all of
Plan’s programme countries reported on their average unit costs per constructed toilet,
as well as how much of this cost was subsidised by Plan. The results confirmed a wide

% Key Action Plans Emerging from 4th WES PAG/TAG meeting, Sao Luis, Brazil, 25-29 July 2005. [The
footnotes in this page are not in the same style with the rest of the document]
4 Baghri, S. and Heap, S. (2007). “If Water is Life, Sanitation is Dignity”: A Review of Plan’s
Programme Work on Basic Household Sanitation. Woking, UK: Plan.
® Reed, R. and Jones, H. (2007). Review of Plan’s Water and Sanitation Programmes. Loughborough:

Water, Engineering and Development Centre.

13
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range of unit sanitation costs across Plan’s global profile, as well as differing approaches
to ‘subsidy’ schemes. The survey also suggested that, in some cases, the PPM data
were either hard to interpret or erroneous, and thus may have led to gross overestimates
of unit costs as reported in the 2007 study.

These findings confirmed that Plan needed to do more to determine whether its WES
(and other) programmes were cost-efficient and in line with industry best practices. In
May 2007, Plan issued an ‘Action Plan for Improving Plan’s Programme Quality and
Accountability’. Among other tasks, the Action Plan called for a more detailed analysis of
Plan’s WES programme costs.

This review represents the next step towards a more detailed understanding of Plan’s
WES programme costs. While an entirely desk-based study, which looked only at
investments patterns and cost-efficiency, the findings point the way for more detailed
and focused research, with the ultimate aim of examining the cost-effectiveness of
Plan’s WES interventions. In addition, the research has revealed some significant
limitations in the Plan expenditure and output tracking systems. Thus the report closes
with some recommendations for improvements to these systems.

A number of cost studies and research into WES costs are underway at the moment.
Most significantly, in 2008 the International Water and Sanitation Centre (IRC) launched
a five-year project entitled WASHCost® that will conduct a comprehensive examination
of water, sanitation and hygiene costs in Burkina Faso, Ghana, India and Mozambique.

The World Bank’s Water and Sanitation Program (WSP) is undertaking a sanitation
financing study that will prepare and analyse six case studies of different models of
sanitation implementation, and is currently implementing Phase 2 of its six-country
Economics of Sanitation Initiative (ESI), which will collect primary data on the unit costs
of different sanitation options in at least five different contexts in each of the six study
countries. WaterAid UK is currently finalising a three-country study (Bangladesh, Nepal
and Nigeria) of its CLTS programmes, which includes a cost analysis component that
should be published in mid-2009. The initial findings from these studies have been
incorporated into the comparative analysis in the closing sections of this report.

® |JRC WASHCost website: hitp://www.washcost.info/
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1 Review objectives

Plan spends a significant and increasing amount on its WES programmes. A previous
analysis found that, from a base of US $10 million in 2002, core WES expenditures
reached or exceeded US $30 million per year during each of the last three fiscal years
(see Table 2.1).

Table 2.1 Plan Expenditures

Fiscal WES Expenditure® Water Sanitation
Year’ (US $ millions) (%) (%)
2002 10.4 55.6 44 .4
2003 20.0 55.9 44 1
2004 23.7 58.0 42.0
2005 30.2 56.2 43.8
2006 33.2 55.2 44.8
2007 30.0 58.4 41.6

Note: these expenditure data exclude some software and programme support costs (see Section 5.1 for
updated cost data).

The increasingly large Plan investment in WES activities raised a number of questions

among both Plan staff and external stakeholders:

» By international and national standards, are Plan’s WES programmes low-, medium-
or high-cost?

» What are the key factors controlling Plan’s WES programme costs?

 How can WES policies be improved to ensure that Plan’s costs are in line with best
practices and with Plan’s overall organisational objectives?

Therefore, the global WES expenditure review had three core objectives:

1. To assess the unit costs, cost-sharing schemes, and expenditure patterns
associated with Plan’s WES programmes

2. To compare Plan’s WES programme costs and cost-sharing schemes to those of
other agencies operating in the same areas

3. To provide recommendations to Plan on how to update its programme policies,
practices, and expenditure tracking for interventions, so as to ensure Plan’s WES
programmes are as cost-efficient as possible

” Plan’s Fiscal Year runs from 1 July to 30 June.
® Source: Bl Online, FY02-07, output codes 3F10-25 and 3G10-16 inclusive.



Global expenditure review: water supply and environmental sanitation

2 Key definitions and explanations

Hardware expenditures: capital investments in fixed assets, such as pumps, pipes,
boreholes, wells, toilets and bio-gas units.

Software expenditures: investments in activities that support and promote the provision
of WES services and facilities, such as media campaigns, community hygiene promotion
sessions, community development training, and water management training.

Direct support expenditures: investments in the management and implementation of
WES projects and programmes, such as staff salaries, relevant office costs, transport,
fuel, allowances, per diems, National Organisation supervision, directly relevant training
of project staff, and monitoring and evaluation.

Indirect support expenditures: investments in the support of WES projects and
programmes, such as improving the enabling environment for these interventions,
regional office support expenditures, capacity building of local government and partner
agencies, advocacy and awareness-raising activities, development of national policies
and guidelines, and non-project capacity building and training of Plan WES staff.

PPM: the “Programme and Projects Module” of Plan’s Corporate Planning, Monitoring
and Evaluation (CPME) system. The PPM contains detailed information on the
expenditures, outputs and beneficiaries of Plan interventions. The PPM is organised by
output codes in six domains, with the majority of WES expenditures falling under the
Habitat domain and its sub-headings, 3F (potable water) and 3G (environmental
sanitation).

Plan Regions: Plan divides its country programmes into four regions:
ARO = Asia Regional Office

RESA = Region of East and Southern Africa

ROA = Region of the Americas

WARO = West Africa Regional Office
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3 Review methodology

The Plan global WES expenditure review had two phases: the global WES expenditure
survey, which assembled expenditure data from 45 Plan country programmes for the
Fiscal Years 2005, 2006 and 2007; and the focus country expenditure survey, which
looked in more detail at the expenditures of eight Plan country programmes in order to
understand better the relationship between hardware, software and support
expenditures, and the various policies and implementation arrangements utilised by
different country programmes.

The global WES expenditure survey was based on the WES expenditure and output
data® contained in Plan’s Business Intelligence (Bl) Online information system. These
data were assembled for 45 Plan country programmes for the three Fiscal Years 2005,
2006 and 2007, including a summary of WES expenditures under the main cost
headings in the PPM system, and an analysis of the unit costs of four key outputs: new
boreholes and handpumps, new community water supply systems, household toilets,
and school toilets.

The 45 country programmes were then asked to examine the expenditure data obtained
from the Bl online system to verify the expenditure and output data, to explain any
anomalies or inconsistencies, and to inform the study team of any important cost
components or issues that were missing from the global survey.

The second phase of the study was the focus country expenditure survey. The selection
of the focus countries (two from each region) was based on the size of the programmes
(large country programmes were favoured), on the responsiveness and experience of
the country programme WES adviser, and on any special features that were of interest
to the review (e.g. the CLTS programme in Bangladesh). Following discussions with staff
from Plan’s International Headquarters and the regional WES advisers, the following
country programmes were selected for the focus country expenditure survey:

» Bangladesh (Asia)

* Philippines (Asia)

» Ethiopia (East and Southern Africa)

» Uganda (East and Southern Africa)

» Colombia (Americas)

» Ecuador (Americas)

* Burkina Faso (West Africa)

* Ghana (West Africa)

A more detailed expenditure survey and analysis was drawn up for review by each of the
eight focus countries. In addition, the focus countries were asked to export the PPM
beneficiary data from each programme unit so that an estimate could be made of the
total number of beneficiary households under each output code.

Collecting information from the global network of country programmes proved
challenging and time-consuming. Forty-five of the 49 country programmes were

o Output data refers to records of the number of specific outputs made in relation to each
expenditure, such as the number of community water supply systems, household latrines,
promotional campaigns, or people trained. A full list of Plan’s output codes is provided in Annex A
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contacted, but only 22 responses were received, and many of these were received late
or were only partially completed. The slow, partial or non-responses received from many
of the country programmes led to delays in completion of the review and, in some cases,
limited the information on which the review findings were based. However, the central
information systems were able to provide raw expenditure and output data for every
country programme; thus unit costs were calculated in almost every case.

The focus country expenditure survey was used to elaborate methodologies for
calculating unit costs, and for allocating software and support expenditures. These
approaches were then used as templates to complete the analysis of the other country
programme expenditure data.

Calculation of software and support expenditures

The information received from the focus country expenditure survey suggested that
there were a limited number of elements of software and support expenditures, and that
a fairly standard methodology would suffice for most country programmes. Where non-
standard expenditures were apparent or highlighted by the country programme
response, the calculations were tailored to the specific circumstances of the country
programme.

Main software elements:

« Proportion of 3A habitat'® general expenditures (excluding 3A10 community centres
and 3A13 legal assistance)

» 3F24 water management training

» 3F23 water training materials

 3G10 IEC hygiene

Main support elements:

» Proportion of 3D institutional development expenditures

» Proportion of 3B management, support and supervision expenditures
» Proportion of 3C research expenditures

» Proportion of Regional Office habitat expenditures

In each case, the proportion of each expenditure component allocated to a particular
intervention was determined by the size of the intervention expenditures relative to the
rest of the interventions utilising the same fund of software or support expenditures: (e.g.
if boreholes comprised 50 per cent of the water supply expenditures, and water supply
comprised 50 per cent of the WES expenditures, then 25 per cent of the WES software
and support elements would be allocated to the borehole expenditures).

Data analysis constraints

A number of recurrent problems were discovered during the data processing and

analysis:

» Data entry errors (mistyped or partial entries)

» Improper use of output codes (e.g. software activities entered under hardware
codes)

"% Plan divides its activities between five cost centres: 1. Growing Up Healthy; 2. Learning; 3.
Habitat; 4. Livelihood; 5. Building Relationships. Most expenditures relating to water and
sanitation fall within the Habitat domain. Support costs that cut across all five domains are
reported separately as Programme Support and Administration expenditures.

18
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* Mixed output units (output units different across programme units, or varying from
year to year)

 Group entries (large-scale activities entered across programme units or other
geographical zones, with the entire population marked as beneficiaries)

» Limited beneficiary data (beneficiary data obtained from the Childlink database,
which was not set up to record WES beneficiaries; thus every household in the
community is counted as a beneficiary household even if only a few households
were direct beneficiaries of the WES intervention)

Some of these data constraints were resolved following discussions with the country
programme teams. However, if any doubt remained, the inconsistent or dubious data
were excluded from the analysis. As a result, the total expenditures utilised in the review
under some expenditure codes are lower than those reported in the PPM system.

An attempt was made to use beneficiary data from another Plan database (Childlink) in
order to examine the cost per person and cost per household. It transpired that these
beneficiary data were not suitable for this analysis, as in most cases, they included every
household in the community rather than those that benefited from the WES intervention.
Therefore, the focus of the review shifted to an examination of unit costs: for water
supply, this represented the cost per borehole, community water supply system, or dug
well; for sanitation this represented the cost per household toilet and school toilet.

In order to compare Plan’s costs against those found by other cost studies, it was
necessary to translate the unit costs into costs per person. Based on feedback from the
focus country programmes, an average community size of 100 households was
assumed, and an average household size of five persons. In most cases, these
assumptions are thought to under-estimate the number of people served by the facilities,
thus the costs per person would actually be slightly lower than those presented in this
report.

Annex A includes a summary of Plan’s output codes, and Annex B includes the detailed
expenditure data used to calculate the expenditure patterns and unit costs for each
country programme.
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4 Investment patterns

The following analysis takes account of all Plan programme expenditures, including
hardware, software and programme support (direct support, indirect support and
regional office support). These expenditures will be broken down in more detail later in
the report, where separate implementation and support expenditures will be reported.
Expenditures by other development partners, including beneficiary households and
communities, are not included in these programme expenditures.

Overall investment

Further analysis of Plan’s WES software and programme support costs suggests that
Plan’s official estimates of WES expenditures are considerably lower than the actual
expenditures. The figures in earlier Plan cost studies and reports (see Table 2.1 above)
suggest a total WES expenditure of US $93.4 million during the three-year review
period, with an average of US $31.1 million per year. This amount includes only
expenditures recorded under the (3F) potable water and (3G) environmental sanitation
output codes, thus excludes relevant software activities (recorded under 3A);
management, support and supervision (3B); research (3C); institutional development
(3D); regional office support; and WES-related expenditures recorded under other
accounting domains.

Factoring in these additional costs resulted in a 34 per cent increase in total WES
expenditures over the three-year review period. The review found that Plan’s total WES
investment (in the 45 country programmes examined) was US $125.1 million, which is
an average of US $41.7 million per year. These new data suggest that Plan’s WES
programmes account for 7.7 per cent of the total Plan expenditure (US $1.635 billion
over the three-year review period), and for 71 per cent of all expenditures in the Habitat
domain.

Table 5.1 Plan Expenditures (US $ millions)

Plan expenditures Total FY2005-07
WES hardware 85.1 (66%)
WES software 20.1 (16%)
WES programme support 19.9 (16%)
Water and Envt. Sanitation 125.1
Total expenditure (45 review countries) 1,143.6
Total expenditure (audited accounts) 1,635.5"

Note: expenditure data in the rest of the report excludes the five countries that had no water and
environmental sanitation expenditures (or extremely low Habitat expenditures) during the
FY2005-07 review period: Lao PDR, Liberia, Mozambique, Rwanda, and South Sudan.

" This total includes all expenditures for the International Headquarters, and National
Organisations, and international-salaried staff expenditures, as well as end-of-year financial
adjustments.
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Hardware expenditures account for two-thirds of total WES investment (66 per cent),
with the remaining third divided equally between software expenditures (16 per cent) and
programme support expenditures (16 per cent). Few previous sector cost studies have
managed to identify, quantify or report on non-hardware expenditures; thus this finding is
a valuable contribution to WES sector expenditure analysis.

