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Report Number : ICRR0020352

1. Project Data

Project ID Project Name 
P087154 TZ-Water Sector Support SIL

Country Practice Area(Lead) Additional Financing
Tanzania Water P146700

L/C/TF Number(s) Closing Date (Original) Total Project Cost (USD)
IDA-42590,IDA-54960 29-Feb-2012 252,030,316.00

Bank Approval Date Closing Date (Actual)
13-Feb-2007 31-Dec-2015

IBRD/IDA (USD) Grants (USD)

Original Commitment 200,000,000.00 0.00

Revised Commitment 244,882,564.22 0.00

Actual 251,691,685.40 0.00

Prepared by Reviewed by ICR Review Coordinator Group
Alexandra Christina 
Horst

J. W. van Holst 
Pellekaan

Christopher David Nelson IEGSD (Unit 4)

2. Project Objectives and Components

a. Objectives
The Tanzania Water Sector Support Project (WSSP) was part of the first phase Government of Tanzania’s 
(GoT) Water Sector Development Program (WSDP). The WSDP is a 20-year program (2005-2025) with the 
vision to improve water resources governance and management, to increase water supply and sanitation 
(WSS) service levels, and to promote measures to develop sector capacity. The WSDP prioritizes activities 
and budgets in a three-phased timelines of five years each (first phase 2007-2014; second phase 2014-2019 
and third phase 2019-2025) which are supported through a multi-donor basket fund. Through investment of 
the World Bank and other DPs, the WSDP is one of the largest national water programs in operation in 
Africa. With the IDA-funded WSSP the World Bank’s was the largest single contributor after the GoT to the 
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first phase of the WSDP.
 
The Project Development Objective (PDO) in the Financing Agreement for the WSSP dated March 29, 2007 
was “to assist the Recipient in: (a) improving integrated water resources management by strengthening 
water sector institutions; and (b) expanding access to water supply and sanitation services.” This marginally 
differs from the PDO of the Project Appraisal Document (PAD) dated January 17, 2007, which states the 
objective as “to strengthen sector institutions for integrated water resources management and improve 
access to water supply and sanitation services.” In the World Bank Operations Portal the PDO had been 
mistakenly recorded as “to support GoT’s poverty alleviation strategy through improvements in the 
governance of water resources management and the sustainable delivery of water supply and sanitation 
services”, which was corrected to be aligned with the PDO of the Financing Agreement during an Additional 
Financing restructuring process in 2014.
 
According to IEG practice, the aforementioned PDO of the Financing Agreement is adopted for the purpose 
of assessing the project’s achievements in this Implementation Completion Report Review (ICRR).

b. Were the project objectives/key associated outcome targets revised during implementation?
Yes

Did the Board approve the revised objectives/key associated outcome targets?
Yes

Date of Board Approval
26-Jun-2011

c. Will a split evaluation be undertaken?
PHEVALUNDERTAKENLBL

No

d. Components
Component 1: Strengthening of Water Resources Management (WRM) and Development 
Framework (Total project costs: Appraisal estimate for total WSDP: US$75 million equivalent, of which 
US$50 million from IDA; June 2011 Refinancing estimate for total WSDP: US$89 million equivalent, of 
which US$41 million from IDA. Actual/Latest Estimate provided in ICR for total WSDP: US$75.9 million. No 
actual costs for IDA by component are provided in ICR). This component was to strengthen capacities of 9 
water basin institutions in water resources planning and management. Furthermore, the component was to 
put in place integrated water resources management and development (IWRMD) plans to guide the basins’ 
WRM and finance the preparation of studies and selected priority investments. There was no change in the 
component’s core activities, but its scope was reduced and budget cut by US$9 million during the June 
2011 refinancing of the overall WSDP.
 
Component 2: Scaling up of Rural WSS Service Delivery to meet MDGs (Appraisal estimate for total 
WSDP: US$290 million, of which US$60 million from IDA; June 2011 Refinancing estimate for total WSDP: 
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US$484 million equivalent, of which US$54 million from IDA. Actual/Latest Estimate provided in ICR for 
total WSDP: US$475.9 million. No actual costs for IDA by component are provided in ICR). This 
component was to support local government authorities (LGAs) in the provision of rural WSS services 
through the implementation of district WSS plans, particularly through financing of rural water supply (i.e. 
shallow wells and boreholes with hand pumps, small gravity, and mechanized borehole piped schemes) 
and rural sanitation services (i.e. latrines promotion and handwashing programs) to rural communities, 
health centers, and schools. The model of operation for this component was the community-driven 
development (CDD) approach, with beneficiaries selecting and managing their own WSS facilities. During 
the June 2011 refinancing of the overall WSDP, the total cost estimate was increased and the 
implementation arrangements for the sanitation and hygiene subcomponent were modified to fall under the 
oversight of the Ministry of Health and Social Welfare.
 
Component 3: Scaling up of Urban WSS Service Delivery to meet MDGs (Appraisal estimate for total 
WSDP: US$510 million, of which US$60 million from IDA; June 2011 Refinancing estimate for total WSDP: 
US$769 million equivalent, of which US$129.9 million from IDA. Actual/Latest Estimate provided in ICR for 
total WSDP: US$719.8 million. No actual costs for IDA by component are provided in ICR). This 
component financed improvements in utility practices in Dar es Salaam, regional and district capitals, and 
selected small towns and multi-village schemes in the provision of WSS services. It also supported the 
implementation of utility business plans and improvements in urban water supply (mainly piped schemes) 
and urban sanitation services (sewerage systems, latrines promotion, and handwashing programs). The 
total cost estimate and IDA contribution of this component was increased during the June 2011 refinancing 
to meet the urban water supply requirements. Although the installation of new household connections to 
existing sewerage networks were continued, the majority of new sewerage development works were 
postponed to the next phase of the WSDP, which led to a decrease of the sewerage coverage target.
 
