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1. Project Data

Project ID Project Name 
P085112 QUALITY PROTECT (GEF)

Country Practice Area(Lead) 
Bosnia and Herzegovina Water

L/C/TF Number(s) Closing Date (Original) Total Project Cost (USD)
TF-11422,TF-15208,TF-55265,TF-99534 30-Jun-2014 20,270,000.00

Bank Approval Date Closing Date (Actual)
07-Jun-2005 30-Dec-2016

IBRD/IDA (USD) Grants (USD)

Original Commitment 22,764,196.99 22,764,196.99

Revised Commitment 21,360,198.86 22,565,139.85

Actual 21,435,141.79 21,435,141.79

Prepared by Reviewed by ICR Review Coordinator Group
Maria Vanessa 
Corlazzoli

Christopher David 
Nelson

Christopher David Nelson IEGSD (Unit 4)

2. Project Objectives and Components

a. Objectives
As described in the GEF Trust Fund agreement, the two objectives of the project were to: “(i) strengthen the 
capacity of local utilities and (ii) reduce pollution from municipal sources into the Neretva and Bosna Rivers” 
(GEF Trust Fund Grant Agreement, pg. 17, and PAD, pg.4).
 
The project was funded by three additional mechanisms that allocated resources to specific subsections of 
the project. The objectives as described in the GEF Trust Fund Grant Agreement encompasses the 
objectives of the other grants (EC IPA Grant Agreement, pg. 5, and Swedish Fund Trust Agreement, pg. 5).
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b. Were the project objectives/key associated outcome targets revised during implementation?
No

c. Will a split evaluation be undertaken?
PHEVALUNDERTAKENLBL

No

d. Components
 
Component 1: River Reduction in BiH (Original Estimated Cost: US$ 450,000, Actual Cost: US$ 
170,000) This component sought to conduct all the data collection, planning and development processes in 
order to inform the creation of a Wastewater Improvement Plan for reducing river pollution (PAD, pg.8).
 
Component 2: High-Priority Investments (Original Estimated Cost: US$ 16.39 million, Actual Cost: US$ 
24.52 million). This component aimed at financing key infrastructure projects to improve the quality of the 
river. In Mostar (Neretva River), the project sought to finance the first phase of construction of a 
wastewater management system, including construction of sewage main collectors along the narrow river 
value. In Živinice (Spreča River), the project aimed at financing main sewage collectors and upgrade the 
wastewater treatment plant.  The treatment plants in Trnovo (Željeznica River) and Odžak (Bosna River) 
were also expected to be rehabilitated.  In addition, in Odžak, the project sought to refinance sewage 
rehabilitation and a discharge pipeline towards the river for treated wastewater (PAD, pg. 9).
 
Component 3: Natural Wastewater Treatment (Original Estimated Cost: US$ 1.48 million, Actual Cost: 
US$ 850,000). The purpose of this component was to commission and finalize a feasibility study on the 
low-cost natural treatment of wastewater that took into account conditions such as climatic, 
hydrogeological, and land management relevant to the Bosna and Neretva Rivers. The goal of the study 
was to demonstrate appropriate investments for low cost and low energy treatments for small towns and 
settlements in the municipalities (PAD, pg. 9).
 
Component 4: Project Management (Original Estimated Cost: US$ 310,000, Actual Cost: US$ 0). This 
component sought to fund key activities related to project management, such as monitoring, training on 
project implementation, and overall assistance on follow up on the Water Law. The cost of this component 
was fully covered by the borrower (World Bank Staff Interview, August 2018).
 
Component 5: Replication, Information Sharing, and Implementation (Original Estimated Cost: US$ 
750,000, Actual Cost: US$ 0). This component aimed at providing financial management training to 
strengthen institutional capacity to draft and use business plans for each utility. This component also 
sought to coordinate water utilities and their international counterparts (from Croatia, Serbia, and 
Montenegro) through bi-annual meetings. The purpose was to jointly review social and economic 
assessments, environmental monitoring information, and lessons learned. This component sought to 
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disseminate lessons learned to enable replication, as well as to conduct a public awareness campaign to 
increase understanding of proposed investments and policy actions (PAD, pg. 9).
 