WES investment patterns
The Americas (ROA) and West Africa (WARO) regions have the highest WES
expenditures at US $35.3 million and US $33.6 million respectively over the three-year

review period. Overall, water supply investments are US $17.9 million higher than
sanitation investments, comprising 57 per cent of total WES expenditure.

Table 5.2 WES expenditure by Plan region, FY2005-07 (US $ millions)
WES Expenditure

Country

Region Water Sanitation Total average
ARO 15.3 15.1 30.4 2.53
RESA 16.4 9.4 25.8 2.58
ROA 16.2 19.1 35.3 2.94
WARO 23.6 10.0 33.6 3.06

71.5 53.6

Totals (57%) (43%) 125.1 2.78

Note: In the study, ARO = 12 countries, RESA = 10 countries, ROA = 12 countries, WARO = 11 countries.

Figure 5.5 WES expenditure by Plan region FY 2005-07 (US $ millions)
\ \
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In the Americas, slightly more is spent on sanitation (54 per cent) than water supply; the
Asia region is evenly split with 50:50 invested in water supply and sanitation, while water
supply dominates in both African regions (70 per cent in West Africa, 64 per cent in East
and Southern Africa). The 12 countries in the Americas region spent more than twice as
much on sanitation as the 10 countries in East and Southern Africa, and the 11 West
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African countries invested almost 60 per cent more in water supply than the 12 Asian
countries.

However, a glance at the country-by-country distribution of water supply and sanitation
expenditures (see Figure 5.2) highlights the dominance of a few big country
programmes, and reveals large variations within regions: 79 per cent sanitation
investment in Colombia compared to only 16 per cent in the Dominican Republic, and 28
per cent water supply expenditures in Bangladesh against 66 per cent in Sri Lanka.

WES grant investment patterns

Plan finances approximately 70 per cent of its programme expenditures with funds
raised through child sponsorship programmes; the remainder is financed by grants from
donor agencies and corporations. Table 5.3 frovides an overview of the role played by
grant financing in Plan’'s WES programmes '.

Table 5.3 WES grant expenditures FY 2005-07 (US $ millions)

[ Region WES Grants WES Total WES Grant (%) |
ARO 6.0 30.4 20
RESA 15.8 25.8 61
ROA 37 35.3 11
WARO 11.1 33.6 33
Total 36.7 125.1 29

The review estimates suggest that Plan’s two African regions have higher than average
grant financing for WES programmes. Grant financing plays an important role for WES
and other Plan programmes, in that it helps Plan expand the geographic coverage and
scale of its sponsorship-funded programmes. In addition, grants may be raised to fund
new projects or to fill funding ‘gaps’ in existing programmes.

WES investment categories

An analysis of the main WES investment categories shows that hardware expenditures
account for 68 per cent of all WES expenditures, with the remaining third split evenly
between software expenditures (16 per cent) and support expenditures (16 per cent).

Table 5.4 WES expenditures by function FY 2005-07 (US $ millions)

Region Hardware Software Support Total
Water San Water San Water San WES

ARO 10.2 9.3 1.7 2.3 3.4 3.6 30.4
RESA 12.0 6.9 2.5 1.8 1.9 0.7 25.8
ROA 11.7 13.9 2.5 3.3 2.1 1.8 35.3
WARO 15.5 5.8 3.8 2.3 4.4 2.0 33.6
Total 49.3 35.8 10.5 9.6 11.7 8.1 125.1

(69%) (67%) (15%) (18%) (16%) (16%)

2 Grant expenditure figures are estimates.
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Figure 5.6 WES hardware, software and support expenditure by Plan region
FY 2005-07, (US $ millions)
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Water supply hardware investments

Water supply hardware investments amounted to US $49.3 million during the three-year
review period, averaging US $16.4 million per year. More than three-quarters (78 per
cent) of these hardware expenditures were lumped together in three out of the 16
Potable Water output codes'® (see Table 5.5).

Table 5.5 Water supply: hardware expenditures FY 2005-07 (US $ millions)

Outputs ARO RESA ROA WARO Total
3F15 New boreholes/handpumps 0.75 3.52 0.22 9.96 14.49 (29%)
3F19 New community WS system 6.65 2.10 6.76 0.93 16.44 (33%)
3F20 Upgrade/extend WS system 113  1.92 2.64 1.72 7.41 (15%)
Other 3F codes (excluding 3F23-25) 1.57 4.44 2.06 2.85 10.92 (22%)
Total 101 12.0 11.7 155 49.3 (100%)
Average per country programme 0.84 1.2 0.98 1.4 1.1

The average country expenditure on water supply hardware during the review period
was US $1.09 million, equivalent to US $365,000 per year. However, these expenditures
were not evenly spread. Five countries (Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Kenya, Paraguay and
Burkina Faso) each spent more than US $2 million on water supply hardware during the
review period, including Plan Burkina Faso expenditures of US $5.1 million on
handpumps; and a further six countries (Togo, Zambia, Indonesia, Honduras, Senegal
and Sudan) spent more than US $1 million under a single water supply output code.

Sanitation hardware investments

Sanitation hardware investments amounted to US $35.8 million during the review period,
at an average of US $11.9 million per year. Ninety per cent of these hardware
expenditures were on two outputs: household toilets (61 per cent) and school toilets (29
per cent).

A complete list of Plan’s Habitat output codes is provided in Annex A.
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Table 5.6 Sanitation: hardware expenditures FY 2005-07 (US $ millions)

Outputs ARO RESA ROA WARO Total
3G11 Household toilets 6.0 29 10.8 2.0 21.8 (61%)
3G12 School toilets 1.6 3.1 2.2 3.5 10. 4 (29%)
3G15 Sewerage systems 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.0 7 (5%)
3H18 Bio-Gas units 0.3 0 0 0 3 (1%)
Other 3G codes (excluding 3G10) 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.2 6 (4%)
Total 93 6.9 13.9 5.8 35.8 (100%)
Average per country 08 0.7 1.2 0.5 $0.8

Half of the total household toilet expenditures were made in the the Americas,
amounting to US $10.8 million on household latrines during the review period at an
average of US $3.6 million per year; more than the total sanitation hardware
expenditures in either of the African regions, which invested the bulk of their sanitation
expenditures in school toilets.

Figure 5.7 Sanitation: hardware expenditure by Plan region FY 2005-07 (US $
millions)
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As in water supply, the sanitation hardware expenditures were concentrated in a few
countries. Fifty per cent of household latrine expenditures were found in seven Plan
country programmes: Ecuador and Colombia spent more than US $2 million on
household toilet interventions during the three-year review period, while five other Plan
country programmes (El Salvador, Indonesia, Peru, Sri Lanka and Egypt) spent between
US $1.0 million and US $1.6 million.

WES training investments

One of the largest areas of software expenditure was under Plan’s 3A (habitat general)
expenditure heading, which includes community managed project training, community
development plans, construction of community centres, and gender awareness training.

Almost three-quarters (73 per cent) of these general expenditures were for community
managed project training and community development planning, both of which are
directly relevant to community water supply and sanitation projects.
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In the absence of any specific guidance on how these expenditures were implemented
(with the exception of a couple of countries which provided details that confirmed the
relevance of these expenditures to WES interventions), this analysis has assumed that a
significant proportion of these expenditures should be allocated to WES interventions. In
this initial analysis, the 3A expenditures have been distributed according to the
proportion of total Habitat hardware expenditures that were for WES hardware.

For seven countries with 3A expenditures that ranged from US $0.9 million to US $1.8
million during the review period, this decision is important as it adds a significant
proportion to their WES expenditures'. The seven country programmes affected are
Kenya, Guinea, Zambia, Ecuador, India and Indonesia. While it appears that some of
these expenditures relate to support to other sector interventions (food security, learning,
HIV/AIDS, maternal and child health), it is recommended that further investigation is
conducted in these countries to examine their 3A expenditures in more detail and
confirm the proportion related to WES interventions.

Overall, an average of 59 per cent of the 3A training expenditures have been allocated
to WES interventions: US $6.67 million to water supply software expenditures, and US
$5.15 million to sanitation software expenditures.

Water management training

The other significant training expenditure was recorded under water management
training (3F24) and related water training materials (3F23), which include activities such
as training of water user committees, training of handpump mechanics, purchase of
toolkits for handpump mechanics, and awareness-raising activities relating to community
management of water supply facilities'.

Global expenditure on water management training and water training materials during
the review period amounted to US $3.7 million, an average of US $1.2 million per year,
which comprised about a third of the total software expenditures associated with water
supply interventions.

Hygiene promotion expenditures

Given Plan’s increasing commitment and support to behavour-change oriented
approaches to sanitation and hygiene promotion such as CLTS, it was expected that the
global expenditure review would find significant expenditures on sanitation and hygiene
promotion, and would highlight a shift from hardware investments, such as household
toilets, to software investments, such as sanitation and hygiene promotion. In practice,
while many Plan country programmes have started to implement CLTS-based
interventions, few of them were using the approach during the review period, thus the
expenditure data do not reflect this ongoing trend. Global expenditure on BCI (Behaviour
Change Information) -based hygiene promotion decreased in 2007, down from US $1.64
million in 2006 to US $1.38 million in 2007.

In addition, sanitation and hygiene promotion expenditures are becoming increasingly
hard to track, due to the more innovative and multi-faceted approaches being introduced

" Plan Colombia spent US $1.1 million in the 3A category but stated that these expenditures
were part of a “women, community and state rights duty bearers” programme , thus were not
related WES interventions.

'S The activities listed here are based on information provided by Plan Uganda.
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in the country programmes (which result in diverse recording and reporting practices).
For instance, Plan Bangladesh utilises full-time Professional Health Workers in its CLTS
programme to promote sanitation and hygiene improvement across its project areas, but
the expenditures relating to their employment and support are recorded under the Health
domain (rather than WES).

Figure 5.8 Hygiene promotion expenditure by Plan region FY 2005-07 (US $
millions)
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Expenditure on sanitation and hygiene promotion during the review period amounted to
US $5.3 million, with a further US $5.4 million spent on community development
activities in support of the sanitation interventions. These expenditures represent about
50 per cent of the amount spent on household toilet activities.

Expenditures on water supply software, including hygiene promotion and water
management training, were slightly higher than those on sanitation: respectively US
$10.5 million and US $10.4 million.
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Table 5.7 WES software expenditures by Plan region, FY 2005-07 (US $ millions)

ARO RESA ROA WARO Total
Water Supply
Water management training 0.8 0.9 0.7 1.3 3.7
BCI Hygiene 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1
Community development 0.9 1.6 1.6 25 6.7
Total 1.7 2.5 $.5 3.8 10.5
Sanitation
BCI Hygiene 1.2 0.8 1.2 1.2 4.5
Community development 1.0 0.9 21 1.1 51
Professional Health Workers 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8
Total 30 138 3.3 23 104

Even in Bangladesh, home of Plan’s largest CLTS programme, hygiene promotion
expenditures are only 36 per cent higher than the average country programme
expenditure of US $101,000. However, the hygiene promotion expenditures in
Bangladesh grew by 31 per cent between 2005 and 2007 (due to the expansion of the
programme from two districts in FY2005 to five districts in FY2007).

As noted earlier, Plan Bangladesh also invested substantial amounts (US $763,000
during the review period) in employing a cadre of Professional Health Workers that
support sanitation, hygiene and water supply interventions at the community level.
These expenditures, which appear unique to the Plan Bangladesh programme, included
professional health worker salaries, housing, vehicles, as well as community health
worker and community training programme.

Hygiene promotion expenditures are relatively well distributed across the regions, with
the exception of the East and Southern Africa region, which spent an average of only US
$84,000 per programme country during the review period, compared to US $100,000 to
$110,000 in the other regions. Above-average hygiene promotion expenditures, in the
range of US $207,000 to US $477,000 during the review period, were recorded in
Bolivia, El Salvador, Kenya, Cameroon and China.

Solid waste and sewerage investments

Expenditures on solid waste management (3G16) were low during the review period: US
$737,000 across the 45 country programmes reviewed. Nearly half of the country
programmes recorded no solid waste management expenditures, and the other 24
country programmes only spent about US $10,000 per year. Most solid waste
management interventions appear to involve little more than the distribution of bins and
materials for the collection and disposal of solid waste.

Sewerage expenditures

Thirteen country programmes recorded expenditures on sewerage systems, which
totalled US $1.72 million during the review period (average of US $132,000 in these 13
countries). None of these country programmes were in the West Africa region. Spending
on sewerage systems represented only 4 per cent of the global expenditure on
sanitation hardware. Three-quarters of the sewerage expenditures were concentrated in
just three countries: Pakistan, Egypt, and Colombia.
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School-related WES investments

The Plan output tracking codes offer only a single choice for school WES interventions:
(3G12) school toilets, with no output codes provided for school water supply, hygiene
promotion in schools, or other school-related WES activities. As might be expected, the
tracking of school WES expenditures varies from country to country. Some programmes
track expenditures on school water supply separately from school sanitation (3G12 for
school sanitation and a ‘community’ water supply code for the school water system,
based on the type of hardware installed). Other programmes, for example Plan
Colombia, incorporate school water supply expenditures into the school sanitation
expenditures.

Distinctions among the level of service provided by the school facilities were not
possible, as both high service levels, such as the inclusion of showers and wastewater
treatment facilities'®, and low service levels, such as the construction of dry pit toilets,
are tracked under the same output code, which makes comparison of costs across
country programmes difficult. Furthermore, there is no tracking mechanism to account
for the number of toilet stalls or stances, quantity of water produced, or number and type
of handwashing facilities provided at schools. Thus, a single school sanitation unit might
represent a 3-stall pit toilet in one country, or a toilet block with up to 30 stalls/stances in
another.