Component 4: Supporting Sector Institutional Strengthening and Capacity Building (Appraisal 
estimate for total WSDP: US$58 million, of which US$20 million from IDA; June 2011 Refinancing estimate 
for total WSDP: US$73 million equivalent, of which US$16 million from IDA. Actual/Latest Estimate 
provided in ICR: US$85 million. No actual costs for IDA by component are provided in ICR). This was to 
support the operationalization of the Ministry of Water and Irrigation (MoWI) -the agency responsible for 
the implementation of the project- through financing of the development of a 10-year corporate strategy, 
technical assistance (TA) for corporate planning and a management information system (MIS), as well as 
new offices, vehicles, and office equipment. It also supported subsector operational capacities and 
planning; sectoral policy, legal, and institutional harmonization; sector coordination and performance 
monitoring; and capacity-building among MoWI staff, associated water-related public and private 
institutions, other sector-related training institutions, community-based organizations, nongovernmental 
organizations (NGOs), and community-owned water supply organizations (COWSOs). The total cost 
estimate of this component was raised during the June 2011 refinancing of the overall WSDP due to the 
extended implementation period and additional undertakings to improve monitoring and evaluation (M&E) 
and other institutional development activities.
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e. Comments on Project Cost, Financing, Borrower Contribution, and Dates
Project Cost. At appraisal, the estimated project cost for the overall WSDP was US$951 million 
equivalent. In June 2011, a refinancing of the WSDP took place, increasing the total estimated amount to 
US$1.421 billion equivalent. At project completion, total WSDP costs were US$1.414 billion, according to 
the latest estimates presented in the ICR dated May 23, 2016 and based on the total WSDP 
disbursements as of September 30, 2015.
 
Financing. At appraisal, the IDA credit for the Water Sector Support Project was estimated to finance 
US$200 million equivalent to the overall WSDP basket fund of US$951 million equivalent. Additional 
Financing for the IDA Credit of US$44.9 million equivalent was approved in May 2014, totaling to a 
refinanced IDA Credit of US$244.9 million equivalent. According to the ICR, actual IDA financing at 
project closing amounted to US$251.69 million equivalent. No actual costs for IDA by component are 
provided in ICR.
 
Borrower Contribution. The GoT increased its contribution from the US$251 million estimated at 
appraisal to US$363.69 as of September 30, 2015 (the figure provided in the ICR). This substantial 
increase was mainly due to the extension of the project duration until December 31 2015.
 
Other contributions. The overall WSDP was financed through the World Bank’s IDA contribution as well 
as through financial support from other development partners (DP). These DPs are listed in the following 
according to their total actual contributions as of September 30, 2015 (as provided in the ICR): bilateral 
agencies[ACH1]  (US$317.6 million), the African Development Bank (US$183.54 million), the German 
KfW Development Bank (US$93.19 million), the UK Department for International Development (US$76.09 
million), the Millennium Challenge Corporation (US$49.47 million), the French Development Agency 
(US$40.66 million), Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs/Ministry of Development Cooperation (US$31.42 
million).
 
Restructuring and Dates. The Water Sector Support Project became effective on July 26, 2007 and 
closed on December 31, 2015. The original closing date was February 29, 2012, which was extended by 
nearly four years. It was restructured five times, including one Level 1 Restructuring in 2011 and an 
Additional Financing in 2014. The PDO remained unchanged throughout the project and this review does 
not conduct a split evaluation of the outcome rating.
 
The project underwent one Level 1 restructuring on June 29, 2011, which included adjustments to the 
Results Framework (RF). Specifically, the PDO indicators were re-phrased to be aligned to the World 
Bank core sector indicators, changing from being measured in percentages to absolute numbers. For 
example, instead of measuring the “percentage of rural population with access to clean and safe water”, 
the revised indicator became “number of people in rural areas provided with access to improved water 
sources.” Also, target values for some of the PDO indicators were revised in both directions (most target 
values were increased from the original targets of the PAD). Finally, two new output-level PDO indicators 
were introduced to integrate the World Bank core sector indicators on: (i) the number of direct project 
beneficiaries and (ii) the proportion of direct project beneficiaries who are female. Overall, the changes to 
the Results Framework indicators did not lead to material change in the project’s objectives compared 
with the original PDO. Hence, this review does not conduct a split evaluation of the outcome rating. The 
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dates and some details of all restructurings are listed below:                 
                

1 . June 29, 2011: Level 1 restructuring for adjustments to (i) the Results Framework, (ii) the scope of 
some components, (iii) the institutional arrangements and (iv) to the financing plan due to an increase in 
the total WSDP budget and changes in contributions from DPs;
2 . February 29, 2012: Level 2 restructuring for a two-year closing date extension to February 28, 2014;
3 . July 7, 2013: Level 2 restructuring for the reallocation of credit funds towards the sanitation and 
hygiene sub-component given a revised budget/disbursement plan of the GoT;
4 . November 14, 2013: Level 2 restructuring for a six-month closing date extension to August 31, 2014;
5 . May 21, 2014: Level 2 restructuring for Additional Financing of IDA credit of US$44.9million 
equivalent and 16-months closing date extension to December 31, 2015 to allow time for the execution 
of remaining subprojects and the completion of ongoing contracts.

                            

3. Relevance of Objectives & Design

a. Relevance of Objectives

In general, the project was relevant at the time of appraisal and project closing, and continues to be so at the 
time of this ICR Review. The WSSP objectives were aligned with the Tanzania Development Vision 2025 
(promoting high quality livelihood through universal access to safe water) and the resulting 2010-2015 Long 
Term Perspective Plan (highlighting Human Capital Development and Social Services through interventions in 
water supply and sanitation). The latter was designed for implementation in three 5-year development plans. 
The 2011-16 development plan (“MKUKUTA”) focused on five core priorities, including infrastructure with 
large investments water and sanitation. Also, to accelerate progress of the Vision 2025, in 2013 the GoT 
launched the three-year special “Big Result Now” (BRN) initiative, with significant commitment and 
investments in rural water supply, which were mainstreamed through the WSDP. As described above, project 
activities were directly linked to the WSDP. In fact, IDA continues to contribute to the second phase of the 
WSDP through a credit of US$225 million equivalent (P150361), which was approved in January 2017.
 