The project experienced a series of restructurings and received additional financing.  While there was no 
change to the PDO and the five components remained constant throughout the life of the project, the 
following modifications were made to the components:
 
Under Component 1: River Reduction in BiH. An EU- funded Water Quality Management Project (2005-
2009) also aimed at creating a Water Protection Plan. In order to avoid duplication of activities,the project 
conducted the following activities: (i) Upgraded an Existing Water Information System (WIS) and (ii) 
conducted a study on Biological Monitoring on Rivers and Lakes/Reservoirs in BiH (ICR, para. 37 and 
para. 43).
 
Under Component 2: High-Priority Investments. The project received funding from SIDA and EC-IPA 
and as a result, the aim of this component shifted from basic wastewater collection operation and primary 
treatment processed to full-scale wastewater treatment operations with mechanical and biological 
treatments.  As a result, the following activities were added (ICR, para. 39):
                
•  In Mostar and Živinice, the project sought to build full-scale tertiary wastewater treatment plants with 
biological treatment and nutrient removal processes.
•  In Trnovo, the project sought to construct the extension of the wastewater services to the Turovi suburb.
•  In Odžak, the project sought to rehabilitate the wastewater treatment plant (ICR, para. 39 and para. 44).
                            
Under Component 5: Replication, Information Sharing, and Implementation. This component 
provided all utilities with financial management, and tariff setting training for wastewater treatment services 
(World Bank Staff Interview, August 2018).

e. Comments on Project Cost, Financing, Borrower Contribution, and Dates
Project Cost. At appraisal, the total cost of the project was estimated at US$ 20.27 million (PAD, pg. 3).
 
Financing. The appraised amount of finance needed for this project was estimated at US$ 22.76 million 
(ICR, p.2). Four funds provided finances to the project:
                

•  Global Environment Facility granted the project US$ 8.9 million (Global Environment Facility 
Agreement No. TF-55265). Funds distributed: US$ 8,747,145.
•  The Swedish Trust Fund Grant Agreement granted the project US$ 5,667,147 (Amendment to 
Swedish Trust Fund Grant Agreement No. TF-99534). Funds distributed: US$ 5,629,840.
•  EC IPA Grant Agreement granted the project US$ 1,764,832. (EC IPA Grant Agreement No. TF-
11422) Funds distributed: US$ 1,830,569.
•  EC IPA Grant Agreement, granted the project US$ 6,432, 218. (EC IPA Grant Agreement No. TF-
15208) Funds distributed: US$ 5,227,588.                         



Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) Implementation Completion Report (ICR) Review
QUALITY PROTECT (GEF) (P085112)

Page 4 of 17

                            
The actual disbursement at the end of the project was US$ 21,435,142 (ICR, p.2).
 
Borrower Contribution. The legal agreements do not stipulate that the borrower had to make a financial 
contribution.  According to the ICR, the government of Bosnia and Herzegovina was going to contribute 
US$ 6.19 million. By the end of the project, it contributed $4.2 million by covering costs related to VAT, 
land acquisition, and co-financing (ICR, pg.2, and para. 91). The government of Spain committed to 
contributing US$1.8 million (PAD, pg. 3), but this commitment was withdrawn (ICR, pg. 2).
 
Dates. The project was approved on July 7th, 2005 and became effective on November 18th, 2005. It 
underwent a midterm review on October 25th, 2010. The original closing date was February 28, 2011.
 
The project received its first 18- months extension on November 12th, 2010. The project closing was 
moved from February 28th, 2011 to August 28th, 2012 (ICR, para. 23).
 
In March 2012, the closing date was moved from August 28th, 2012 to August 28th, 2013 (ICR, para. 25).
 
In December 2012, the project received additional financing from the EC-IPA 2010 and SIDA.  While no 
changes to the PDO were made at the time, the overall results framework was restructured.  Changes 
were made to indicators.  The project closing date was moved from August 28th, 2013 to August 28th, 
2015 (ICR, para. 28 and 29).
 
On June 7th, 2015, a six-month extension was approved which moved the project end date from August 
28th, 2015 to February 28th, 2016 (ICR, para. 30).
 
In November 2016, the project closing date was moved to December 30th, 2016 (ICR, para 32).  The 
World Bank agreed to postpone the delivery date of the Implementation Completion Results Report until 
June 30, 2018 (ICR, para 33).
 

3. Relevance of Objectives

Rationale

Country Context: Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH) is home to two important rivers, the Neretva and the 
Bosna River.  The Neretva River Basin drains into the second largest area in BiH and flows through Croatia 
for 20 k before it drains into the Adriatic Sea.  The Bosna River Basin covers 260km and is situated in the 
largest and most developed area of the country.  Wastewater from communities and industrial facilities is 
discharged directly into the rivers, mostly without any treatment. This project was created to reduce 
pollution by municipal sources into these two rivers (PAD, pg. 5).