Plan’s expenditure on school toilets totalled US $13.5 million during the review period,
an average of about US $110,000 per year in the 41 country programmes that
implemented school toilets. Four Plan country programmes from Africa spent more than
US $0.5 million during the review period on school toilets: Burkina Faso, Uganda, Sierra
Leone and Togo.

Urban WES investments

The Plan expenditure tracking systems do not distinguish between urban and rural
expenditures; hence there are no ready indicators or database reports available on
urban WES expenditures. Therefore, the eight focus country programmes were asked to
report on the proportion and nature of their urban WES interventions.

Six of the eight focus country programmes provided information on their urban WES
interventions. Of the six, two reported no urban interventions (Burkina Faso and Ghana);
three estimated that urban interventions accounted for 13 per cent to 25 per cent of total
WES expenditures. (Uganda, Bangladesh and Ethiopia). Plan Columbia reported that
the majority of its WES programme (70 per cent) was conducted in urban or peri-urban
areas.

'® Such as connection to an existing sewer or construction of an independent septic tank
and anaerobic filter.
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Figure 5.9 Urban share: WES expenditure against population (per cent)
Bangladesh
Uganda
Ethiopia

Colombia

Burkina Faso :l

Ghana

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%
B Urban WES share OUrban population

Source: Urban population data from UN population statistics, 2008

The focus country data suggest that the rural-urban investment allocations by the Plan
country programmes reflect national demographics reasonably well, with the notable
exception of Ghana which reports no urban WES expenditures despite a 50 per cent
urban population.

Partner WES investments

Plan often implements WES projects in collaboration with local NGO and government
partners. Where these collaborations require Plan to pay its partners for specific services
or support, the expenditures are sometimes recorded as institutional development costs
(3D10), which is a ‘capacity building’ category; however, it was also reported that these
partner costs are sometimes recorded elsewhere (such as under specific output codes
for water supply or sanitation).

In addition, some partner expenditures (in support of WES interventions) such as the
government and WSP expenditures in support of the Plan CLTS interventions in
Bangladesh, are not captured by the Plan tracking systems.

For this reason, it has not been possible for this study to determine either the proportion
of Plan’s expenditures that were used to support external agencies, or the size of the
contribution by external finance to Plan’s WES programme. Further investigation will be
required to assess the importance of these partnerships and external payments.
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5 Unit costs

The following unit cost data include hardware expenditures, software expenditures and
support expenditures (direct support, indirect support and regional office support), and
are, on average, about 50 per cent higher than the hardware expenditures alone.

Water supply: expenditure per output

During the review period, three output codes accounted for 78 per cent of total hardware
expenditures on water supply:

e 3F19 New community water supply systems US $16.44 million (33 per cent)

e 3F15 New boreholes and handpumps US $14.45 million (29 per cent)

e 3F20 Upgraded community water supply systems US $7.41 million (15 per cent)

Details of the open well and borehole rehabilitation expenditures are provided in the cost
tables in Annex B. The remainder of this section focuses on the three most significant
water supply interventions:

* New community water supply systems

* New boreholes and handpumps

* Upgraded community water supply systems
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Expenditure per output: new community water supply systems

New community water supply systems (3F19) include a wide range of different schemes,
from piped water supply systems to clusters of individual facilities such as household
water tanks.

For example, Plan Colombia noted that its community water supply systems comprised
household water tanks, used for rainwater harvesting and for storage where piped water
supply is intermittent. Plan Ethiopia reported that its community water supply systems
were piped water supply schemes that included abstraction systems, reservoirs, and
distribution networks.

Given the futility of comparing the unit costs of such diverse water supply systems, an
attempt was made to separate out the different types of system based on the
characteristics available from the expenditure tracking systems. Three main categories
were identified based on the number of water supply systems provided in each
community:

» Systems for one or more households (more than 3 units per community)

»  Community systems (0.5-2.0 units per community)

» Multi-village systems (one unit supplying several communities)

Two countries reported multi-village water supply system expenditures. Plan Senegal
spent US $307,000 on two water supply systems that supply 29 communities, at an
average cost of US $10,584 per community. Plan Uganda implanted two water supply
systems that supply water to 17 communities, with a unit cost (including hardware,
software and support expenditures) of US $8,075 per system, which equates to an
average expenditure of about US $950 per community.

At the other end of the scale, three countries reported community water supply
interventions with multiple systems in each community, which appear to supply
numerous household facilities in each community:
» Albania: 48 WS systems in 2 communities (24 per community),
unit cost US $446
» Colombia: 4,253 WS systems in 53 communities (80 per community),
unit cost US $146
* Honduras: 5,377 WS systems in 31 communities (173 per community),
unit cost US $219

The remaining 25 country programmes, which provide about one unit per community,
have an average unit cost of US $6,191 (including hardware, software and support). The
median unit cost is US $25,478"", ranging from US $1,715 per unit in Indonesia to US
$121,721 per unit in Niger (see Figure 7.2).

Overall, hardware expenditures account for 75 per cent of the new community water
supply expenditures, with another 12 per cent spent on software activities and 13 per
cent spent on support activities.

'” The average unit cost is significantly lower than the median country programme unit cost due
to the large number of low-cost units implemented in Indonesia (1,032 units at US $1,265 per
unit).
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The significant differences in the cost and nature of the community water supply systems
recorded under this expenditure head suggest that the average expenditure per
community would be a more useful comparator than the average expenditure per output.
The water tanks supplied in Colombia cost US $146 each, but supply only one
household; whereas the multi-village water supply systems in Senegal cost US $153,500
each, but supply 15 villages (around 1,500 households, with a cost of around US $100
per household).

Figure 6.5 Cost per community: water supply systems FY 2005-07 (US $)
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Figure 6.5 presents the average expenditure per community for water supply systems.
While some of the country costs remain high in both the unit cost and community cost

assessments (Niger, Egypt and Brazil), these data are more useful for comparison and
will be utilised in the subsequent regional comparisons.

Expenditure per output: new boreholes and handpumps

Expenditures recorded as new boreholes and handpumps (3F15) also contained a mix
of technologies. Twenty-four country programmes reported expenditures in this
category, but a unit cost analysis demonstrated significantly lower unit costs (less than
US $1,000 per unit) in seven countries, whereas the remaining 17 countries demonstrate
much higher unit costs: ranging from US $7,124 to US $83,969 per unit.

Further analysis confirmed that the majority of the low-cost interventions involve more
than three units per community, thus these interventions are likely to involve the
provision of low-cost handpumps; whereas most of the high-cost interventions provide
an average of one unit per community, or supplying several communities, which
suggests that these are deeper boreholes and more expensive pumps. Therefore, the
unit costs for handpumps and boreholes have been presented separately in Figures 6.6
and 6.7 below and as combined data in Figure 6.3 above.



Global expenditure review: water supply and environmental sanitation 37

Figure 6.6 Unit cost: handpumps FY 2005-07 (US $)
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Figure 6.7 Unit cost: boreholes FY 2005-07 (US $)
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Overall, 3,928 new boreholes and handpumps were constructed during the period
FY2005-07 at a total cost of US $18.8 million, which equates to an average expenditure
per borehole (or handpump) of US $4,796, of which 71 per cent was spent on hardware.

Expenditure per output: upgraded community water supply systems

On average, active country programmes averaged 17 interventions to upgrade
community water supply systems (3F20) during the review period, except for Plan
Colombia, which implemented 3,439 upgrades. Plan Colombia subsequently clarified
that these interventions were to improve or extend household water tanks thus were
considerably smaller and cheaper interventions that those made in the other countries.

The unit cost of Plan Colombia household water tank interventions was US $102 per
household, whereas the unit cost of community interventions in the other country
programmes ranged from US $3,000 to US $127,800 per unit (see Figure 6.4), with an
average unit cost of US $18,900 (excluding Colombia interventions). High unit costs
were noted in Tanzania (US $146,860 for two upgraded systems) and in the Dominican
Republic (US $638,800 for five upgraded systems serving 15 communities).
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As for the new community water supply systems, the cost per community is a more
useful comparator for the upgraded community water supply systems (due to the range
in the number of households and communities served by the different systems).

Sanitation: expenditure per output

This section presents the sanitation unit costs of household toilets and school toilets,
which accounted for more than 90 per cent of sanitation expenditures in the 45 Plan
country programmes reviewed.

Expenditure per output: household toilets

The methodology used to calculate software and support expenditures relies on the
allocation of sanitation expenditures based on a standard implementation model, which
assumes that the majority of the hygiene promotion expenditures are in support of the
household sanitation interventions'®, and that the other support expenditures are
allocated proportionally based on the significance of the household sanitation
expenditures (hardware and software) within the total WES expenditures.

At least 306,000 household toilets'® were constructed as a result of Plan sanitation
interventions during the review period, at an average expenditure of US $94 per toilet.
This unit cost includes allowances for software activities (notably hygiene promotion and
community planning and development activities) and for support from Plan and its
partners. The global expenditure per toilet includes:

e Hardware expenditure US $58 per toilet

» Software expenditure US $18 per toilet

e Support expenditure US $15 per toilet

» Total expenditure US $91 per toilet

'® Where the country programme provided information to confirm that its hygiene promotion
expenditures also related to other interventions (e.g. water supply activities or school toilets), or
where household toilet interventions comprised only a small part of the sanitation activities, the
allocation of the hygiene promotion expenditures was adjusted accordingly

¥ This total does not include approximately 17 per cent of the overall number, as some were
excluded from the analysis due to missing data entries (which prevented verification of the
quantities and communities involved).



BOII)Y 1SOM seols wy

BOI)Y UJBYINOS pue iseg

eIsy

0$

000°G$

000°0+$

000°'GH$

a1empJey :s19)10} ooyos @ 000°02$
2UeM}J0S :S}9]10} [00UYOS O
1oddns :sj}aj10} jooyos

L 000‘Ge$
($ sn) 20-5002 A4 18110} Jooyos sad ainyipuadxy  6'9 ainbi4
BOLIJY 1SOM seolla wy BOlJ)yY UJ8ylnos pue jseq eisy
= = 0$
_ 002$
LI _"_ 00v$
LI 009%
_|_ 008$
] _H_ 000°1$
alempJey :18|10} pjoyssnoH @ 002°t$
9JEM}JOS (19|10} pjoyesnoH O
Ll 1ioddns :39|101 pjoyasnoH O
L 00V LS
($ sn) 20-5002 A4 ‘19110} pjoyasnoy Jad ainppuadxy  g'9 aunbig

6€

uonelues |eluswuoliaud pue Ajlddns Jajem :mainal ainjipuadxe [Bqoj



Global expenditure review: water supply and environmental sanitation 40

Several Asian country programmes have large-scale household sanitation programmes,
which have a Iarge influence on global unit costs:

« Bangladesh®: 161,862 household toilets; total expenditure US $6.25 per toilet

e China: 19,771 household toilets; total expenditure US $68 per toilet

e Sri Lanka: 11,317 household toilets; total expenditure US $127 per toilet

« Indonesia: 11,237 household toilets; total expenditure US $130 per toilet

Shared household toilets in Bangladesh

Plan Bangladesh reported that 280,126 households, out of a total population of 294,823
households in its project area, used hygienic toilets. While these data imply a toilet
usage rate of 95 per cent, the usage data do not inform us of the number of new toilets
that resulted from Plan’s interventions in the project area. Two factors are critical: the
baseline toilet coverage at the start of the interventions, and the number of shared toilets
in use.

A recent WSP case study on the Dishari project’’ (which includes the five sub-districts
where Plan Bangladesh implements its rural sanitation programme, as well as the three
sub-districts where WaterAid Bangladesh implements its programme) suggests that
there were 110,764 toilets in use across all eight sub-districts in mid-2004. Assuming
that toilet coverage was similar across the project area, this implies that there were
62,238 existing toilets in the Plan working area at the start of the interventions.

Plan Bangladesh reported that 15 per cent of the toilet users in its working area share
the toilet of a neighbour or relative, and that another 5 per cent of toilet users shared
some form of public or community toilets. Assuming that an average of 2.5 households
used shared toilets (including the owner household), these figures suggest the following
outcomes in the Plan working area:

* 62,238 households with existing toilets (21 per cent)

* 130,349 households with new private toilets (44 per cent)

» 31,514 households with new shared toilets (11 per cent)

» 42,019 households using other people’s toilets (14 per cent)

* 14,006 households using public or community toilets (4.8 per cent)

* 14,697 households practicing open defecation (5.0 per cent)

In total, this analysis suggests that the Plan interventions resulted in 161,862 new toilets,
thus increasing toilet coverage by 55 per cent since the baseline survey. Based on an
average of 2.5 households per shared toilet, this analysis suggests that the current toilet
coverage remains at 76 per cent (despite a toilet usage rate of 95 per cent).

The Plan Bangladesh toilets comprise 54 per cent of the total number of household
toilets constructed as a result Plan interventions during the review period. In other
words, the toilets constructed in Bangladesh outnumber the combined total number of
household toilets constructed under all the other Plan country programmes.

The very low unit cost of the Bangladesh toilets has a significant impact on average unit
cost. Excluding these toilets from the unit cost analysis provides a more realistic picture

20 Number of household toilets obtained from Plan Bangladesh based on its monitoring data, as
the PPM system only reports outputs such as the number of hygiene promotion campaigns
(rather than the outcomes of the sanitation promotion efforts), with these data then adjusted to
make allowances for existing toilets at the start of the interventions, and for the prevalence of
shared toilets.