Also, the objectives of the WSSP were aligned with the World Bank’s Tanzania 2012-2015 Country 
Assistance Strategy (CAS), particularly to the second strategic objective to “Build Infrastructure and Deliver 
Services”. Under this objective, the project activities were relevant to the CAS outcomes on “increased 
access to and quality of water and sanitation services.”
 
Despite the strategic importance of the WSSP, its PDO and indicators are strongly output-oriented and not 
very ambitious (aiming at only “strengthening” and “improvement” of various outputs and only “access” to 
various services).

Rating Revised Rating
Modest Not Rated/Not Applicable
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b. Relevance of Design

The project design was relevant to the project objectives of (i) improving integrated WRM by strengthening 
Tanzania’s water sector institutions and (ii) expanding access to water supply and sanitation services. The 
project activities were divided into four components which were consistent with these objectives and each 
clearly linked to a specific sub-objective (Components 1 and 4 addressed the sub-objective of improving 
integrated WRM by strengthening sector institutions, Components 2 and 3 addressed the sub-objective of 
expanding access to WSS services in rural and urban areas, respectively). Overall, the project design was 
based on integrated lessons from prior interventions on water sector reform and institutional strengthening, 
particularly the need to scale-up activities of decentralization for rural WSS, commercialized utility 
management, and integrated WRM.

Furthermore, the project design was fully aligned with the objectives of the WSDP. On the one hand, this 
alignment was crucial for promoting a long-term approach for the sector with strong buy-in from the client and 
harmonizing activities of several development partners (DPs). On the other hand, it was quite complex in terms 
of coordinating large number of parallel activities at different levels and capacities of government institutions. 
The ICR states that the “involvement of a number of DPs in this program provided both a continuity of 
engagement with the GoT and the opportunity to leverage a wider range of DP technical skills to support the 
achievement of the program’s goals” (paragraph 24). From the beginning the World Bank took a leading role in 
the operational design and supervising the quality of the program implementation in coordination with the 
involved DPs (being the largest single donor to the WSDP basket fund after the GoT), particularly regarding 
fiduciary and safeguards capacity “which gave some DPs the confidence to provide pooled funding” (ICR, 
paragraph 110).

In terms of the Results Framework (RF), IEG finds some weaknesses in its quality. The PDO indicators are 
largely output indicators rather than outcome indicators (e.g. “direct beneficiaries”). This is particularly true for 
the indicators related to the second part of the PDO, which itself is formulated at the output-level (“expanding 
access”). This output-level reporting in the RF was maintained despite a modification of the PDO indicators 
after the Mid-Term Review, which was based on the intention to align them with the Bank’s core sector 
indicators. Key indicators relating to the first part of the PDO mostly captured results on institutional 
strengthening rather than measuring changes in water resource management. To the defense of the RF, 
several of the intermediary outcome indicators are capturing outcomes. When looking at the RF as a whole, 
the underlying logic of the results chain and its relation to the project components and PDO become clear.
 
Overall, the project design was substantially relevant and flexible in adapting to evolving sector circumstances.

Rating Revised Rating
Substantial Not Rated/Not Applicable

4. Achievement of Objectives (Efficacy)
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PHEFFICACYTBL

Objective 1
Objective
Improvement of integrated water resources management by strengthening water sector institutions

Rationale
This ICRR considers that the PDO is divided into two key objectives: Improvement of integrated water 
resources management by strengthening water sector institutions (Objective 1) and Expansion of access to 
water supply and sanitation services (Objective 2).
 
Regarding Objective 1: Improvement of integrated water resources management by strengthening water 
sector institutions
Strengthening of water sector institutions
In general, the ICR reporting on the achievement of the Results Framework indicators linked to institutional 
strengthening describes mainly outputs rather than outcomes. For example, the main PDO indicator of the 
project related to institutional strengthening in Tanzania’s water sector reveals that nine basin water offices 
are operational and six basin plans were completed by the end of project (which was the original project 
target, higher than the revised target of three plans). However, while the ICR states that these basin plans 
were already under implementation (ICR, paragraph 64), the formal approval and enactment of these plans 
by the national water board were not completed by the time of the ICR completion (May 2016). The ICR 
describes that the established national and basin water boards operate with “limited capacity” (paragraph 
81) given the complex decentralization process and resulting delays. Further related intermediate indicators 
were measured, but the ICR reporting on those indicators also focused mostly on the outputs (i.e. the 
number of catchment and sub-catchment committees established) rather than describing outcomes (i.e. how 
they function specifically, how they implement plans or enforce responsibilities).
 
Weak inter-agency coordination between the line ministries and other institutions involved in the project, 
particularly on supervision responsibilities, was a major challenge. Due to the scale and complexity of the 
project, several institutions were directly involved in the project implementation and management: the 
responsible agency was the Ministry of Water and Irrigation (MoWI), but relevant line ministries were the 
Ministry of Health and Social Welfare (MoHSW) and the Ministry of Education, Science, Technology, and 
Vocational Training (MoESTV). Furthermore, the President Office’s Regional Administration and Local 
Government (PO-RALG), local government authorities (LGAs), urban water supply and sanitation authorities 
(UWSSAs), community-owned Water Supply Organizations (COWSOs), the Water Development and 
Management Institute, and line agencies at regional and district levels responsible for WSS service provision 
were involved. This challenge was addressed during the June 2011 restructuring through the establishment 
of a Steering Committee, which improved the coordination among the various sector institutions, but the 
continued need for better coordination throughout all phase of the WSDP was emphasized in the ICR (ICR, 
several paragraphs on pages 8, 14 and 18). It is important to take into account the scale of the project, as 
about 300 IA were involved in its implementation. Heterogeneity issues in terms of capacity across them had 
to be addressed, especially in the rural sector, which caused significant time delays in implementation (and 
hence achievement of outcomes across all agencies). For example, the success of institutional 
strengthening activities -such as the use of global positioning system devices or central data management- 
promoted by the project varied across institutions and requires actions to ensure that all (especially local) 
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agencies can effectively benefit from such activities and tools.
 