In 2003, the government released The National Environmental Action Plan (NEAP), which outlined its 
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natural resource management plan. Among the medium-term priorities, water resources and wastewater 
management were included. Moreover, achievement of the project’s objectives was important for BiH’s 
desire to join the European Union.  In the event that BiH joins the EU, BiH would have to comply with EU 
environmental requirements that stipulate that all settlements of populations of 10,000 must have a 
wastewater treatment facilities.

Alignment with Country Strategy: The project’s objectives aligned with Bosnia and Herzegovina’s 
Country Assistance Strategy at appraisal (CAS, 2004). The CAS 2004 emphasized the need to invest in the 
country’s infrastructure, specifically in water and waste management (CAS 2004, para. 67).  In the Country 
Partnership Strategy (2008-2011), the government of BiH reaffirmed its commitment to improving service 
delivery, including clean and safe water (CAS 2007, para. 52) and acknowledged the need to continue to 
work on waste management practices (para. 67). The objectives of the project contributed to the CAS’s 
third pillar of “investing in key social and economic infrastructure” (CPS 2007, pg. 59). The project also 
contributed to the CPS 2012-2015’s third pillar: Environmental Sustainability Pillar (CPS 2012, para. 91). It 
supported the “reduction of the population’s exposure to highly polluted water” (CPS 2012, pg. 44). The 
goal of working towards Environmental Sustainability was reiterated in the CPS 2016-2020. The CPS 
acknowledges that the outcome of reducing the population’s exposure to highly polluted water had been 
partially achieved (CPS 2015, para. 20 and pg. 71).

Previous Sector Experience: The Bank financed similar projects in BiH.  In December 2000, it began to 
implement the Mostar Water Supply and Sanitation Project. In July 2004, it approved the Urban 
Infrastructure and Service Delivery Project (PAD, pg. 6).

Overall, the relevance of the objectives remained substantial throughout the life of the project as highlighted 
in the country context and alignment with country strategy.  The Bank had previous sector experience to 
support the implementation of the project.

Rating
Substantial

4. Achievement of Objectives (Efficacy)

PHEFFICACYTBL

Objective 1
Objective
Strengthen the capacity of local utilities

Rationale
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This objective seeks to ensure that newly constructed or rehabilitated wastewater treatment plants have the 
capacity, including know-how and planning, necessary related to manage wastewater pollution control. The 
objective supports the project’s theory of change by underscoring that in order to reduce pollution, it is 
important to build wastewater treatment plants that are well managed.  While the theory of the project holds, 
there were not enough activities allocated to support this objective. The indicators under this objective were 
weak and did not adequately describe the outcome or expected change.  Key indicators were output-related 
or vaguely stated, for example: (1) completion of wastewater improvement plan (2) regional cooperation and 
replication in the Balkan region.
 
Outputs:
The key outputs that were achieved under this objective included:                
                

•  20 utility staff participated in financial management training (No target provided).
•  Training was provided for 20 staff of the Ministry of Environment, Water Resources and Forestry (ICR, 
para. 54a) on the natural treatment (NTC) technologies applied in Slovenia and Austria (World Bank 
Interview, August 2018).
•  The Water Information System (WIS) was upgraded and became fully operational in 2009. It included 
water act management, water use and protection, and groundwater modules (Target met, Target: 1).
•  A manual on biological monitoring on rivers and lakes/reservoirs in BiH was produced and 
operationalized in 2010 (ICR, pg. 33).
•  Two study tour to Austria were conducted during the life of the project. In October 2009, 10 individuals 
from the Ministry f Agriculture, Water Management, and Forestry and representatives from water agencies 
in Mostar, Bijelijina and Sarajevo learned about NTC in Slovenia and Austria. In October 2010, an 
additional 10 individuals participated in a study tour.
•   A Feasibility Study of natural low-cost and low energy wastewater treatment solutions for small towns 
and settlement was finalized (Target Achieved, Target: 1, ICR, pg. 34).                            

                            
Outcomes:
As a result of the training provided to the utilities, each utility drafted an annual Business plan (ICR, pg. 32). 
The business plans were used to enhance financial management of the utilities (World Bank Interview, 
August 2018).  No further clarification was provided on how the local utilities improved their overall 
capacity.  There is also no evidence of what was the expected transformation as a consequence of their 
project’s support.