Draft case study produced as part of the forthcoming WSP Sanitation Financing study.
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of Plan’s toilet expenditures among the other country programmes, which between them
provided 144,000 household toilets during the review period:

e Hardware expenditure  US $124 per toilet (67 per cent)

» Software expenditure US $37 per toilet (20 per cent)

»  Support expenditure US $25 per toilet (13 per cent)

» Total Plan expenditure US $186 per toilet (excluding Bangladesh)

The second lowest unit cost for household toilets was reported in Uganda (US $12 per
toilet). Plan Uganda noted that its software expenditures included a comprehensive
package of activities: training of masons, establishment of sanplat®? casting yards,
marketing of subsidised sanplats (which were sold to households for only US $2 per
slab), training of community facilitators in the PHAST (hygiene promotion) methodology,
and house-to-house promotional activities. Nevertheless, these expenditure data
represent an old approach; Plan Uganda shifted to a CLTS-based approach with zero
hardware subsidy in 2007, and expects lower unit costs for household toilets in the
future.

Regional differences in unit costs

The average regional expenditures per household toilet (see Figure 6.10) illustrate the
cost-efficiency of the Asia region. The Asia unit costs are skewed by the Bangladesh
interventions, which accounted for 67 per cent of household toilets in the Asia region.
Excluding Bangladesh, the unit cost of household toilets in the Asia region was US $114
per toilet.

Figure 6.10 Unit costs by region: household toilets FY 2005-07 (US $)
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Level of service

The Plan Colombia household toilets are among the most expensive, at US $1,090 per
toilet. However, as noted earlier, the household toilets built by Plan Colombia included a
shower, flush toilet, washbasin, sewage and wastewater pipework, and either an
individual septic tank system or, if available, a sewerage connection. The household
contributed unskilled labour and, in some cases, locally available materials such as
sand, stone and timber, while Plan Colombia provided US $826 per toilet for the supply
and transport of materials, skilled labour and technical supervision.

?2 Sanplats are small concrete latrine slabs with a pre-formed squat hole and tightly fitting lid.
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Interestingly, a new national sanitation policy in 2007 sets the maximum hardware
subsidy per family toilet at one million Colombian pesos (approximately US $500), which
has meant that Plan has recently had to change its approach and lower the level of
service provided by its household toilets. Nevertheless, it is clear that these toilets
provide a far higher level of service and are likely to last a lot longer than the simple pit
latrines built following CLTS interventions in Bangladesh.

The Plan Bangladesh approach is based on the CLTS approach, which relies on
community mobilisation and promotional activities to convince the beneficiary
households to build their own simple household toilets. The promotional activities involve
a comprehensive mix of participatory “ignition” sessions, monthly reflection sessions,
and an annual sanitation month, with regular support and follow-up from Plan-paid
professional health workers, local government officials and Plan staff. The resultant
household-financed toilets range from homemade, earthen-floored toilets with flexi-pipe
seals®, to toilets with concrete slabs, plastic or ceramic pour-flush pans, and toilet pits
lined with concrete rings.

The CLTS approach used by Plan Bangladesh resulted in a unit cost of only US $6.25
per household toilet, including all software and support expenditures. While both the
level of service provided and the approach utilised are very different between the
Colombia and Bangladesh country programmes, the expenditure data illustrate a
dramatic difference in cost efficiency: a single household toilet in Colombia costs the
same as Plan’s investment for 174 households in Bangladesh.

Urban toilets

Another important issue concealed beneath the aggregate expenditure and output data
is the different expenditures associated with urban toilets. The higher level of toilet
service provided by Plan Colombia derives, in part, from the fact that 70 per cent of its
WES interventions are in peri-urban or urban areas, where households are likely to have
higher expectations and demands regarding their facilities and services.

Table 6.1 Ethiopia: hardware costs for household toilets FY 2005-07
Toilets Communities Expenditure Unit cost Cost per

Hardware costs

(no) (no) (US 9) (US $) household

Rural household toilets 3,884 30 44 552 11 11
Urban household toilets 95 20 104,882 1,104 44
All household toilets 3,979 50 149,434 38 24

Plan Ethiopia provided expenditure data to show the differences between its urban and
rural sanitation hardware expenditures. These data (Table 6.1) demonstrated that the
hardware cost of household toilets in urban areas, at US $1,104 per toilet, is almost 100
times higher than the rural hardware expenditures, which average US $11.20 per
household toilet. However, further investigation revealed that the urban toilet units
financed by Plan Ethiopia are community toilets with 4-6 seats per toilet; thus each
urban community toilet serves about 25 households®*. Therefore, the average hardware
expenditure for the urban toilets works out to be about US $44 per household, or roughly
four times higher than the rural equivalents.

2 A flexible plastic tube is used to form a seal between the toilet pit and the squat hole, designed
so that a toilet flush causes it to flex open and then close again once the flush passes.

# These expenditures should really be reported under the 3G14 community bathroom and toilet
block code in order to avoid the confusion caused by the aggregation of these different facilities.
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Sanitation coverage

While detailed data on the average number of households in a project community (in
each country programme) were not available, the numbers collected from the focus
country programmes suggest that, with the exception of Bangladesh, none of the focus
country programmes provided toilets to more than 18 per cent of the community (see
Annex A for further details).

The global data on household toilets confirm the following ranges for the average
number of toilets per community under each country programmes:

» ARO: 6-100 toilets per community, average 35 toilets per community
 RESA: 1-213 toilets per community, average 50 toilets per community

» ROA: 7-80 toilets per community, average 39 toilets per community

*  WARO: 1-56 toilets per community, average 8 toilets per community

Expenditure per output: school toilets

Forty of the 45 country programmes implemented school toilet interventions. The
average cost of a school toilet was US $2,233:

« US $1,614 hardware expenditure per school toilet (72 per cent)

« US $253 software expenditure per school toilet (11 per cent)

e US $366 support expenditure per school toilet (16 per cent)

The school toilet blocks built by the Plan country programmes varied significantly in
design and size. Feedback from the focus country programmes (see below) confirmed
that the number of seats or stances provided in a school toilet block can vary from 3 to
16, and other Plan programmes (e.g. Plan China) have supported construction of school
toilets with 25 or more stances, resulting in significant variations in toilet block costs.

Plan Colombia reported that the size of a school toilet varies according to the number of
students in the school, based on a Colombian building regulation that stipulates one
toilet seat per 25 boys or girls. Thus a typical school toilet block will include eight toilet
seats (four seats for boys and four seats for girls), two “chamber pots”, six washbasins,
two showers, and either a septic tank system or a sewer connection. The school toilet
expenditures in Colombia also include the cost of the water supply system (either
connection to a piped system or a rainwater harvesting system), and hygiene and
sanitation promotion through the Healthy School Strategy.

Plan Ethiopia reported that its school toilets include a 5-metre deep toilet pit and a
plastered concrete block and slab toilet building containing 16 stances® (eight stances
for boys and eight stances for girls).

Plan Uganda implements 6-stance school toilets, with lined toilet pits provided in order
that the pits can be emptied and re-used when full. A girls’ school toilet block also
includes a bathroom, while a boys’ school toilet block includes a urinal.

Plan Burkina Faso implements 3-stance Ventilated Improved Pit (VIP) toilets in schools,
with one block provided for boys and another for girls. Each toilet block has doors, a roof
and handwashing facilities.

% A number of different terms are used to refer to individual school toilets: seats, holes, stances,
toilets. In this report, seats and stances have been used to differentiate individual facilities from
toilets and toilets (which could be either individual household facilities or larger communal
facilities).



Global expenditure review: water supply and environmental sanitation 44

By chance, the three country programmes with the highest cost per school toilet block
were among the focus country programmes that provided the details listed above:

» Colombia: 22 school toilets at US $24,173 per toilet block (77 per cent hardware)
« Ethiopia: 24 school toilets at US $10,313 per toilet block (77 per cent hardware)

e Uganda: 52 school toilets at US $14,981 per toilet block (78 per cent hardware)

However, these expenditures appear more reasonable when the expenditure per seat or
stance is examined:

e Colombia: US $3,022 per seat (including water supply costs)

« Ethiopia: US $1,256 per stance®®

« Uganda: US $2,497 per stance

e Burkina Faso: US $989 per stance

Only five country programmes exhibited school toilet unit costs below US $1,000. Each
of these programmes was large (in terms of the number of school toilets reported to be
constructed): Philippines, Paraguay, Tanzania, Zimbabwe and India.

Unit costs by region

A comparison of the average unit costs?” of the main water supply output codes across
each of the four Plan regions is presented in Figure 6.11. In general, this comparison
confirms that the water supply unit costs in the Asia region are considerably lower than
those in the other regions. The water supply costs in the Asia region range from US
$104 to US $6,225 per unit, compared to US $5,049 to US $41,730 per unit in the West
Africa region.

#® Stance refers to a non-pedestal toilet (over which the user has to stand or squat); seat refers to
a pedestal toilet (which the user can sit on).

" For each output code, a simple average was calculated by dividing the total expenditure in the
region by the number of units reported by each region.
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Figure 6.11 Water supply: unit costs by region®® FY 2005-07 (US $)
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Sanitation unit costs by region

The sanitation unit cost data®> confirm the relative cost-efficiency of the Asia region
interventions, which provide the lowest average unit costs for both household toilet and
school toilet interventions.

Figure 6.12 Sanitation: unit costs by region FY 2005-07 (US $)
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28 Community water supply costs (new and upgraded) in this figure are costs per community
&r’ather than unit costs) as this measure provides a more realistic comparator.

For each output code, a simple average was calculated by dividing the total expenditure in the
region by the number of units reported by each region.
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Factors that affect regional unit costs

The cost differences apparent in the preceding sections highlight the difficulty of
comparing costs across country programmes, particularly those in different regions.
While little specific information was available to explain the large variations in unit costs
across Plan regions and country programmes, the following factors are considered
significant:

» Lower material, service and personnel costs in Asia

» Higher population density in Asia

» Physical factors (water-scarcity, groundwater depth, hard-to-access locations)

» Enabling environment (minimum levels of service, government subsidy policy)

The IRC WASHCost programme recently estimated® that average personnel costs in
India are 65 per cent of those in Africa; while Indian material and supply costs are only
50 per cent of those in Africa. Population density is another significant factor affecting
regional unit costs: the average population density in sub-Saharan Africa is 30 people
per square kilometre, compared to 118 to 303 people per square kilometre across East
and South Asia®'. Lower population densities affect the accessibility of project sites
(increasing transport costs and times); the number of facilities, pipes or water points
needed to serve more scattered target populations; and market prices for water supply
materials (due to lower and less concentrated demand).

In addition to the factors listed above, most of which are resistant to change, there are a
number of additional cost factors that are driven largely by Plan’s policies and
programming in each country or region:

» Level of service provided

» Implementation approach (including hardware subsidies)

* Local conditions

Level of service provided

Some country programmes provide a higher level of service due to the more urban and
developed nature of their target communities. However, the Plan tracking system
records both highly subsidised household bathrooms (with showers, flush toilets,
washbasins and septic tank systems) and non-subsidised simple pit latrines under the
same output code, thus no distinction is made between the two units in the cost analysis.

Implementation approach

Implementation approach is another important cost factor: specifically, the level of
hardware subsidy provided by the country programme; the software activities provided to
improve the adoption and sustainability of new facilities and behaviours; and the level of
follow-up, support, capacity building, monitoring and evaluation.

Local context: inaccessible locations and material availability

The local context of the WES interventions is also important. In water supply
interventions, the depth to the water table, the soil or rock type, and relative water
scarcity are all critical cost factors (affecting the drilling expenditure, the installation
expenditure, the pump and pipe expenditures, and the lack of alternatives in some
remote village locations). The unit cost will be substantially lower when a suction
handpump is installed to draw water from only 2 to 3 metres below ground, as compared
to drilling a borehole through rock 30 to 100 metres deep, then installing a rising main

% personal communication from Catarina Fonseca, IRC WASHCost.
¥ Human Development Report 2006 - Beyond scarcity: Power, poverty and the global water
crisis. United Nations Development Programme, 2006.World Development Report, 2006.
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and high-lift pump (even if a similar level of service is provided at the end of the
intervention).

The remoteness and inaccessibility of the community is also critical. Civil construction
and material costs are unusually high in remote and conflict-affected parts of Africa due
to the difficulties of obtaining and transporting goods (and personnel), whereas more
densely populated and well-served parts of Asia have much lower material, transport
and service costs.

Plan WES subsidies

Analysis of the financial subsidy that Plan’s WES interventions provided to beneficiary
households proved difficult, as data on the contributions made by partner agencies, and
by beneficiary communities and households, are not recorded in the Plan expenditure
tracking systems.

The information gleaned from discussions with Plan WES advisers (at both regional and
country level), and from the survey responses, suggest that 100 per cent of the capital
cost of water supply interventions and school sanitation interventions are usually
financed by Plan. The exception is household toilet interventions, which almost always
include some household contribution. Data on household contributions towards Plan
household toilet interventions were available from 36 country programmes due to earlier
research into toilet expenditures®. These toilet subsidy data were further interrogated as
part of the global WES survey and form the basis for the discussions below.

Toilet subsidy data

In the 36 country programmes that provided toilet subsidy data in the previous survey,
the reported Plan hardware subsidy ranged from US $0 to US $881 per toilet, with an
average of US $53 per toilet. These data compare reasonably well with the hardware
expenditures in the expenditure review, which suggest a hardware expenditure range of
between US $0 and US $826 per toilet, with an average of US $58 (excluding US $35
per toilet in software and support expenditures). The household contributions to toilet
construction were reported as between US $8 and US $207 per toilet, with an average of
US $30 per toilet.

A complete valuation of the household contribution to toilet construction should include
the following expenditure elements:

» Cash cost of market-purchased materials

» Cash cost of transport of materials (and/or skilled labour)

» Imputed cost of locally available materials (e.g. non-purchased materials)

» Cash cost of skilled and unskilled labour (e.g. masons to build toilet)

» Imputed cost of self-provided labour (e.g. digging of pit, building superstructure)

Whilst a detailed investigation was beyond the scope of this study, the household
contribution data provided by the subsidy survey appear based on direct expenditures
(cash, materials and labour expenditure) with little or no allowance for imputed material,
transport and labour costs.