Similarly, the project achieved the establishment or transformation of several institutional bodies (e.g. 
steering committee, water sector working groups, technical working groups). It also supported the 
development of WRM regulations, six basin plans and feasibility studies, environmental and social impact 
assessments and design plans for three multipurpose plan, and rehabilitation design plans for five dams 
(with one dam having been rehabilitated by end-of-project). Yet, with the exception of the steering 
committee’s role in enhancing inter-agency coordination within the sector, the ICR does not sufficiently 
describe how the above actions contributed to strengthening Tanzania’s water sector and ultimately 
improved water resource management during the project period. For the national and basin water board the 
issuance of water-use discharge permits across the nine basins is provided as demonstration for 
functionality, but no assessment is given on the permits and on whether the issuance process has worked as 
effectively and efficiently as expected at project design.
 
The ICR describes several measures of institutional strengthening not captured by the Results Framework, 
such as training and practical “learning by doing” capacity-building activities on fiduciary and safeguards at 
national and local implementing agencies, or technical trainings of local governments and other stakeholders 
(e.g. sanitation campaign facilitators, local masons). However, the evidence on trainings provided in the ICR 
is very limited and not quantified.
 
Improvement of integrated water resources management
Similar to the results indicators on institutional strengthening, the ICR describes achievements regarding 
integrated water resources management (IWRM) in terms of outputs (i.e. the number of IRWM and 
Development Plans developed). Although the targets of all related indicators have been achieved by the end 
of project, the ICR does not describe specific outcome evidence (e.g. how the “essential IRWM information” 
captured by all nine basin water offices is used, or how they grant, monitor and enforce water rights and 
pollution control). However, the project achieved strengthening of water quality testing laboratories, with “a 
few of them” having gained certification during the project implementation.

Regarding transboundary water resources management, several agreements were concluded and ratified 
during project implementation (e.g. the Cooperative Framework Agreement for the establishment of the 
Zambezi Watercourse Commission, or the agreement to establish a Joint Ruvuma River Water 
Commission). However, the ICR does not describe if the WSDP was the main driver behind these 
ratifications.

Overall, the ICR highlights continued weaknesses in the level of coordination across sectors that compete 
for water resources and calls for the need to establish a mechanism to strengthen such coordination “to 
ensure informed decision on trade-offs and complementarity between the various sector plans and priorities” 
(ICR, paragraph 83). Furthermore, improved IWRM is hindered by insufficient financial capacity of the water 
basin offices to operate as planned.
 
Overall Outcome:  The first phase of the WSDP the project was ambitious in its objectives of institutional 
strengthening and improved water resource management at the transboundary, national, and basin levels. 
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Institutional weaknesses, capacity deficiencies and a long approval process of supported changes caused 
many delays in the implementation of newly established plans and strategies. However, while the ICR does 
provide not sufficient outcome evidence at the end of the project, the output activities conducted have laid 
the groundwork for increased institutional strengthening and IWRM in Tanzania’s water sector and the 
aspired outcomes can be expected to materialize during next (ongoing) phase(s) of the program

Rating
Substantial

PHREVDELTBL

PHEFFICACYTBL

Objective 2
Objective
Expansion of access to water supply and sanitation services

Rationale
Rural water supply
The project supported investments in improved drinking water supply in rural areas across Tanzania through 
multi-village and single-village piped water supply schemes, and provided water supply to both clustered 
households and single households. In addition to piped schemes, rainwater collection systems and wells 
with hand or electric/diesel-run pumps were also supported. The implementation of the rural WS activities 
was done through Community-Driven Development, and the communities’ preference for piped schemes 
resulted in higher than anticipated investment costs as well as higher operational and maintenance costs, 
which will be discussed under the efficiency section. In total, 9.2 million rural people gained WS access by 
the end of the project (115% of the revised target of 8 million).

The project indicators related to rural water supply are output indicators and the majority achieved their 
targets. The exception is the establishment and registration as legal entities of village water 
committees/Community-owned Water Supply Organizations (COWSOs). The ICR reports that only 28% of 
the planned COSWOs (1,821 out of 6,408) were established during the project implementation. Furthermore, 
local government authorities lacked budget for capacity-building and technical assistance of the COWSOs 
for most of the project period. Only shortly before project end (during FY16), the government allocated about 
US$5,000 to each local government authority to provide technical support to COWSOs, with technical 
assistance from the World Bank’s Water and Sanitation Program (WSP) to improve institutional capacities 
and operational competencies of COWSOs. Not outcomes on these activities are reported given due to the 
short time frame before project closure.

Urban water supply 
The project implemented its urban WS activities through the existing 23 regional Urban Water Supply and 
Sanitation Authorities (UWSSAs), which were directly responsible for the implementation of their respective 
project components. This arrangement resulted in a “seamless transition to the management and O&M 
phase of all assets created under the project” (ICR, paragraph 58). By the end of the project, the respective 
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project intermediate indicator was almost met as 15 of the 23 UWSSAs were rated as Category A utilities 
(out of the revised target of 16).

The project target on urban water supply was to provide improved access to 3 million people in 109 small 
towns, 19 regional municipalities, and Dar es Salaam City. According to the ICR, this target is estimated to 
have been met. An exact final number is not provided, but it is assumed to be lower than the 4.1 million 
people figure provided in the Borrower’s ICR given available data (not displayed in the ICR) and the fact that 
several water supply schemes were not yet fully completed by the end of the project. The ICR furthermore 
reports that the average percentage of non-revenue water decreased from 37% in 2007 to 35% in 
September 2015 (not part of the Results Framework). However, the ICR does not provide an assessment of 
whether this is a significant or insignificant change over such long time period.