Three pilot plants were selected to implement the findings from the feasibility study of natural low-cost and 
low energy wastewater treatment solutions for small towns and settlement.  According to the Borrower’s 
letter in the ICR, the biological monitoring manual was used to educate local staff working within water 
management institutions (ICR, pg. 58).  Similarly, the modules that were developed as part of the Water 
Information System (WIS) were used by the Water Agency for the Adriatic Sea in Mostar and the Public 
Company Vode Srpske in Bijeljina (ICR, pg. 58). Two water boards were established to monitor water quality 
for the Danube and Sava River Basins (World Bank Staff Interview, August 2018).
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The project also supported the inter-ministerial steering group to improve governmental coordination. The 
project used its convening power to bring together all the key parties to the inter-ministry steering group 
(World Bank Staff Interview, August 2018).  The inter-ministry group coordinated its work and this action 
directly contributed to the compliance of the main provisions of the Water Law (ICR, pg. 39).  The Water law 
codified affordable water and environmental standards for municipally-based pollution.
 
The project also strengthened the BiH- Croatia Commission for Water Management, with coordination from 
Serbia and Montenegro. This commission supported the implementation of the Wastewater Improvement 
Plan (ICR para 54a).  A working group was formed and it continues to meet (ICR, pg. 35).  According to the 
ICR, this working group “facilitated the agreement on the majority of aspects requiring cross-border 
cooperation” (ICR, pg. 35).
 
The project supported the national implementation of the Water Law. It also encouraged cooperation and 
coordination between states to address cross-border water issues.  The project also produced a series of 
trainings, feasibility studies, and manuals. However, the project design had significant gaps and failed to 
explicitly articulate the outcome of strengthening the capacity of the local utilities. As a result of weak 
indicators, the project is unable to provide sufficient evidence of the use of manual and training.  The results 
framework, and subsequently the ICR, does not clearly demonstrate how and to what extent capacity of local 
utilities was strengthened.  Therefore, the project only partially met its objective.  

Rating
Modest

PHREVDELTBL

PHEFFICACYTBL

Objective 2
Objective
Reduce pollution from municipal sources into the Neretva and Bosna Rivers

Rationale
In order to reduce pollution, the construction, rehabilitation, and upgrade of key wastewater treatment plants 
was a key component of the theory of change.  As a result, this objective was well supported through key 
activities and measured by key indicators.

Outputs

The key outputs that were achieved under this objective included:                
                

•  Rehabilitated wastewater treatment plant in Odžak (ICR, pg. 43).
•  Rehabilitated wastewater treatment plant and expanded wastewater services to the Trnovo suburb of 
Turuvi.
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•  Construction of two large wastewater treatment plants, with primary and secondary treatment processes 
in Mostar and Živinice.
•  Project funded project documentation (main designs) for sewer mains in Mostar (ICR, pg. 43).                   

                            
Outcomes:
As a result of the wastewater treatment plants (WWTP), water quality indicators were achieved (ICR, para 
55a). However, the wastewater volume is below the expected targets due to pending connections of 
wastewater mains into the wastewater treatment plants.  Moreover, the project expected to have 4,000 BOD 
pollution load removed by the treatment plants, but only 345 tons per year were removed (Target not met, 
Target 4,000, ICR, pg. 39).  Some of the key factor for not meeting pollution load metrics include: pending 
connecting wastewater mains, potential customers not being connected to the system, and operational and 
financial inefficiencies within the utilities (ICR, pg 18-19).

Below is a summary of outcomes by location:
                
1 . Trnovo WWTP –  While the capacity of the plant is 1,500 m3 per day, the flow was no more than 500 m3 
per day, and served only 1,500 residents.  Wastewater was weak with an average BOD5 content in a range 
of 40-60 mg per liter, ammonia content 9-11 mg per liter and phosphorous-eq in a range of 1 mg per liter 
(ICR, para 55a i). The DFR target was met at 200 m3 per day (Target: 200-250 m3 per day, Target Met) and 
the biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) as at 35.04 mg/l  (Target nearly met, Target: 35 mg/l, ICR, pg. 37).
 