Plan Burkina Faso reported that the household toilet contribution included: labour to dig
the toilet pit, labour and materials to make bricks, provision of sand and water, and any
unskilled labour needed in the construction of the toilet. Similarly, Plan Uganda reported

%2 Conducted as part of a review of Plan’s household sanitation programme (Baghri and Heap,
2007), and a follow-up survey conducted by Peter Feldman (Plan Asia Regional WES Adviser).
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that each household contributed the labour to dig the toilet pit, provided sand and
stones, and constructed the toilet superstructure using its own materials and labour.

Given the considerable debate over the different methods that economists use to value
imputed labour (and other imputed costs), no further adjustment has been made to the
household contributions.

Based on an average toilet subsidy of US $91 (including software and support costs)
and an average household contribution of US $30, the average cost per toilet is US $121
comprising:

» 75 per cent Plan toilet subsidy

» 25 per cent household toilet contribution

Figure 6.13 Subsidy: household toilets FY 2005-07 US $ per toilet
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Note: this chart only includes Plan country programmes that responded to the toilet subsidy
survey.

Targeting of toilet subsidies

The global WES review asked the country programmes to report on the targeting of toilet
subsidies. Specifically, whether the toilet subsidy was available to the entire target
community; or, if the subsidies were rationed (to a limited number of households within
the community), how the beneficiary households were selected.

Most of the country programmes reported that toilet interventions aimed to reach the
entire community, but that the requirement for some voluntary counterpart funding and
contribution (e.g. the digging of toilet pits and provision of some materials) limited the
number of households that constructed toilets.

As detailed earlier, the average number of toilets provided per community confirms that,
with the exception of one or two large sanitation programmes that have adopted CLTS
or similar community-wide approaches to sanitation improvement, the Plan household
toilet interventions reach a fairly small proportion of the community.

Overall, the Plan household toilet interventions during the review period resulted in
306,000 toilets in 9,614 communities, at an average of 32 toilets per community.
However, as noted earlier, the majority of these toilets were implemented in Bangladesh.
If the Bangladesh data are excluded, the remaining 41 Plan country programmes that
undertook household toilet interventions resulted in 144,000 toilets in 5,743
communities, an average of only 25 toilets per community.
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Unfortunately, the limited information available on the typical community size in each
country prevents the calculation of the overall proportion of households in each
community that constructed toilets as a result of the Plan interventions. In addition, no
data are available on the income level or characteristics of the beneficiary households
and, therefore it is not possible to verify whether the interventions reached the poor and
disadvantaged households that Plan WES investments aim to reach.

Programme support by other agencies

Another important set of factors in assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of WES
interventions are the support, capacity building and complementary interventions
undertaken by other agencies (government, external support agencies, international
NGOs, local NGOs, private enterprises and CBOs/CSOQOs). In particular, advocacy
activities, health and hygiene behaviour change campaigns, and sanitation awareness-
raising events can have a significant impact on the efficacy and effectiveness of
interventions.

Several examples are available from Bangladesh, where Plan’s involvement in the
Dishari rural sanitation project has been aided by a US $100,000 investment by the
World Bank’s Water and Sanitation Program (WSP). In addition, the Government of
Bangladesh instructed local governments to earmark 20 per cent of their Annual
Development Plan (ADP) budget towards rural sanitation. The 2005 Bangladesh
National Sanitation Strategy stipulated that the 20 per cent ADP allocation should be
used to:

« subsidise household toilets to the hardcore poor®® (75 per cent)

» finance promotional activities such as public meetings and campaigns (25 per cent)
A forthcoming WSP case study on the Dishari rural sanitation project®* estimates that
US $278,528 ADP funds were spent on subsidies to the hardcore poor and awareness-
raising activities in the 8 Dishari sub-districts, plus a further US $115,942 of the general
block allocation from the Ministry of Local Government. The five sub-districts that Plan
Bangladesh works in comprise 57 per cent of the Dishari target population, which
suggests that approximately US $225,000 of the ADP and block funds were spent in the
Plan working area. The estimated total Plan Bangladesh expenditure on household toilet
interventions during the period FY2005-07 was US $1.065 million and, therefore, the
ADP and block funds are equivalent to about 21 per cent of the Plan expenditures.

% Each hardcore poor household that met the ADP criteria received a toilet materials package
worth about Bangladesh Taka 450-500 (equivalent to US $6.50-$7.25).

% This case study is part of the forthcoming WSP sanitation financing study. The draft case study
was provided to the author for review, but has not yet been published. Note: the Dishari project is
a collaboration between Plan Bangladesh, WaterAid Bangladesh, WSP Bangladesh and the
Dhaka Akhsania Mission (DAM).
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Local government contributions in Bangladesh

The WSP case study also highlights the importance of local government contributions to
the Dishari project. It was estimated that union council members and other local
government staff worked intensively for about 4.5 months over a total period of one year
in order to achieve 100 per cent ODF status within their jurisdiction. The cost of these
efforts has been estimated at about US $2,200 per successful union based on 24 staff
contributing their time during the CLTS campaign, suggesting a total expenditure of US
$143,000 in the 65 Union Parishads that achieved ODF status under the Dishari project.
Forty-nine of the successful ODF unions were in the Plan working area, which implies
local government expenditures of US $107,800 in support of the Plan interventions.

ODF reward scheme in Bangladesh

Another important cost factor is the ODF reward scheme introduced by the Government
of Bangladesh. This scheme offered US $2,900 to each Union Parishad that achieved
ODF status, and a further US $7,250 to each sub-district that achieved ODF status
across its entire jurisdiction. The WSP case study estimates that these rewards
amounted to US $289,855 within the Dishari project area. Based on the ratio of 49 out of
the 65 successful ODF unions being in the Plan working area, this suggests that the
local governments in the Plan working area received about US $218,500 in financial
rewards.

The WSP case study also notes that some local NGOs, CBOs and CSOs offer a variety
of toilet subsidies and micro-credit options to rural households in the area. The WSP
Dishari data suggest that 0.8 per cent of the completed toilets were financed through
these local subsidies, which amounts to 1,295 toilets in the Plan working area. Assuming
an average subsidy of US $7 (as per the ADP standard), these additional NGO
subsidies amount to US $9,065.

Table 6.2 Plan Bangladesh: household toilet costs FY 2005-07

Expenditure Toilets Expenditure
(US 9) (no.) (% total)

Plan expenditures: household toilets 1,011,000 - 23.3

ADP + Block expenditures 225,000 17,559 5.2

WSP expenditure 57,000 - 1.3
Household contributions:

Non-subsidised toilets 2,585,000 143,008 59.7

Subsidised toilets 119,000 18,854 2.7

Local government expenditures 107,800 - 25

ODF reward scheme 218,500 - 5.0

Local NGO subsidies 9,000 1,295 0.2

Total expenditure 4,332,300 161,862 100

Total cost per toilet 26.8

The detailed expenditure data presented in Table 6.2 suggest that, on average,
beneficiary households contributed about 62 per cent of the cost of their new toilet (US
$16.80), while Plan contributed about 23 per cent (US $6.24) through software and
support; other development partners contributed the remaining 14 per cent (US $3.81).
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6 Comparative costs

WES expenditure reviews by other sector agencies

One of the main objectives of this global WES expenditure review was to compare
Plan’s WES expenditures against those of other sector agencies in order to evaluate the
relative cost efficiency of Plan’s interventions.

A number of other agencies were either planning or had already begun similar
expenditure studies when this expenditure review was initiated. Therefore, it was hoped
that a wide range of comparable expenditure data would be available on completion of
the research for this study.

Two of the most directly relevant expenditure studies, the WSP sanitation financing
study and the WaterAid Three-Country CLTS study, are not yet complete at the time of
writing in early May 2009. Both studies are due to be completed shortly, and in the
interim, WSP has supplied expenditure data from its draft Bangladesh case study; and
WaterAid has supplied expenditure data from its Nigeria case study, as well as some
initial expenditure data from its Bangladesh case study.

IRC WASHCost

The most comprehensive current undertaking on WES expenditures is the IRC Water,
Sanitation and Hygiene Cost (WASHCost) project “Quantifying the cost of delivering safe
water, sanitation and hygiene services”. The WASHCost project was launched in 2008
with a five-year time frame, based on a continuous process of capacity building and
learning in four countries: Burkina Faso, Ghana, India, and Mozambique. The design of
this long-term project derives from previous experiences of the difficulties in obtaining
reliable and comparable WES expenditure data, which informed a project approach that
aims to develop and use common definitions, methodologies and modes of analysis for
WES expenditures.

WHO water and sanitation cost data

The World Health Organization (WHO) has published a series of studies and reports on
the cost-effectiveness and cost-benefit analysis of water and sanitation interventions.
Most of these studies are based on original cost data from the 2000 Global Water
Supply and Sanitation Assessment Report (GWSSAR 2000) produced by the WHO-
UNICEF Joint Monitoring Programme on Water Supply and Sanitation (JMP). These
data were derived from a survey of WES unit costs completed by WHO and UNICEF
country programme staff during the late 1990s. Apparently not all countries were able to
provide information on costs; thus regional costs per capita were calculated based on
the weighted data from the individual country responses. Table 7.1 presents the cost per
capita data as presented in the GWSSAR Report.
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Table 7.1 Initial investment cost per capita 1990-2000 (US $)

Water supply improvement Africa Asia LAC
House connection 102 92 144
Standpost 31 64 41

Borehole 23 17 55

Dug well 21 22 48
Rainwater 49 34 36
Sanitation improvement Africa Asia LAC
Sewer connection 120 154 160
Small bore sewer 52 60 112
Septic tank 115 104 160
Pour-flush latrine 91 50 60
VIP latrine 57 50 52
Simple pit latrine 39 26 60

Source: JMP (2000). Key: LAC = Latin America and Caribbean

These cost data have been reproduced and reused in many different reports and
studies. Despite noting that the country estimates of unit capital investment costs contain
weaknesses, Hutton and Bartram®® concluded that the average regional estimates are
reasonable, and updated the GWSSAR costs to 2005 prices by applying an average
gross domestic product (GDP) deflator of 10 per cent per annum as in Table 7.3 (which
results in a 61 per cent increase in unit costs in all regions, with no allowance made for
differential regional inflation).

Table 7.2 Updated initial investment cost per capita, 2005 (US $)

Water supply improvement Africa Asia LAC
House connection (treated) 164 148 232
Standpost 50 103 66
Borehole 37 27 89
Dug well 34 35 77
Rainwater 79 55 58
Average of non-piped options 50 55 72
Sanitation improvement Africa Asia LAC
Sewer connection (partial treatment) 193 248 258
Septic tank 185 167 258
Pour-flush latrine 147 81 97
VIP latrine 92 81 84
Simple pit latrine 63 42 97
Average of non-sewer options 122 93 134

Source: Hutton & Bartram (2008). Key: LAC = Latin America and Caribbean

The data are presented as per capita costs. However, there is a suspicion that some of
the country costs supplied to the WHO may actually have been per household costs.
The original survey questionnaire requested “an estimate of the overall national average
... approximate cost (expressed in equivalent US dollars) of construction, per person
served”. Interestingly, the UNEP 2004 report also noted that “it is often not clear
whether costs published have been calculated on a per person basis or merely to reflect
the average cost of construction per person for the community or household as a whole”.

% Hutton, G. and Bartram, J. (2008) Regional and global costs of attaining the water supply
and sanitation target (Target 10) of the Millennium Development Goals. Geneva: WHO.
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Hutton and Bartam (2008) also note that an exhaustive costing of water and sanitation
interventions should account for “programme” costs, which they define as expenditures
incurred at a level other than the delivery point of an intervention, and which should
include expenditures incurred at district, province or central administrative levels. They
confirm that the GWSSAR estimates did not include programme costs, and suggest that
sector programmes typically allow between 10 per cent and 20 per cent of project
budget for management costs®.

This global WES expenditure review has confirmed that Plan WES expenditures include
non-hardware programme costs that amount to 32 per cent of total expenditures,
including 16 per cent support costs.

IRC WASH cost review

As part of the preparation for the IRC WASHCost study, the IRC compiled a review of
existing WASH cost studies in March 2007 (summarized in Figure 7.3). This review
provided the most comprehensive source of information on water supply and sanitation
costs to date.

The review drew on data from a number of sources:

WHO-UNICEF (JMP) GWSSAR 2000

DWAF (South Africa Department of Water Affairs and Forestry), 2002
UN Millennium Project Needs Assessments, 2004

WSP Kenya, 2005

WSSCC Vision 21, 1999

WaterAid Nepal, 2004

SNNPR Ethiopia, 2005

An initial investigation of these sources (e.g. WSP Kenya study, 2005) suggests that
some of the unit cost data are based on budget costs rather than actual expenditures,
and that government involvement in the programmes and procurement processes may
have led to increased prices.

% Although their sensitivity tests also included a scenario based on 30 per cent programme
costs.
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Table 7.3 IRC WASH investment cost per capita, 2004 (US $)

Water supply improvement Minimum Maximum
House connection (treated) 99 214
Standpost 33 69
Borehole 18 199
Dug well 9 82
Rainwater 36 229
Non-networked options 1.00 229
Sanitation improvement Minimum Maximum
Sewer connection (partial treatment) 24 260
Septic tank 107 799
Pour-flush toilet 27 163
VIP toilet 10 172
Simple pit toilet 11 54
Non-networked options 0.80 911

Source: IRC review spreadsheet, March 2008.

Whilst the IRC review purports to include some implementation support expenditures
(office overheads, transport expenditures) in the capital investment costs, many of the
data sources used to provide the investment costs, such as the GWSSAR unit cost data,
do not include programme expenditures. Software expenditures are included in the
review as “direct support costs”, but very few of the data sources examined by the
review provide any data on direct support expenditures. Therefore, the original sources
should be used for any cost comparisons in order to avoid any false assumptions
concerning the constitution of the unit costs.