Sanitation services
The original/the in 2011 revised project target was to provide 2.6 million/2.71 million people with improved 
sanitation access, respectively. During project implementation, the political focus of the Tanzania 
Development Vision changed, leading to a significant shift towards increasing efforts to improve rural 
sanitation in particular. The GoT started a National Sanitation Campaign, which was supported by the WSDP 
with about US$24 million investments in both rural sanitation and hygiene hardware (in schools) and 
promotion (households and schools). In urban areas, 15,648 additional sewerage connections were 
achieved. However, most of the urban sewerage development works were postponed to the second phase 
of the WSDP and hence the sewerage coverage target decreased, because most of the Component 3 
budget was needed “to meet the urban water supply requirements” (ICR, paragraph 18).

At the end of the project, the revised project PDO indicator target was exceeded by almost 100%, with in 
total 5.15 million people having obtained access to improved sanitation (no distinction between rural and 
urban is provided in the ICR). In addition, about 620,000 households (comprised of around 3 million people) 
also constructed handwashing facilities, and 1,680 schools constructed new or upgraded their sanitation 
facilities. In rural areas, 16,183 villages signed the declaration to improve household sanitation (a central 
part of the community-led total sanitation approach), exceeding the indicator target by 35 percentage points.
 
Overall Outcome: By the end of the project implementation period 3 million urban people and 9.2 million 
rural people gained access to safe water supply. In addition, 5.15 million people in rural and urban areas 
gained access to improved sanitation under the project. Furthermore, the ICR reports that in total over 7 
million females directly beneficiated benefited from the project’s interventions. These figures were collected 
as the project’s key PDO indicators, whose (revised) targets were either fully achieved or exceeded by the 
end of the project. However, it must be noted that these PDO indicators are all output-level indicators, as 
they measure only access to WSS facilities (not use, continued functionality after establishment, user 
satisfaction, or the like). As mentioned before, the ICR describes that these PDO indicators were chosen as 
they are the World Bank core indicators for the water sector.

Rating
Substantial
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PHREVDELTBL

PHREVISEDTBL

5. Efficiency

Rural WSS
For the rural water supply component, a cost-benefit analysis was conducted at appraisal for village water 
points. The economic benefits calculated included the benefits from time saved while fetching water from a 
closer source and benefits from the incremental demand for water valued at the average market price. Costs 
were based on actual values from 15 contracts. Net present values (NPVs) were estimated for all technologies 
and villages under consideration and comparisons made. The combined economic internal rate of return 
(EIRR) across six subprojects (two villages in each of three representative districts) at appraisal was estimated 
to range between 11% and 35%. At project closing, the EIRR estimates, following the same models, ranged 
between 12% and 17%. It is important to note that the economic analysis in the ICR included public health 
benefits, which were not included at the time of appraisal. The ICR reports that the predominant technology 
selected based on community preferences was deep-boreholes mechanized-piped schemes. At appraisal, 
such a scheme was estimated to cost on average about US$43 per capita. At the end of the project, the 
expenditure per capita was US$52 per capita. The assumptions for the estimations of NPV were a 20-year life 
of the project and a 12% discount factor. The table below provides a comparison of the expected NPVs at 
appraisal compared to closure for the average of two sub-projects in two villages in three districts (from ICR 
Annex 3). Overall, the efficiency analyses for the rural water supply component at appraisal and at completion 
are based on a very small number of six subproject observations.

 
Village At Appraisal At Appraisal At Completion At Completion
 eNPV (US$) EIRR (%) eNPV (US$) EIRR (%)
Mpwapwa 51,436 24 109,703 17
Rufiji 33,536 35 28,883 12
Kilosa 2,076 11 60,088 16

   eNPV= Expected NPV using efficiency prices
 
Urban WSS
For urban water supply component, a cost-benefit analysis was also conducted at appraisal. A NPV of US$394 
million was estimated at 12 percent discount rate, the corresponding to EIRRs at 34 percent. A sensitivity 
analysis was conducted and showed positive NPV and IRR greater than an assumed discount rate at 20 
percent reduction in revenue items and 20 percent increase in cost items. The ICR provides no justification for 
the assumed 20 percent, which seems quite high. Moreover, the ICR states that “the original assumptions used 
during appraisal in estimating the financial and economic return were overoptimistic. These changes have 
triggered restructuring of the project with increased resource allocation through AF and dropping of sewerage 
coverage targets. However, the restructuring paper failed to re-estimate the economic and financial returns 
based on the changes” (ICR Annex 3, paragraph 11). At completion, no NPV or IRR for urban water supply is 
provided in the ICR.
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Operational and administrative efficiency
In terms of operational and administrative efficiency, the project experienced significant delays in the first years 
of implementation and was extended twice and in addition had the Additional Financing, resulting in an overall 
extension of the closing date of more than four years. Taking into account the significant increase in unit cost 
required for rural water points, despite a widening scope and scale of some project activities, the returns of the 
project anticipated during appraisal were expected to be reduced. However, the ICR also states that “the 
potential economic benefits and the wider economic impacts of the project beyond the sector (such as health, 
education, labor productivity, poverty reduction, and women empowerment) were not considered at appraisal. 
When these wider economic benefits and impacts are considered, the project can still be considered, to some 
extent, as economically viable at completion” (ICR, paragraph 76).

Summary of the rural and urban EIRR point values:
At appraisal, the point values were: (i) for rural water supply: 11%-35%, (ii) for urban water supply: 34%
At completion, the point values were: (i) for rural water supply: 12%-17%, (ii) for urban water supply: not 
available
Note: The coverage/scope for rural water supply values were based on 6 subprojects in 6 villages in three 
districts (same at appraisal and at completion).
 