2 . Odžak  WWTP - The capacity of the plant is 2,000 m3 per day. While the plant has the capacity of serving 
10,000 residents, it was serving 5,000 residents.  The wastewater flow was substantially below capacity. 
Even though the incoming wastewater was of poor quality, it met national discharge standards (ICR, para. 
55a ii). The average BOD5 was 75 mg per liter (Target: 75 mg/l, Target Achieved), the chemical oxygen 
demand was 180 mg per liter (Target: 230 mg/l, Target met), the SS was at 25 mg per liter (Target: 25 mg/l, 
Target met) and the DWF was at 90 m3/day (Target:80-100 m3/day, Target met, ICR, pg. 37).
 
3 . Živinice WWTP - The maximum capacity of the WWTP is 20,000 m3 per day.  At project closing, the 
wastewater flow was 4,000- 6,000 m3 per day of wastewater.  In 2016, the nutrient pollution reduction was 
2.68 tons per year (Target Met, Target 6 tons per year, ICR, pg. 37).  Water tests also improved with BOD5 
shifting from 75-100 mg per liter to 15mg per liter, phosphorous from 2.0 mg per liter to nearly 1.0 mg per 
liter and nitrogen from 18.0 mg per liters to less than 3.0 mg per liter (No Targets provided, ICR, para 55a iii). 
The Živinice WWTP had substantial issues with its operations. At the time the ICR was written, the public 
utility company was undergoing bankruptcy protection procedures and as a result, it could not purchase iron 
chloride for the phosphorous chemical precipitation and full operation of its nitrogen removal system. This 
plant required major repairs only after 2 years of operation (ICR, para 55a iii and pg. 20).  Since the ICR was 
published, a new public utility company has been established and the WWTP is now operational through the 
financial support provided by the Municipality of Živinice (Additional comments from Ministry of Agriculture, 
Water Management and Forestry, September 2018).
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4 . Mostar WWTP -  The wastewater treatment plant was constructed and tested. However, 18-months after 
project closing, the plant was not operational (ICR, para. 55a iv).  As a result, the project did not meet its 
nutrient pollution reduction targets (Targets not met, ICR, pg. 37).
                            
All four wastewater treatment plants were constructed or rehabilitated.  However, the Mostar WWTP was not 
operational.  The three remaining plants were not operating at full capacity due to pending connecting 
wastewater mains and potential customers not being connected to the system.  As a result, even though the 
facilities had been created polluted water from municipal sources were still reaching the Neretva and Bosna 
Rivers. As a result, the objective was only partially met.

Rating
Modest

PHREVDELTBL

PHOVRLEFFRATTBL

Rationale
Results Framework: The project had significant gaps when it came to the results framework.  While the project 
has clear and measurable project objectives, the objectives were not supported by the right number of targeted 
activities to ensure their success. For example, there were only a handful of activities directed to strengthening 
the capacities of local utilities.  Over the ten years of implementation, only 20 utility staff were trained with no other 
ongoing sustainable supporting activities. There was awareness of overall weakness of capacity in utilities at the 
design of the project.  After all, the project’s theory of change stressed the need to improve the capacity of staff to 
ensure the infrastructure investment could operate effectively in order to reduce pollution. Insufficient investment 
in capacity building objective impacted the overall project performance. As of February 2018, the Živinice WWTP 
experiencing ongoing bankruptcy protection and lacked financial resources to purchase iron chloride to be fully 
operational (ICR, para. 55 iii). This issue has since been resolved, with a new public utility company established 
and receiving financial support from the Municipality.
 
Moreover, while the indicators are adequately stated, the means of verification and data collection methods are 
not appropriate. This is particularly evident in the first objective, where the indicators measure outputs instead of 
outcomes. For example, indicator 1.1 is “increased quality of financial management at the utility level.”  This 
indicator ended up measuring outputs associated with completion of training and drafting of annual business 
plans as opposed to changes in financial management.
 
Overall rating: Efficacy is rated at modest.  The ICR demonstrated that it supported the national implementation 
of the Water Law and improved international cooperation on water issues.  While the project produced a series of 
trainings, feasibility studies, and manuals, the ICR failed to provide sufficient evidence that the capacity of local 
utilities was strengthened.  Similarly, while four wastewater treatment plants were constructed, one plant was not 
operational and the remaining plants were not operating at capacity.  As a result, polluted water from municipal 
sources was still reaching the Neretva and Bosna Rivers.
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Overall Efficacy Rating Primary reason
Modest Low achievement

5. Efficiency

Efficiency in the design and implementation of the project is rated at modest.