Inflation and purchasing power parity

The IRC review highlighted a number of serious issues concerning unit cost
comparisons, many of which are relevant to this expenditure review. In particular, the
IRC review noted the importance of using a GDP deflator and Purchasing Power Parity
(PPP) values when comparing expenditures from different countries at different dates. A
GDP deflator is used to bring expenditures to a value at a common date to negate the
effects of price inflation on the comparison. PPP dollars are used to allow for the
different pricing of goods and services across countries.

The Plan expenditure tracking systems report all financial transactions in US dollars,
with the conversions from local currency into US dollars made automatically based on
the current exchange rate at the time the transaction is recorded. As a result, the local
currency values for the Plan expenditures were not available through the central
expenditure tracking system used to provide data for this review. Considerable additional
work would have been required to collect the local currency expenditure data needed for
PPP adjustments from each of the 45country programmes reviewed; thus no PPP
corrections were made in this review.

The expenditure data from each of the fiscal years reviewed were aggregated without
any allowance for inflation or price variation. In general, the expenditure analyses were
based on the aggregated data for the three-year period, which made it hard to revisit the
data in order to make allowances for price inflation. However, given the ready availability
of GDP inflators for each country from the World Bank, any further unit cost research by
Plan should include allowances for price inflation.
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Capital maintenance expenditures

The IRC review also noted that infrastructure cost assessments should allow for capital
maintenance expenditures (asset renewal and replacement costs). Given that capital
maintenance expenditures are usually based on annualised depreciation costs, an
analysis of capital maintenance expenditures will highlight the role that the expected life
of WASH facilities and services has on the capital investment cost. For instance, a
durable pour-flush toilet may cost more than twice as much to build as a simple, low-cost
toilet, but if it lasts more than twice as long as the low-cost alternative, and requires
fewer repairs during this period, then it may be a more cost-effective solution.

An examination of the design life (and actual lifespan) of WES facilities and services,
and the related capital maintenance expenditures, was not part of the terms of reference
for this review. However, once the basic unit costs for water supply and environmental
sanitation interventions are established and become more regularly and reliably
monitored, it is clear that the next stage should involve the compilation of evaluation data
on the average lifespans of WES services and facilities, and an examination of the
related capital maintenance issues.

Operational expenses

The focus of the expenditure review has been on Plan’s capital investments in water and
environmental sanitation; thus little attention has been paid to the cost of operating and
undertaking routine maintenance on the resulting WES facilities and services. In most
cases, Plan provides non-networked water and sanitation facilities with relatively low
operating expenses. Plan also encourages community or household management of the
facilities and services. In addition, the Plan expenditure tracking systems do not record
data on operational expenses financed by the community. However, given the well-
recognised problems with the community management of WES services, it may be worth
investigating this issue further in any subsequent research.

Water supply: comparative expenditures

The WHO unit water supply costs (adjusted to 2005 prices as stated in Hutton and
Bartram, 2008) were compared against the Plan water supply unit costs. No information
was available on either external support expenditures or community contributions to the
water supply interventions; thus only hardware, software and support expenditures were
examined.

The Plan expenditure data analysed by this review provided comparable data on
borehole and dug well costs. The average borehole and dug well expenditures per
household were calculated for each region by multiplying the unit cost (per borehole or
dug well) by the average number of units per community (i.e. if there was an average of
four boreholes per community in the Asia region, then the cost per community was equal
to four times the unit cost), and then dividing by the average number of households in a
community.

Data from the focus country programmes suggested that the average number of
households in a Plan project community was about 200 households. However, some
country programmes (e.g. Plan Bangladesh) work with much smaller communities; thus
a conservative estimate of 100 households per community was assumed. These
household expenditures should be recalculated once more detailed and reliable
population data are available from the country programmes.
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Figure 7.1 Boreholes: total cost per household (US $)
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The WHO costs in Figures 7.1 and 7.2 are based on the adjusted 2005 costs per capita
for boreholes and open (dug) wells, multiplied by five to produce a per household cost.
An addition of 20 per cent was also made to the WHO costs to allow for software and
support expenditures®’

Figure 7.2 Open wells: total cost per household (US $)
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In general, the cost comparisons suggest that Plan water supply interventions were
considerably less costly than the updated WHO/GWSSAR cost estimates. In part, these
differences reflect the age and nature of the WHO cost data, which were extrapolated
from information gathered in the late 1990s when higher cost interventions were more
common; whereas Plan’s water supply interventions generally involve appropriate
technologies and community-managed facilities.

% These software and support additions remain relatively low, when compared against the Plan
global averages of 14 per cent software and 16 per cent support expenditures in borehole
interventions (total 30 per cent), and 17 per cent software and 23 per cent support expenditures
in dug well interventions (total 40 per cent).
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Sanitation: Comparative expenditures

This section examines detailed sanitation expenditure data from other studies and
compares them against the Plan expenditure review data.

WSP sanitation financing study

The data provided in the WSP case study of sanitation financing in the Dishari project in
Bangladesh match the Plan data well. The Plan expenditure data suggest a project cost
of US $6.24 per new household toilet, whereas the WSP data for the wider Dishari
project (which includes WaterAid interventions in three sub-districts) suggest an average
project expenditure of US $7.03 per household toilet.

The WSP case study provides detail of external expenditures (see Table 7.4) by other

agencies and government that were not available from the Plan expenditure data.

Furthermore, Plan Bangladesh estimated that the typical household contribution was US

$12 per household toilet, whereas the WSP estimate was US $18.07 per toilet based on

the following components:

» Toilet materials (three concrete rings, concrete slab, plastic pan, plastic water seal
and vent pipe) - approximately US $9.00

e Labour cost for digging toilet pit and constructing toilet - approximately US $3.01

e Transport of materials to the home - approximately US $1.51

» Superstructure materials (bamboo poles, walls and roof) - approximately US $4.52

A wide range of toilet types has been implemented within the Dishari project area, with
costs ranging from less than US $1 up to US $145. However, the WSP case study
suggests that the US $18 valuation is the median household contribution. It appears that
the previous Plan estimates of household toilet contributions excluded the labour and
transport elements; thus the increased figure of US $18 per toilet has been utilised here.
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Table 7.4 Bangladesh: comparative household toilet costs (US $)

Expenditure categories AELL Wsp 38
Bangladesh Bangladesh

Project hardware expenditure - -
Project software expenditure $205,417 $1,732,065
Project support expenditure $805,263 $263,937
Total project expenditure $1,010,680 $1,856,373
External expenditures $617,076 $848,505
Household contributions $2,712,264 $4,435,483
Total expenditure $4,340,019 $7,140,362
Number of new toilets 161,862 263,937
Project cost per toilet $6.24 $7.03
External cost per toilet $3.81 $3.21
Household cost per toilet™ $16.76 $16.81
Total cost per toilet $26.81 $27.05

Source: Plan cost data; draft WSP sanitation finance study.

WaterAid three-country CLTS study

WaterAid is in the process of finalising a study of the sustainability and equity of its
CLTS interventions in Bangladesh, Nepal and Nigeria. The study design included a
component on costs in order to assess the relative cost-effectiveness of the different
country programmes and compare the findings against those from other agency studies.

Table 7.5 WaterAid Nigeria: household toilet costs FY 2007-08 (US $)

Activities Annual Cost per Cos.t per
cost community toilet

Hardware (sani-centre) $24,198 $448 $7.90
Software (IEC, CLTS and follow-up) $95,467 $1,768 $31.00
Support costs (training, support) $100,058 $1,853 $32.50
Total project costs $219,724 $4,069 $71.40
External support (UNICEF, local govt)™ $22,000 $400 $7.10
Household contribution $61,560 $1,140 $20.00
Totals $301,284 $5,609 $ 98.50

According to the WaterAid Nigeria accounts, support costs account for 47 per cent of the
project sanitation expenditures, project software costs for 43 per cent, and project
hardware*' costs for 11 per cent of the total sanitation expenditure. In terms of cost-
efficiency, the project cost per CLTS household toilet is currently US $71, supported by

% WSP cost data have been adjusted to allow for shared toilets (which were not factored into the
original case study calculations).

% The average household cost per toilet is lower than US $18.07 as the hardware cost of some
toilets are subsidised (either ADP subsidies to hardcore poor households or NGO subsidies).

“* No data was available on external support costs; therefore it was assumed that an additional
10 per cent expenditure was financed by external agencies (UNICEF, local government).

*! Hardware expenditures financed the establishment of sani-centres in each community, which
produced low-cost toilet slabs for sale alongside a range of other sanitary wares.
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another US $7 in external (local government and UNICEF) expenditures, which totals
about US $80 per household toilet. This unit cost from Nigeria compares well with the
Plan average expenditure of US $96 per household toilet, but is considerably lower than
the average cost of US $310 per toilet recorded in the Plan West Africa region*.

Table 7.6 WaterAid programme costs: household toilets (2008) (US $)

Expenditure Bangladesh™ Nepal Nigeria
VERC UST Hills Terai

Per household™ $7 $6 $58 $84 $30

Per toilet $12 $42 $61 $126 $71

Per toilet in use n/a n/a $108 $122 $77

Note: these costs exclude household contributions and external support costs

The WaterAid Nigeria toilet costs fall in between the unit costs assessed for the
WaterAid sanitation programmes in Bangladesh and Nepal (see Table 7.7). These cost
data are less comprehensive than the Plan Bangladesh data reported earlier, as they
exclude household contributions and external support costs (e.g. local government
assistance, ADP subsidies to hardcore poor households, ODF rewards), but suggest
that WaterAid’'s expenditures in Bangladesh are in the range of US $12 to US $42 per
household toilet. WaterAid Nepal’s costs were in the range of US $61 to US $126 per
household toilet, with higher costs found in the western Terai areas.

The WaterAid study collected household outcome data from 8 to 12 communities in each
country, which enabled an assessment of the relative cost-effectiveness of its rural
sanitation interventions. The cost per “toilet in use” was assessed based on total
programme costs divided by the number of toilets verified to be in use (by observation).

In Nigeria, the WaterAid study found that the toilet usage rate was 94 per cent of the
toilet coverage, which increases the effective cost to US $77 per toilet in use. In Nepal,
the toilet usage rate had dropped in the Hills project areas, resulting in a 77 per cent
increase in the effective cost to US $108 per toilet; whereas the effectiveness data made
little difference to the cost per latrine in the Terai project area. Unfortunately, similar
outcome data was not available for the Plan sanitation interventions; thus a comparison
of cost-effectiveness could not be made.

“2 There is no Plan country programme in Nigeria.

“ VERC and UST are the two partner NGOs responsible for implementation of the WaterAid
interventions that were evaluated in Bangladesh.

“ Programme cost per community spread across every household (assessing the cost of
achieving collective outcomes, such as ODF, that may benefit the whole community).
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Comparative expenditure data for household toilets

The WHO Asia costs included in Table 7.8 are based on the adjusted 2005 costs per
capita for simple pit toilets, multiplied by five to produce a per household cost. An
additional expense of 20 per cent has been allowed for software and support
expenditures, which increases the average cost to US $262 for a simple pit latrine.

The software and support additions made to the WHO cost data remain relatively low at
20 per cent in total, when compared against the Plan global average of 20 per cent
software and 16 per cent support expenditures, or the Plan Bangladesh case (where all
of Plan’s programme expenditures are on software and support).

Table 7.7 Comparative household toilet costs (US $)
Plan WaterAid Plan Global

Expenditure per toilet Bangladesh Nigeria Costs™ WHO Asia®
Project hardware - $8 $58 $210
Project software $1 $31 $18 $26
Project support $5 $33 $15 $26
Project expenditure per toilet $6 $71 $91 $262
External expenditure $4 $7 - -
Household contribution $17 $20 $30 -
Total toilet cost $27 $98 $121 $262

Sources: draft WaterAid study; Hutton & Bartram (2008).

These data differences reflect the age of the WHO cost data, which were drawn from
interventions that took place between 1990-2000, when the approach to sanitation
improvement was generally more supply-driven and hardware-based. In addition, the
WHO cost data were based on large-scale programmes with significant government
involvement, which one might expect to have higher hardware expenditures and a more
supply-driven approach than NGO projects using a more participatory approach.

Figure 7.3 Comparative expenditure per household toilet (US $)
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“®* Excluding the low-cost Bangladesh cost data.
6 WHO unit cost for simple pit toilet in Asia adjusted to 2005 prices (Hutton & Bartram, 2008)
and adjusted to per household costs (assuming an average household size of five persons).
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The comparative data on household toilet expenditures presented in Figure 7.3 highlight
significant differences in regional costs: In almost all cases, Asian toilets are cheaper
than African toilets, which are cheaper than Latin American toilets. While this hierarchy
reflects the different price factors and levels of service found in these regions, the ratios
between Plan and WHO costs in each region illustrate the relative cost-efficiency of the
Plan Asia sanitation programmes (as the WHO costs already recognised substantial
price differences between regions).

The average expenditure of US $42 per household toilet found in the Plan Asia country
programmes, where many of the country programmes have adopted a low-cost
approach to sanitation improvement, was only 16 per cent of the WHO toilet cost for a
simple pit latrine.

In Africa and the Americas, Plan toilet costs are closer to the WHO costs: The RESA unit
costs are 34 per cent of the WHO cost; the Plan West Africa costs are 75 per cent of the
WHO cost; and the Plan Americas costs are 68 per cent of the WHO costs (for pour-
flush toilets). Given that these comparisons are against costs that already allow for price
factors, the WHO Africa toilet cost is 50 per cent higher (US $394 per toilet) than the
Asia unit cost (US $263 per toilet), and the WHO Americas toilet is 130 per cent more
expensive, this analysis further illustrates the cost-efficiency of the Plan Asia sanitation
programmes.
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7 Conclusions

This report highlights some shortcomings in the Plan expenditure tracking and data
collection systems. However, these points should not detract from the impressive scale
and scope of Plan’s information systems, which are far more advanced and
comprehensive than those of any other sector stakeholder (according to the survey and
verbal responses collected from key informants in other agencies).