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

The Relevance of Objectives is rated Modest because they were output based. The Relevance of Design is 
rated Substantial. The achievement of Objective 1 on improving integrated water resources management 
(IWRM) by strengthening water sector institutions is rated Substantial, given that targets were achieved but 
limited evidence provided on outcomes and improved IWRM by the end of the project. The achievement of 
Objective 2 on the expansion of access to water supply and sanitation services is rated Substantial, as targets 
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were generally largely exceeded and the implemented activities were fully aligned with the objective. Efficiency 
is rated Modest because of an inadequate coverage of the rate of return analysis.  In summary, the project had 
moderate shortcomings and its overall outcome is therefore rate moderately satisfactory.

a. Outcome Rating
Moderately Satisfactory

7. Rationale for Risk to Development Outcome Rating

The complexity of the WSSP was reason for concern at project appraisal and resulted to be a significant risk 
during project execution, causing significant delays in implementation and the achievement of outcomes by the 
end of the project. An important contributing factor was the heterogeneity in capacity among the many 
implementing agencies at different levels (national and decentralized), especially regarding fiduciary and 
safeguards implementation, but also in terms of their technical and operational knowledge. The project 
addressed this issue through providing capacity-building and training activities, particularly on fiduciary aspects 
at the local level. However, no details on the results of capacity building and training are provided in the ICR. 
Also, the ICR highlights the continued need for improved inter-agency coordination even after project closure, 
given the various stakeholders with competing interests in water resources.

Moreover, a considerable risk to the sustainability of supported activities and investments is related to limited 
budget, as mentioned in the ICR as well as by an African Development Bank’s (AfDB) evaluation of the WSDP. 
For example, water basin offices face insufficient financial capacity to operate as planned. Similarly, the AfDB 
assessment states that “at least for the remainder of the WSDP period (to 2025), most Community-based 
Water Supply Organizations (COWSOs) will be unable to pay in full for maintenance and replacement costs of 
their water supply infrastructure. It should, therefore, replace the current ad hoc approach to financial support.” 
(ICR, paragraph 114). Finally, the evaluation highlights risks related to long-term rural user affordability to pay 
for improved rural water supplies, which can lead to compromising health outcomes if users return to 
unimproved practices for financial reasons.

a. Risk to Development Outcome Rating
Substantial

8. Assessment of Bank Performance

a. Quality-at-Entry
The design of the project and its PDO was fully aligned with national sector priorities and the CAS. Lessons 
from prior interventions on water sector reform and institutional strengthening were integrated in the design 
and country-specific sector analyses were conducted during project preparation and taken into account 
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(particularly on safeguards and economic and financial aspects). The combination of the IBRD loan with 
several development partners’ (DP) funds was unique and required good coordination, especially given the 
long-term focus of the WSDP. The flexibility of the design allowed DPs to adjust their funding and also new 
DPs throughout implementation, which resulted to be an important feature that was made use of. While the 
scale and scope of the project were revised during implementation, the design of the PDO and project 
components remained largely unchanged.

Several issues could have been better addressed or anticipated in the design:

First, the PDO and Results Framework are largely output-oriented. Where the project aimed at measuring 
outcomes through indicators, the ICR typically reports only achievements in terms of outputs, justified by the 
project having been “complex and some indicators designed were rather difficult to monitor” (ICR, 
paragraph 88).

Second, some risks that materialized during implementation were underestimated during the project design 
phase. For example, coordination among the several national institutions was challenging during 
implementation, which could have been anticipated and measures -like the later introduced steering 
committee and working groups- included in the design.

Third, a user demand or water supply technology preference study should have been conducted during 
preparation. Instead of the anticipated 55% demand for hand pumps, actual demand turned out to be only 
5%, as communities preferred piped and complex multi-village water schemes instead. While the project 
respected the CDD approach (Component 2) and hence communities’ demand, this change resulted in 
significantly increased investment costs as well as higher operational and maintenance costs, challenging 
sustainability of the investments as discussed before. It is not clear whether an information campaign that 
sufficiently explained communities the cost implications of the different technologies offered was included in 
the design, but the ICR states that “communities were less able to cope with planning, budgeting, and 
management of the more complex water schemes on their own. This risk could have been mitigated by 
clearer guidance in relation to the available budget for schemes being provided to the consultant engaged 
by LGAs. This could have been achieved without undermining the CDD approach and ensured more 
schemes were constructed within the available resource envelope” (ICR, paragraph 35).

Quality-at-Entry Rating
Moderately Satisfactory

b. Quality of supervision
As the biggest single donor, the World Bank took a leading role in coordinating among the various 
development partners in terms of the implementation approach and the messages to different stakeholders 
involved. This was important given the newly established coordination structures, “which aimed to support 
an increased focus sector collaboration and harmonization” (ICR, paragraph 89). Supervision missions took 
place bi-annually and were coordinated among the DPs. The ICR states that the handovers between the 
project’s four task team leaders went smoothly to allow for management continuity and client 
responsiveness (ICR, paragraph 90). During the course of supervision, the project was reactive to new 
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information (e.g. on lower than originally assumed rural sanitation coverage and a resulting change in 
government priorities) and shifted its focus more towards investments in areas of need.
 
Delays in initial implementation were a challenge early on in the project caused by a longer than anticipated 
hiring process of key consultants and delivery of outputs, especially for the rural water sector activities. This 
occurred despite a qualification assessment of rural local government authorities (LGAs) during the 
appraisal phase. Given these significant initial delays and lower than expected engagement by key 
government stakeholders, the Bank rightfully downgraded implementation performance (and shortly after 
also progress towards development outcome) to moderately unsatisfactory and identified the need for 
restructuring at the mid-term review. The 2011 restructuring led to the establishment of the steering 
committee and technical working groups with quarterly meetings to review progress and decide on potential 
required actions. Overall, actions to improve coordination among national institutions and implementing 
agencies were implemented only a few years after project effectiveness, requiring the project to be 
extended by more than four years overall. In terms of outcome reporting, the Results Framework remained 
weak despite revisions (mostly to accommodate for World Bank core sector indicators) and no stakeholder 
surveys were conducted (to be discussed more under Monitoring and Evaluation).