Unfortunately, during the project appraisal, no economic analysis was undertaken.  Economic benefits could 
include local benefits to people living downstream of the wastewater treatment plants and neighboring 
countries.
 
An incremental cost analysis was used to assess the efficiency of the investments. The marginal abatement 
costs for nutrients are substantially higher than what was estimated at appraisal of the project reflecting actual 
investments at every WWTP and lower than expected wastewater flow (ICR, para. 62).  However, significant 
issues arose with establishing and collecting wastewater tariffs (ICR, para 63). 
 
The cost efficiency analysis is at par or below similar costs in the West Balkan region.  The higher unit per 
cost can be explained by the lower economies of scale of smaller WWTPs that were built in this project (ICR, 
para. 64).

The project experienced several implementation delays related to incomplete financing and synchronizing 
construction with the expansion of the wastewater network in Mostar (ICR, para. 59).  These delays caused 
administrative inefficiencies in the project.

Efficiency Rating
Modest

a. If available, enter the Economic Rate of Return (ERR) and/or Financial Rate of Return (FRR) at appraisal 
and the re-estimated value at evaluation:

Rate 
Available? Point value (%) *Coverage/Scope (%)

Appraisal 0 0
Not Applicable

ICR Estimate 0 0
Not Applicable

* Refers to percent of total project cost for which ERR/FRR was calculated.

6. Outcome
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Overall, the relevance of the objectives remained substantial throughout the life of the project as highlighted in 
the country context and alignment with the country strategy.  The Bank had previous sector experience to 
support the implementation of the project.
 
Efficacy is rated at modest.  While the project made progress towards implementing the Water Law and building 
international cooperation, the ICR failed to provide sufficient evidence that the capacity of local utilities was 
strengthened.  Similarly, while four wastewater treatment plants were constructed, one was not operational at 
project closing.  While progress has been made, polluted water from municipal sources was still reaching the 
Neretva and Bosna Rivers.
 
Efficiency is rated at modest.  The marginal abatement costs for nutrients are substantially higher than what was 
estimated at appraisal.  The cost efficiency analysis is also at par or below similar costs in the West Balkan 
region. However, wastewater tariffs are below operating costs in three facilities and thus unsustainable.  The 
project also experienced inefficiencies due to significant delays related to financing and synchronization of 
construction.
 
As a result of the three combined ratings, the project is rated as moderately unsatisfactory. While the project 
efficacy and efficiency are rated moderate and it failed to meet many of its indicators related to the reduction of 
pollution, the project did manage to construct, rehabilitate or upgrade four wastewater treatment plants.  This is 
an important step that can enable the government to improve the country’s water quality and overall 
environment over the long term.   

a. Outcome Rating
Moderately Unsatisfactory

7. Risk to Development Outcome

There are several interrelated risks that can impact the sustainability of the objective:
 
Government commitment:  According to the ICR, during the project, there was lack of engagement of higher 
authorities and commitment from the municipalities to undertake the necessary actions to ensure sustainability 
of investments via cost recovery mechanisms, such as tariffs (ICR, para. 102).
 
Financial Constraints:  The wastewater treatment plants do not have a cost recovery to sufficient funds 
operational and management costs, repairs, and expansion to new customers (ICR, para. 102). Without 
additional financial resources to connect more residences, pollutants will continue to drain into the Neretva and 
Bosna Rivers.
 



Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) Implementation Completion Report (ICR) Review
QUALITY PROTECT (GEF) (P085112)

Page 12 of 17

Low connection to Wastewater collection system: The wastewater treatment plants are not functioning at 
full capacity and there does not seem to be sufficient funds to connect more customers. As a result, pollutants 
will continue to be discarded into the river unprocessed (ICR, para. 102).

8. Assessment of Bank Performance

a. Quality-at-Entry
The project aligned with the government’s interests, objectives, and sectoral need.  At the time of 
appraisal, the Bank undertook several studies and feasibility studies in order to conceptualize the project 
and ensure proper start-up procedures were followed (ICR, para. 94).

However, the project was not fully financed from the start and had significant financing gaps. This meant 
that activities were implemented in a staggered manner, leading to allocate human resources to 
fundraising. The financial gap produced significant delays.  It was not until 2011, six years after the project 
had began, that the project received three additional grants that helped complete all planned activities 
(ICR, para. 95).
 