Furthermore, Plan’s decision to examine WES expenditures across its global
programme, to compare these expenditures against those of other sector stakeholders,
and to publish the findings, are evidence of a commitment to improving programme
policy and increasing cost effectiveness, and a willingness to contribute to wider sector
efforts in these areas.

Plan has become a significant stakeholder in the global WES sector
In the three-year review period, Plan spent an average of US $42 million annually on its
WES programmes in 45 countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America.

UNICEF, which is likely the largest non-governmental implementer of rural water supply
and sanitation programmes globally, invests approximately US $140 million annually on
WES development across 96 countries, spending roughly US $1.5 million per country
programme. Plan’s average investment per country was US $0.93 million, nearly two-
thirds that were spent per country by UNICEF. Furthermore, Plan’s average annual WES
investment proved to be higher than major agencies such as the World Bank’s Water
and Sanitation Program (WSP), which had a global budget of US $35 million in 2007*’.

Plan spent over 40 per cent of its WES budget on sanitation

Plan has a strong sanitation portfolio: 43 per cent of WES expenditures were on
environmental sanitation interventions, which compares well with a sector that has,
historically, allocated a small proportion of WES investments to sanitation. However, one
of the reasons for the relatively high sanitation expenditure was the provision of heavily
subsidised household toilets by some country programmes, notably those in the
Americas region where Plan subsidised 80 to 95 per cent of household toilet costs.

Plan spent one-third of its WES budget on software and support activities

The expenditure review also confirmed the significance of software and support costs in
Plan’s WES interventions. One-third of all WES spending was on software and
programme support activities, evenly split between the two categories, with little
difference between the proportion of non-hardware expenditures on water supply (15 per
cent software and 16 per cent support) and sanitation (18 per cent software and 15 per
cent support).

7 WSP works in partnership with governments and support agencies to strengthen national
policy, coordination, institutional development and service delivery options; thus little of its budget
relates to direct implementation of WES programmes.
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While few previous studies provide an accurate accounting of WES software and
support costs, there is increasing recognition within the sector of the importance of
software and institutional support to the sustainability of WES outcomes. This finding
confirms that, despite the size of its current WES programme, Plan continues to invest
substantial amounts in community development, capacity building and hygiene
promotion.

Unit costs: water supply

The unit cost analysis highlighted fairly consistent differences in regional costs for water
supply. The average unit costs from the Plan Asia region were significantly lower than
those in the three other regions in every category, while the Plan West Africa regional
averages were the highest in every water supply category.

The magnitude of the cost differences remains significant. The average cost of a dug

well in the West Africa region was about US $7,000 compared to only US $370 in the

Asia region. While little detailed information was available to explain the large variations

in unit water supply costs across Plan regions and country programmes, the following

factors are considered significant:

* Lower material, service and personnel costs in Asia®®

» Higher population density in Asia

» Physical factors (water-scarcity, groundwater depth, hard-to-access locations)

» Significant variations in the minimum acceptable level of service (e.g. higher
standards required in more urban areas, e.g. Americas)

Unit costs: environmental sanitation

Plan’s sanitation programmes built an average of 100,000 household toilets per year
during the review period, at an average cost of US $91 per toilet. More than half of these
toilets were built in Bangladesh, where the average Plan expenditure was less than US
$7 per toilet. Elsewhere, there were big variations in the cost per household toilet:

ARO (Asia excluding Bangladesh): US $114 per toilet

RESA (East and Southern Africa): US $132 per toilet

WARO (West Africa): US $297 per toilet

ROA (Americas): US $412 per toilet.

The expenditure review revealed that Bangladesh was not the only country with a low-
cost sanitation programme. Six other Plan country programmes across Asia and Africa
(Burkina Faso, China, Ethiopia, India, Malawi and Uganda) spent less than US $100 per
household toilet, including software and support costs, in building a total of more than
45,000 toilets. The two largest spending sanitation programmes were in the Americas:
Plan Colombia built more than 2,500 household toilets at an average cost of US $1,090
per toilet, and El Salvador financed more than 5,500 toilets at US $369 per toilet.

“8 |IRC WASHCost finding that average personnel costs in India are 65 per cent of those in Africa,
and material and supply costs in India are only 50 per cent of those in Africa. Personal
communication from Catarina Fonseca, IRC WASHCost.
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These dramatic differences in unit costs reflect different contexts (more urban, more
developed), different sanitation approaches (behaviour-change focused CLTS vs.
subsidy-driven development), and different technology levels (homemade dry latrines vs.
flush toilets with showers). As noted earlier, additional assessment of the relative
effectiveness and sustainability of these different sanitation technologies and
approaches will be required before a meaningful comparison of cost-effectiveness can
be made.

Community-Led Total Sanitation

The CLTS approach, which aims to achieve open defecation free communities, has
highlighted the importance of community-wide sanitation outcomes to health benefits. If
even a small number of households practice open defecation or use unhygienic toilets,
then the wider community (neighbours and families) are at risk from multiple faecal-oral
contamination routes.

The expenditure review found that, on average, Plan sanitation programmes provided
only 31 household toilets per community, with as few as 8 toilets per community
provided in the West Africa region. While some country programmes provided an
average of more than 60 toilets per community (Cambodia, Pakistan, Egypt, Ethiopia,
Malawi, El Salvador, Paraguay, and Peru), the review suggests that many Plan project
communities contain some households without toilets.

Since 2007, the last year examined by the expenditure review, the CLTS approach
developed in Bangladesh has spread to six other Plan country programmes in Asia, and
to another eight country programmes in the African and American regions. While the
benefits of this spread are not captured by this expenditure review, it is anticipated that it
will result in further reductions in the unit cost of Plan’s household toilets and in the
scaling up of the community-wide sanitation improvements that are critical to health
benefits.

Subsidy: household contributions to toilet facilities

The expenditure review found that household contributions to toilet construction ranged
between US $8 and US $207 per toilet, with an average of US $30 per toilet. On
average, this suggests that user contributions to household toilets in the review country
programmes amounted to 25 per cent of toilet costs.

The Plan Bangladesh sanitation programme is a special case, due to the unusual nexus
of supportive factors and the additional contributions made by other stakeholders, which
have resulted in far greater scale and success than in other countries. External agencies
(local government, national government and the WSP) financed approximately 14 per
cent of the Plan Bangladesh CLTS programme through parallel incentive and subsidy
schemes, with a further 62 per cent (US $17 per toilet) contributed by user households.
While these data suggest a relatively large financial burden on the household, the user
contribution in Bangladesh is less than half of the US $51 average household
contribution to toilet construction found in other Plan sanitation programmes.
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Comparative costs: water supply

Direct comparison of Plan’s costs with those of other NGOs working in similar
environments was not possible due to the paucity of cost data available. However,
Plan’s water supply costs were lower than the regional cost benchmarks compiled by the
WHO-UNICEF Global Water Supply and Sanitation Assessment Report in 2000 (even
when updated to 2005 prices), ranging from 68 per cent of the WHO costs in the West
Africa region, down to only 10 per cent in the Asia region.

This comparison highlights the relative cost-efficiency of the Plan Asia WES
interventions. The WHO unit costs highlight higher price factors in Africa and the
Americas: WHO borehole costs per person are 37 per cent higher in Africa than in Asia,
and 230 per cent higher in the Americas. These price allowances are built in to the WHO
regional costs: The Asia unit costs are lower than those in other regions, yet the Plan
Asia water supply cost per person is only 10 per cent of the WHO benchmark for both
boreholes and dug wells.

Comparative costs: household toilets

The cost per person for Plan’s household toilets ranged from 16 per cent (Asia) to 75 per
cent (West Africa) of the WHO unit costs, confirming the relative cost-efficiency of the
Plan Asia regional programme (against the WHO regional benchmarks). Plan’s CLTS
sanitation costs appear similar to recent expenditure data obtained from three WaterAid
CLTS programmes, but Plan’s global unit cost for household toilets (including subsidised
toilets) was higher than the WaterAid average.

8 Recommendations: policy

The following recommendations concern the implications of the expenditure review for
WES policy and programme practice:

A. Strategic approach to the global WES programme

The growing global significance of the Plan WES programme recommends a more
strategic approach to its WES investments. Plan’s WES expenditures have grown from a
relatively small base, initially as support to child sponsorship programmes; thus have
tended to focus on the particular priorities of the country programme, or priorities driven
by other aspects of Plan’s child and community development programmes.

The large variations in cost-efficiency (across regions and between country
programmes) highlighted by this expenditure view recommend that Plan should examine
the relative contributions that these programmes make to regional, national and
corporate development objectives, with a view to improving policy alignment within
regions and increasing value for money across the global WES programme.

For instance, the latest data from the WHO-UNICEF Joint Monitoring Programme for
Water Supply and Sanitation (JMP)*® highlight that sanitation lags behind water supply
in almost every region, and that Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa contain by far the most
people without access to improved sanitation: 1.75 billion in South and East Asia, 0.55
billion in sub-Saharan Africa, and only 0.12 billion in Latin America and the Caribbean.

“© IMP. (2008). Progress on drinking water and sanitation: special focus on sanitation, Joint
Monitoring Programme for Water Supply and Sanitation, UNICEF and World Health Organization,
2008.

.(Full reference?)
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The first step in this process should be a detailed examination of WES costs in the
country programmes identified by this review as having unusually high or low costs, and
the compilation (or commissioning) of evaluations that enable reliable assessments of
the relative cost-effectiveness and sustainability of WES outcomes in these countries.

Given the unit cost information provided by this expenditure review, Plan should also be
able to set relevant cost-efficiency targets for each region, with matching assessments of
the increased access to water supply and sanitation that would result from the
achievement of these targets.

B. More cost-efficient promotion of household toilets

The review findings confirmed that some Plan country sanitation programmes are
considerably more expensive than others, and that many of them fail to provide
community-wide sanitation improvements.

Given the sanitation MDG to halve the proportion of people without access to basic

sanitation by 2015, and the increasing recognition that stopping open defecation is a

critical first step on the sanitation ladder, the policy implication is that the less cost-

efficient country programmes should examine whether they could achieve household

sanitation objectives more cost effectively through:

» promotion of lower-cost toilets

» development of more cost-effective interventions to trigger demand for sanitation and
sustainable behaviour change

» targeting of community-wide sanitation outcomes in all project communities.

C. Cost-efficiency of software and programme support

In the review period, Plan allocated one-third of its total WES investments to software
and programme support activities. In some cases, increased software and support
efforts were offset by lower hardware expenditures across increased numbers of
community interventions; in other instances, software and support expenditures were
revealed to be as high as US $20,000 per community.

While it is encouraging that more is being spent on activities to support and improve the
sustainability of WES interventions, the added value of these software and support
expenditures remains uncertain. The growing importance of software activities in WES
programmes, (Plan spent US $43 million on WES software and programme support
during the three-year review period) recommends that more attention and resources are
given to regular assessments of the effectiveness and cost-efficiency of these intangible
and difficult-to-measure activities.
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9 Recommendations: expenditure tracking

The final section presents recommendations concerning Plan’s expenditure tracking and
reporting systems:

D. Utilisation of the expenditure tracking systems for annual cost reviews

Plan’s information systems are already extensive and, judging by the number of entries
made by each country programme annually, time-consuming for those that process and
enter the data. WES interventions are particularly complex to track because of the
myriad different technologies, approaches and software activities required by the wide
range of community contexts, priorities and demands found across the developing world.

Understanding of the cost (and effectiveness) of WES interventions is essential for
evidence-based policy making and cost-effective programming. At present, the Plan
expenditure tracking systems are not set up to monitor or report on unit costs; however,
this review suggests that the quality, substance and focus of the tracking data would be
greatly improved by more regular use and analysis, and that some relatively minor
improvements would facilitate regular reviews. Therefore, it is recommended that Plan
initiate an annual review of WES costs, which should be used to refine and update the
expenditure, output and beneficiary data collected by the tracking systems.

Efforts to scale up the promotion and implementation of WES improvements have led to
greater collaboration between Plan and other development partners: local governments,
local NGOs, and external support agencies. It is recommended that the tracking systems
are extended to capture these external contributions, and to record the contributions
made by beneficiaries towards their own facilities and services.

E. Introduction of more output codes

While there is an argument for simplifying Plan’s information systems and slimming
down the data collection requirements, in order to lessen the load on the country
programme staff, it appears that more sub-output codes would improve the usability (and
comparability) of the output and cost data. This may seem counter-intuitive, but modern
database systems make it easy to add additional output categories without complicating
either the data entry process or the data analysis and reporting process.

Plan has already provided improved guidelines and training on the use of more
appropriate and consistent output units, but this review found serious shortcomings in
the current output codes (e.g. US $100 handpump units aggregated with US $30,000
borehole units, and mixed units for hygiene promotion, with number of days of training
counted by some programme units, number of communities trained by others, and
number of sub-district campaigns counted elsewhere).

The complexity of WES interventions and the continuing trend towards non-hardware
interventions (whose outputs are harder to track) recommend that particular attention
and care are given to these tracking systems. It is proposed that, at a minimum, Plan’s
output codes should be revised to match the JMP categories for improved water supply
and improved sanitation facilities, which would improve the comparability of the cost data
and the alignment of Plan’s monitoring systems with the international MDG indicators.

F. Monitoring and evaluation of programme outcomes
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The missing element from this study has been information on programme outcomes and
impacts. Without information on what works (and what does not), it is hard to compare
costs across country programmes or regions, or to comment on the policy implications of
the cost findings.