Overall, the project achieved most of its (output) targets, but with significant delays and need for several 
extensions and adjustments. Also, the scope and scale of the project was downsized or delayed to the 
second phase of the WSDP (particularly the development of new sewerage works).

Quality of Supervision Rating 
Moderately Satisfactory

Overall Bank Performance Rating
Moderately Satisfactory

9. Assessment of Borrower Performance

a. Government Performance
The Government of Tanzania showed a strong commitment to the project, given its long-term strategy for 
the water sector and the envisioned 20-year WSDP. However, interagency coordination was weak in the 
first few years of implementation. The project suffered from significant delays in the release and transfer of 
funds from the national level (Ministry of Finance and Ministry of Water and Irrigation) to implementing 
agencies (IAs), causing major delays in project implementation. This slow release and transfer of funds for 
decentralized subproject implementation continued to be a problem throughout the project implementation 
and was not fully resolved despite the establishment of a settlement account at the Bank of Tanzania.
 
After the 2011 restructuring, progress improved and the government was proactive in securing additional 
financing through national and development partners’ sources. In 2013 the government introduced the Big 
Results Now (BRN) Initiative to boost progress of its Tanzania Development Vision 2025, using the WSDP 
to mainstream activities on rural water and sanitation. While the BRN accelerated the implementation of 
Component 2, the promise of additional funds “proved to be overestimated” (ICR, paragraph 95) and, as a 
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result, local government authorities contracted too many water supply schemes without receiving the 
sufficient resources, leading to mistrust by beneficiaries.

Government Performance Rating
Moderately Satisfactory

b. Implementing Agency Performance
The project suffered from an initial poor monitoring capacity and inconsistent as well as inaccurate 
financial and M&E results reporting. Only after the 2011 restructuring, a full-time Project Coordination Unit 
(PCU) was established within the Ministry of Water and Irrigation as an integrated part of its 
organizational structure. The PCU worked with various implementation agencies (IAs) in each region, who 
were responsible of local project implementation. Capacity across the different IAs varied strongly, which 
resulted in significant differences in performance. Towards the end of the project, capacity of the IAs was 
better aligned, particularly in terms of procurement, financing and results monitoring, which can be 
expected to benefit the future phases of the WSDP. The 2013/14 and 2014/15 unqualified financial audits 
are reported to be “a huge improvement compared to the first two years of program implementation” 
(ICR, paragraph 98).

Also, the first years of implementation were characterized by mixed engagement of key government 
stakeholders, which led to significant delays and were a main reason for the downgrading to moderately 
unsatisfactory implementation performance. After restructuring and the establishment of the steering 
committee and working groups, engagement improved. A remaining concern is the continued lack of 
sufficient financial resources for the National Sanitation Campaign, affecting local governments, similar to 
the need to move sewerage development works to the next phase of the WSDP.

Implementing Agency Performance Rating 
Moderately Satisfactory

Overall Borrower Performance Rating 
Moderately Satisfactory

10. M&E Design, Implementation, & Utilization

a. M&E Design
The project M&E design was strongly influenced by the sector targets established in Tanzania’s 2011-16 
development plan (“MKUKUTA”). Hence, key indicators of the project reflected these targets, with 
emphasis on measuring outputs rather than outcomes. Some of the indicators in the Results Framework 
(RF) were described in terms of a mix of outputs and outcomes, but the ICR reporting focuses mostly on 
the output part of such indicator (e.g. if something was developed, but not how it is implemented or to 
what changes it led). The ICR concludes that “the original indicators in the RF could have been more 
clearly articulated and their framing made them difficult to track” (ICR, paragraph 42). However, while the 
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ICR also states that the restructuring addressed these flaws, this review finds that the 2011 revision of the 
RF led to modifications of targets, but not to a significant change in the indicators themselves. Specifically, 
the revision of indicators was driven by applying the World Bank core sector indicators, which are mostly 
also at the output-level and reported in absolute numbers rather than percentages (e.g. the number of 
direct beneficiaries and proportion of female beneficiaries).

b. M&E Implementation
Results monitoring capacity of the project implementation agencies was weak and fragmented, especially at 
the local level. Inadequate quality of sector data (i.e. collection, analysis, reporting, updating, availability) was 
reported as a main challenge in project implementation, especially for the rural water sector. Though 
improvements were noted during the course of the implementation (e.g. through a comprehensive water point 
mapping), data quality and updating of the data remained problematic until the end of the project (ICR, 
paragraph 109). Moreover, monitoring data collection by the very late established Management Information 
System (MIS) focused on outputs measurement and fiduciary reporting. While capacity improved over time 
(e.g. the national inventory of water points reports data on status and functionality), the ICR highlights 
weaknesses and needs for monitoring of other key indicators, such as “access and use of sanitation services, 
management of fecal sludge, and wider water resource utilization parameters”, which are currently missing in 
the RF (ICR, paragraph 59). The ICR does not report on any additional data collection efforts by the project 
during implementation, relying solely on the RF.

c. M&E Utilization
The ICR does not report how information from the M&E systems was utilized for project management or 
other purposes. An evaluation by the African Development Bank is mentioned, with a very brief description of 
findings related to women’s time savings and reduction in diarrhea incidence. However, it is not clear 
whether the project M&E or the MIS data contributed to these findings.

M&E Quality Rating
Modest

11. Other Issues

a. Safeguards
The project was classified as environmental Category A and safeguard screening Category A. Four 
safeguards policies were triggered: (i) Environmental Assessment (OP/BP 4.01), (ii) Involuntary 
Resettlement (OP/BP 4.12), (iii) Projects on International Waterways (OP/BP 7.50), and (iv) Safety of Dams 
(OP/BP 4.37). An Environmental and Social Management Framework (ESMF), a Resettlement Policy 
Framework (RPF) and Riparian Notification Document were developed and disclosed in the country/to 
riparian countries and at the World Bank’s InfoShop in September 2006. The possibility of dam financing 
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contemplated during preparation was dropped and the project did not finance the construction of any new 
dams.