Given that the project was financed based on grants, there were no additional tools, such as required 
commitment fees, to encourage quicker implementation or cancellation of funds.  The Borrower was limited 
to contributing through co-financing investments and TA contracts, and not actual investments.

The Bank delegated financing the project implementation unit, including establishing and financing the 
operation, to the client.  While the PIU was staffed, individuals had additional responsibilities within the BiH 
Government (ICR, para. 81 and 96). This contributed to an even implementation progress with many small 
disbursements in some years, and the implementation period extending 10 years (ICR, para 81). The 
government also did not contribute the expected allocated finances to properly fund the PIU operations 
(ICR, para 108).

Quality-at-Entry Rating
Moderately Unsatisfactory

b. Quality of supervision
The project was implemented over 10 years and there were frequent changes to the Task Team 
Leaders.  According to the ICR, the Bank could have been more proactive at addressing project design and 
addressing the sector’s bigger sustainability issues (ICR, para. 97).
 
The Bank played an important role in obtaining additional investment grants from SIDA and EC IPA. 
According to the ICR, given the implementation delays, the primary focus was on the actual completion of 
the wastewater treatment plants (ICR, para. 98). As a result, insufficient attention was given to the 
sustainability and proper financing of the facilities post-completion (ICR, para. 98). , Conversations with 
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municipalities on tariff adjustments or reforms did not lead to significant changes and current tariffs in all 
utilities are insufficient to cover operational and management costs (ICR, para. 79 and 98). Discussions on 
the tariffs could have also been addressed and reflected upon when the SIDA and EC IPA grants were 
being negotiated (ICR, para. 101). This could have been an opportunity to better define what it meant to 
strengthen capacity and address some of the results framework and alignment weaknesses.
 
Overall, the performance of the Bank is rated at “moderately unsatisfactory’ due to shortcomings at the 
quality of entry, failure to adequately address implementation delays, and sustainability concerns.

Quality of Supervision Rating 
Moderately Unsatisfactory

Overall Bank Performance Rating
Moderately Unsatisfactory

9. M&E Design, Implementation, & Utilization

a. M&E Design
There are significant gaps in the results framework, in particular with regards to the indicators.  As noted in the 
ICR, there were key indicators that were not fully aligned with key outputs and outcomes (ICR, para. 82). 
Despite the fact that targets and indicators were reviewed and restructured, the indicators did not adequately 
measure the objectives (in particular for objective 1, strengthen the capacity of local utilities).
 
While the Theory of Change of the project is sound and logical, the activities to support the capacity 
strengthening objective were not sufficient to achieve the objective. Weak and vague indicators in the results 
framework for objective 1 failed to provide guidance to the implementing team. Moreover, the indicators did not 
signal that the capacity strengthening was for the local utilities specifically and not the overall sector.

There were no baselines numbers for key indicators related to water quality as a result, it is difficult to 
determine to what extent the water quality in the rivers has improved.
 

b. M&E Implementation
The PIU and the Bank reported on the indicators in a consistent manner.  Utilities submitted water quality 
reports of a monthly basis, and then the PIU summarized the findings (World Bank Staff Interview, August 
2018).  That said, given the indicators were poorly designed, the utility of the indicators was limited. They 
also  failed to inform changes that might have improved the project’s performance.
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c. M&E Utilization
The ICR did not include an example of how it used the monitoring system during the implementation of the 
project for evidence-based decisions. While there is evidence that data was regularly collected, the ICR did 
not demonstrate how it used this data. For example, biological parameters were collected in two occasions 
(fall of 2008 and spring of 2009), and shared in a conference in June 2009 (World Bank Staff interview, 
August 2018). However, it is unclear how the project shifted as a result of the biological parameter 
results.   According to the ICR, the “client will continue to monitor the wastewater treatment plants’ 
operations, costs, revenues, and sewage blocks” (ICR, para. 85). Each plant has a laboratory that can test 
the influent and effluent water quality on a daily basis and produce monthly reports (ICR, para. 85).
 
The monitoring and evaluation is rated at modest due to significant design flaws that were not adequately 
addressed during the restructuring of indicators.  The ICR did not provide sufficient evidence related to M&E 
implementation and utilization.

M&E Quality Rating
Modest

10. Other Issues

a. Safeguards
The project was classified as Environmental Category “A” Assessment.  At appraisal, it triggered the 
following safeguards: Environmental Assessment (OP 4.01), Natural Habitats (OP 4.04), and Projects on 
International Waterways (OP 7.50) (PAD, pg. 20).
 