Therefore, it is recommended that Plan institute more systematic monitoring and
evaluation of its WES programme outcomes. Specifically, this monitoring should involve
the annual review of the functionality of previously completed systems and facilities (in
order to assess the actual lifespan, and thus the annualised cost of these investments)
and the introduction of some common outcome indicators (number of open defecation
free communities, number of households with functioning toilets, number of households
using improved water supplies) and cost effectiveness indicators (cost per toilet in use,
cost per ODF community, cost per household with access to improved water supply) into
all WES evaluations.

Plan’s Programme Accountability and Learning System (PALS) includes provision for an
annual participatory programme review by each Plan country programme. Therefore, it is
further recommended that the annual WES functionality and outcome survey (as
proposed above) should be incorporated into this annual programme review process.
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Annex A Plan’s output codes:

3A Habitat General: including community
centres, general

3B Habitat intervention management,
support & supervision

3C Research and Policy and Practice
Development on Ha

3D Institutional development support for
partner organisations

3E Home and neighbourhood construction
and improvements

3F Potable water

3G Hygiene and waste disposal

3H Natural resources management,
including erosion control

habitat domain

3A10
3A11

3A12
3A13
3A14
3B10
3B11

3B12
3C10
3C11

3D10

3E10
3E11
3E12
3E13
3E14
3F10
3F11
3F12
3F13
3F14
3F15
3F16
3F17
3F18
3F19
3F20
3F21
3F22
3F23
3F24
3F25

Community Centre Construction
Comm Managed Project Training
Comm Development Plans
Legal Assistance

Gender Awareness

Mgt, Support & Supervision
Feasibility Study

Evaluation

Research

Policy & Practice

Institutional Development

Home Land Tenure

Home Construction/Improvement
Solidarity Groups Savings/ Credit
Home Loan Funds

Home Institutional Develop

Open Well Constr/Improvement
Shallow Well Protection

Tank Construction/Upgrade

Spring Protection

Rainwater Catchment

New Tube well/Borehole - Hand Pump
Rehab/Upgrade TW/BH/Hand Pump
Borehole - power pump
Pump/Water System spare parts
New Comm Water System
Upgrade/Extend Comm Water System
Connect to water system

Dam Const/Upgrade

Water Training Materials

Water Management Training

Water quality monitoring and

surveillance

3G10
3G11
3G12
3G13
3G14
3G15
3G16
3H10
3H11
3H12
3H13
3H14

BCl on Hygiene/Water

Home latrine Const/Upgrade
School Latrine Const/Upgrade
Latrines - Other Public Buildings
Comm Bathroom/Toilet Blocks
Sewage Systems Constr/Upgrade
Waste/ Rubbish Disposal/recycle
Integrated Natural Resource Mgmt
Erosion Control

Land Reclamation

Flood Control

Forest/Woodland Mgt
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3J Communications infrastructure: urban

streets, rural
3K Electrification and street lighting

3L Disaster reconstruction
3Q No description

3X Regional Office Habitat-related Program

Management

3H15
3H16
3H17
3H18
3J10
3J11
3J12
3K10
3K11
3L10
3Q10
3X10

Tree Nurseries

Provide Tree Seedlings

Land Tenure & Resource Rights
Bio-Gas Units

Rural Access Road Const/Upgrade
Urban Street Const/ Upgrade
Bridge Constr/ Upgrade

Electricity Installation

Street Lighting Installation
Disaster Relief Assistance

Habitat Related Disaster Response
HAB Regional Office Support
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Annex B Terms of reference for the WES expenditure review

TERMS OF REFERENCE

A Study of Costs in Plan’s Water and
Environmental Sanitation Programme

Plan

Be a part of it.

Background

Plan’s global technical network for Water and Environmental Sanitation (WES) met in Brazil in
July 2005 and recommended a study on the costs of Plan’s sanitation programmes to further
enhance the organisation’s policy framework™. Consequently in 2006-07, an internal study was
conducted on Plan’s domestic sanitation programme expenditures using data from Plan’s global
project tracking database known as the “Programme and Projects Module”, or PPM. The report
analysed PPM data on sanitation expenditures in 12 countries, as well comparative information
provided by a number of “country” WES advisors on subsidy levels, technology choice, and other
programme attributes such as partner organisations and scaling up®'. The report's findings
included:

1) Domestic latrine costs varied over a wide range from country to country
and were often above sustainable or replicable levels.

2) Some Plan programmes, such as Bangladesh’s (which was implementing
the “Community Led Total Sanitation” approach) had comparatively low costs
per household latrine. Further, the CLTS focus on behaviour-change and
‘total’ community adoption of sanitation stood out from many other
programme approaches.

3) Field observations used to supplement the analyses identified subsidy
schemes that failed to account for family income or poverty level.

Though the data used in this study had a number of limitations, it was clear that further analysis
of Plan’s WES cost profiles was warranted, along with a comparison of Plan’s costs with other
organisations working in this sector.

The next step taken by Plan was to carry out a desk review of Plan’s WES programme
approaches and progress. The review, conducted by researchers from Loughborough University,
was completed in April 2007%%. The review found a number of areas where Plan’s WES
programme could be improved, including:

. Value for money. Plan’s unit cost for domestic sanitation (as reported in the
previously cited study) appeared higher than other similar organisations.

. Programme focus. Virtually all of Plan’s WES spending was for
domestic/community water supply and sanitation. Solid waste management,

% Key Action Plans Emerging from 4th WES PAG/TAG meeting, Sao Luis, Brazil, 25-29 July 2005.
> Baghri, S. and Heap, S. (2007), “If Water is Life, Sanitation is Dignity”: A Review of Plan’s Program

Work on Basic Household Sanitation, Plan, Woking, UK.
2 Reed, R. and Jones, H. (2007) Review of Plan’s Water and Sanitation Programmes. Loughborough:

Water, Engineering and Development Centre.
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drainage, and vector control were largely ignored. More importantly,
expenditures on hygiene promotion appeared to be very low.

Following completion of the Loughborough review, Plan carried out a global self-reporting survey
to verify the unit domestic sanitation costs recorded in PPM. Nearly all of Plan’s programme
countries reported on their average unit costs per constructed latrine, as well as how much of this
cost was subsidised by Plan. The results did confirm that there was a wide range of unit
sanitation costs across Plan’s global profile, as well as differing approaches to ‘subsidy’ schemes.
The survey also showed that in some cases the PPM data were hard to interpret, and in some
cases led to gross overestimates of actual unit costs.

These findings suggested that there was more that Plan needed to do to determine whether its
WES (and other) programmes were cost-efficient and in line with industry best practices. In May,
2007 Plan issued an ‘Action Plan for Improving Plan’s Programme Quality and Accountability’.
Among other tasks, the Action Plan called for a more detailed analysis of Plan’s WES programme
costs.

Research Focus

Plan spends a significant amount of money on its WES programmes, reaching or exceeding $30
million per year during the past three years. By international and by country-specific standards,
are Plan’s WES programmes low-, medium- or high-cost? What are the key factors controlling
Plan’s WES programme costs? Importantly, what policies should be developed to ensure that
Plan’s costs are in line with best practices and with Plan’s overall organisational objectives?

Fiscal Total Expenditure Water Sanitation
Year® (million US $) * (per cent of total) (per cent of total)
2002 10.4 55.6 44.4

2003 20.0 55.9 441

2004 23.7 58.0 42.0

2005 30.2 56.2 43.8

2006 33.2 55.2 44.8

2007 30.0 58.4 41.6

Objectives

» To assess the unit costs, cost-sharing schemes, and expenditure patterns associated with
Plan’s WES programmes.

« To compare Plan’s WES programme costs and cost-sharing schemes to those of other
agencies operating in the same country/ies.

* To provide recommendations to Plan on how to update its programme policies, practices, and
expenditures tracking for water and environmental sanitation interventions, so as to ensure
Plan’s WES programmes are as cost-efficient as possible.

%% Pplan’s ‘Fiscal Year runs from 1 July to 30 June.
% Source: BI Online, FY02-07, output codes 3F10-25 and 3G10-16 inclusive.
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Research Questions

Overall Investment Patterns

1.

arwD

How much does Plan invest in WES programmes globally and within each Plan
“Region”*?

What per cent of Plan’s total programme investments does this represent?

What are the geographic and temporal trends in overall WES investment?

What are the geographic and temporal trends in grant income/expenditures for WES?
How much of the total WES expenditure is generally for ‘hardware’ vs. ‘software’? What
are the specific expenditure trends for water supply, household sanitation, hygiene
promotion, community management training, and other significant categories (e.g.,
drainage & vector control, waste management, and integrated water resource
management)?

How much of total WES expenditures are for Programme Support? Institutional
development of local NGOs, CBOs, and local authorities? Policy, practice, and
advocacy? Trends?

How much of total WES expenditures are for school-related sanitation, water and hygiene
promotion? Trends?

How much of the total WES expenditure is spent in urban and peri-urban (vs. rural)
areas? Trends?

How do Plan’s cost and progress tracking indicators compare with those of other
agencies/industry standards?

Water Supply, Sanitation, and Hygiene Promotion Costs

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

What are the global and regional trends in unit costs (per household and beneficiary) for
key WES interventions (e.g., sanitation, water supply, and hygiene promotion) carried out
by Plan?

What per cent of these total costs is provided by Plan (subsidy level)? What per cent
provided by beneficiaries (cash or in-kind)? Government? Others?

Are subsidies specially targeted to poor or marginalised households, or are they available
to all?

How do Plan’s subsidies compare with any existing Government subsidies? To what
extent are government policies and programmes, including subsidy schemes, related to
Plan’s approach?

Does Plan provide ‘indirect’ subsidies, incentives, or rewards (such as promises to fund
other community projects) to help ensure participation? (Especially regarding sanitation
programmes.)

Does Plan or do its partners make use of any non-financial incentives programmes, such
as environmental certification, or other community recognition programmes?

What cost and subsidy variations exist between countries and regions, and what are
likely reasons for those differences?

How many beneficiaries have been reached and in what time frame?

What per cent of target area populations are reached by key WES interventions (i.e., are
intervention end-points 100 per cent ‘access’ or some other level)?

What are the average costs per beneficiary for sanitation projects? For water supply?56
For other WES projects?

How do Plan’s costs compare with other agencies operating in the WES sector? What
are the likely reasons for any differences?

°® In FY 2007, Plan was operational in 49 developing countries in four “Regions”: the Americas, West Africa,
East and Southern Africa, and Asia.

> For water supply projects, the amount of water provided per person per day may need to be considered
to enable more meaningful comparisons.
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Methodology
A. Data collection and analysis

1. Qualitative and Background data: literature review
Review of Key internal Plan documentation:
1. Plan’s approach to Water and Environmental Sanitation, Working Paper, October
2004.
2. Water and Environmental Sanitation, Plan’s Position Paper Series # 2.
3. Key Action Plans emerging from 4th WES PAG/TAG meeting, July 2005, Sao Luis,
Brazil.
4. “If Water is Life, Sanitation is Dignity”: Baghri, Sohrab and Heap, Simon. A Review
of Plan’s Programme Work on Basic Household Sanitation”. Internal Draft report.
March 2007.
5. Review of Report “If Water is Life, Sanitation is Dignity”, Internal working document,
March 2007.

6. Review of Plan’s Water and Sanitation Programmes. Reed, R. and Jones, H.
Loughborough University Water, Engineering and Development Centre, April
2007.

“Plan’s Response to the Reed Report,” Bode, Paul, May 2007.
Selected WES “Country Programme Outlines”.
Selected Country Programme Progress Reports.
0 Selected recent WES programme evaluation reports.

—‘“’.00.\‘

2. Quantitative data from “Business Intelligence” (Bl) Online

Gather global programme cost data (mainly from 2004-07) by output code, region, country and
programme unit (PU). Calculated average unit costs. Prepare comparative tables. Have data
reviewed and verified by country WES advisors. As far as possible, use data from 2005 onwards.

3. Qualitative data verification: Country level survey
The Plan COs will be surveyed by questionnaires57 (sent to WES advisors). The survey will be
used to vet results of the PPM/BI data gathering exercise, as well as to solicit basic information
regarding WES programme expenditures at the country level.

4. In-depth expenditures analysis at Country Level (Eight countries — 2 per region).
Carry out detailed expenditures analyses to i) verify/correct information gathered from BI/PPM; ii)
determine actual expenditures on hard-to-track items such as behaviour change communication
and other ‘software’; and iii) identify other significant trends in WES expenditures not evident from
global data. [Note: these in-depth analyses will largely be carried out by CO WES advisors
and other in-country Plan staff].

5. Comparative analysis of Plan’s costs (and cost tracking) with other agencies
Gather data through correspondence, telephone or in-person interviews with representatives of
the other international organisations who carry out WES programmes (or who regularly evaluate
WES programmes) similar to those of Plan’s, such as: WSSCC, World Bank WSP, UNICEF,
WaterAid, World Vision, CARE, Oxfam, and/or others.

> Including French and Spanish versions (translation to be done by Plan).
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B. Interviews

Conduct interviews with key Plan informants by phone or in person, including:

1. International Headquarters Programme Department — management and key staff
including: Alasdair Unwin, Programme Policy and Practice Manager; Simon Heap,
Global Research Portfolio Co-ordinator.

2. Regional level: Amsalu Negussie, Regional Water and Sanitation Advisor, RESA (and
Interim WES Network Leader); Peter Feldman, Regional Water and Sanitation
Advisor, ARO; and Raul Rodriguez, RPSM in ROA (formerly, Regional WES Advisor).

3. National Organisations: Selected programme department staff (2 pax).

4. Country level: a selection of 1 or 2 CO WES advisors per region.

Outputs
1. Detailed report of findings and recommendations (in English) of up to 30 pages, with an
Executive Summary of 2 pages. Supporting information (including tabulated data and

methodologies) provided in Annexes.

2. Presentation (approx. 30 minutes) on the findings of the study prepared and delivered to
Plan senior management.
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Annex C Global WES expenditure tables
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