During implementation, 968 subprojects (the ICR does not clarify out of how many in total) were screened for 
environmental and social risks and impacts. Most were found to be Category C, with negligible impacts. 
However, the ICR does not make a clear statement of the project’s compliance with the environmental 
assessment and safeguards. The large number of subprojects for safeguard screening placed significant 
burden on the World Bank team, resulting safeguards document processing delays that substantially 
improved over time with the establishment of a dedicated safeguards team within the MoWI. Safeguards 
training was provided to IAs at the central and decentralized levels by the World Bank and the MoWI. 
Similarly, safeguards supervision was strengthened through joint World Bank-MoWI team field visits.

b. Fiduciary Compliance
Financial management was deficient during several of the early years of project implementation. The Ministry 
of Water and Irrigation (MoWI) as well as the implementation agencies in the regions lacked the capacity to 
monitor budges and prepare financial reports, leading to unsatisfactory compliance and a special audit report 
in 2010 (three years after project effectiveness). In response, in 2011 a web-based MIS was developed 
which connected all IAs across Tanzania, with extensive user training support to ensure adequate use of the 
MIS. Some system deficiencies were encountered and addressed during implementation, leading to 
improvements in financial and other fiduciary reporting. By the end of the project, financial management and 
disbursement arrangement were considered as adequate, and audits were unqualified.

Procurement was similarly a major challenge during the early project implementation. Especially at the local 
level, capacity of procurement processes was highly limited, which led to lengthy approval processes and 
significant in implementation delays (especially in Component 2 on rural WSS). Training activities were 
launched, but resulted in improvements only very late during implementation (in the last two years of the 
project).
 
Overall, the risks related to fiduciary aspects anticipated during project preparation materialized, but the 
WSSP took various measures to address them during implementation.

c. Unintended impacts (Positive or Negative)
The ICR mentioned unintended positive impacts founds by the aforementioned evaluation of the African 
Development Bank. No details on the evaluation methodology (e.g. sampling, if it focuses on the project 
impacts exclusively, etc.) or its findings are provided in the ICR or its Annexes. The ICR describes the 
evaluation finding positive effects in terms of time savings for women in communities served by the project 
resulting from closer proximity to new water points. However, the ICR also states that “while shorter water 
collection distances are an undeniable benefit with regard to women’s well-being, the economic benefits 
that accrue are limited” (ICR, paragraph 80). Moreover, the evaluation report indicates a significant 
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reduction in the incidence of diarrhea among beneficiaries in the surveyed villages where the WSDP 
installed new water systems. It would have been beneficial to add more information on the evaluation and 
its methodology to the ICR Annex.

d. Other
---

12. Ratings

Ratings ICR IEG Reason for 
Disagreements/Comment

Outcome Moderately 
Satisfactory Moderately Satisfactory ---

Risk to Development 
Outcome Substantial Substantial ---

Bank Performance Moderately 
Satisfactory Moderately Satisfactory ---

Borrower Performance Moderately 
Satisfactory Moderately Satisfactory ---

Quality of ICR Substantial ---

Note
When insufficient information is provided by the Bank for IEG to arrive at a clear rating, IEG will downgrade the 
relevant ratings as warranted beginning July 1, 2006.
The "Reason for Disagreement/Comments" column could cross-reference other sections of the ICR Review, as 
appropriate.

13. Lessons

The ICR lists a number of lessons.  Three lessons with broad application are summarized here with some 
editing of the original text in the ICR.:
 
The establishment of a coordination mechanism among ministries and main stakeholders to facilitate 
river basin planning and monitoring processes is key for smooth implementation. Progress in central and 
decentralized institutional strengthening and coordination requires a mechanism that allows for involvement of 
major stakeholders at all levels (local, basin, and national). A mechanism for inter-ministerial collaboration on 
the IWRMD at the basin level and at the catchment management level will needs to be rolled out from early on.

Water supply and sanitation service provision requires focus on performance improvements and non-
revenue water reduction to cope with the growing demand and rapid urbanization. High water losses and 
poor operation and maintenance are exacerbated by the ever-increasing demand for services due to rapid 
urbanization and growing industrial use. Hence, it is important to focus on efficiency improvements of utilities, 
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requiring institutional reform and coordination with other institutions, especially in the areas of on-site sanitation.

Water and sanitation investments and respective progress monitoring need to be positioned on an 
equal footing from the start. Governments often rely on donor resources for sanitation intervention (especially 
on-site technologies), and it is given less attention within government policies and strategies. A significant effort 
is needed to increase improved sanitation coverage in rural as well as rapidly growing unplanned urban areas. 
Furthermore, the new sanitation indicators and definition under the Sustainable Development Goals will require 
higher level of services and the monitoring of sanitation beyond on-site facilities.
 
 

 

14. Assessment Recommended?

No

15. Comments on Quality of ICR

The ICR has some strengths and weaknesses in its quality. It makes a good use of summary tables that 
underline its arguments and provide a good overview of findings. Also, the sections on efficacy and Bank 
performance are well written and provide a candid discussion of the available evidence. However, especially 
the first parts of the ICR, do not follow a clear storyline, but are rather a collection of pieces of information 
that are not always easy to follow. While some sections are detailed, others provide almost no information on 
or reasons for certain statements, or they are given much later in the report. Another shortcoming is that the 
numbers provided in the ICR do not add up in several instances. For example, the main text refers to 7.08 
million female beneficiaries, while Table F(a) states 7.48 million. Similarly, the percentage of females from 
Table F (7.48 of 17.35 million total water and sanitation rural and urban beneficiaries is not equivalent to the 
51.7% presented in the table (51.7%). Annex 1 on the financial costs provides not details by component on 
the actual financial costs (only the latest estimates). Finally, while providing sufficient information related to 
the results M&E collected by the project, the ICR missed the opportunity to elaborate on outcomes of the 
impact evaluation conducted by the African Development Bank.

a. Quality of ICR Rating
Substantial