The project was later downgraded to Category “B” as it had no adverse environmental and social 
effect.  Each wastewater treatment plant had its own environmental assessment (EA), local environmental 
impact assessment (EIA) and environmental management plans were part of all construction contracts 
(ICR, para. 87). There were no significant non-compliance noted during the project implementation (ICR, 
para. 87).
 
The International Waterway (OP 7.50) was triggered because the project had the potential of polluting 
international waterways. The project got an exception from notification requirements of OP 7.50 on 
November 14, 2004. It was given on the grounds that the project had “minor additions or alternations but it 
did not aim to create work or activities that would exceed the original scheme, change its nature, or alter or 
expand its scope and extent as to make it appear a new or different scheme” (ICR, para. 88). However, 
after 2011, the project remained neither minor nor within the existing schemes with the construction of the 
wastewater treatment plants in Mostar and Živinice.
 
The Involuntary Resettlement (OP 4.12) was triggered during implementation and it was followed.  It was 
triggered as a result of land required for the construction of the Mostar WWTP.  According to the ICR, a 
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market was properly valued by a sworn court expert, and compensation was provided by the Mostar 
municipality (ICR, para. 89).
 

b. Fiduciary Compliance

Financial Management – According to the ICR, the project was in compliance with fiduciary and procurement 
requirements (ICR, para 90).  All audit-related requirements were conducted and delivered on time. Audits 
issued unqualified opinions on the project financial statements. Management recommendation letters did not 
contain internal control deficiencies or accounting issues (ICR, para. 92).
 
Procurement – The procurement performance was mostly satisfactory during implementation with no 
procurement delays throughout the project (ICR, para. 93).
 
Disbursement – Correct disbursement percentage and exchange rates were used throughout the project (ICR, 
para. 93).

c. Unintended impacts (Positive or Negative)
None

d. Other
None

11. Ratings

Ratings ICR IEG Reason for 
Disagreements/Comment

Outcome Moderately 
Unsatisfactory

Moderately 
Unsatisfactory ---

Bank Performance Moderately 
Unsatisfactory

Moderately 
Unsatisfactory ---

Quality of M&E Modest Modest ---
Quality of ICR Substantial ---

12. Lessons
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    The following three lessons were derived from the ICR:

1.     Ensure funds are fully committed before project implementation starts. For example, while the project 
was eventually able to raise the investments necessary to finalize the project, funding gaps produced 
implementation delays.

2.     In designing wastewater quality projects, ensure that water collection and user’s connection to 
sewers is integrated. For example, this project assumed that municipalities would connect customers but this 
did not materialize as planned.  The grant did not have the adequate incentives to facilitate municipal utility 
companies to encourage the population to connect (ICR, para. 106). According to the ICR, “a programmatic 
approach with municipal utility companies and their government competing for funds based on clear 
commitments would probably have yielded better outcomes” (ICR, para. 107).
 
3.      Integrate sustainability and cost recovery mechanisms, while focusing on strengthening of 
capacities of local utilities, when projects aim to rehabilitate or construct wastewater treatments plants. 
For example, the project focused on constructing the wastewater treatment plants and strengthening capacity 
for operation. However, without effective cost recovery mechanisms, the plants are unable to fulfill operational 
and management costs, repairs, and expansion (ICR, para. 103). Failure to adequately plan and allocate 
resources for strengthening capacity of local utilities impacted the overall project's performance.

13. Assessment Recommended?

No

14. Comments on Quality of ICR

The ICR was well written with a logical outline and presentation-style. Overall, the ICR was concise and it 
included some analysis. However, the ICR had a weak theory of change model that did not adequately 
represent the link between activities and the capacity strengthening objective. As a result, of the weak 
illustration of the theory of change, the report does not provide enough evidence to demonstrate results. 
Overall, there was modest evidence, particularly evident in the Efficacy, Bank Performance, and M&E 
Sections. The evidence did not include additional qualitative information or additional data that would have 
helped in illustrating the range of ways the project fell short of its expectations. Explanations were sufficient but 
not detailed or nuanced. Indicator definitions, methodology, and disaggregated data were lacking. The 
fiduciary compliance section could have been more detailed and nuanced. The additional Annexes, including 
Efficiency Analysis and Borrowers Statement, were appropriate and useful.

a. Quality of ICR Rating
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Substantial


